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ABSTRACT 

 

Since the 1970s, the number and variety of states providing bilateral aid has 

grown.  In 1973, 16 states provided aid; in 2013, 31 provided aid.  This growth may not 

appear substantial, but it greatly outstrips growth in the number of states in the 

international system over the same time period (~46% versus 94%).  Given states commit 

aid for a variety of reasons – prominently, including their own geopolitical self-interests – 

this growth in the bilateral aid donor community suggests donors are likely to encounter 

increased competition for any given recipient’s foreign policy cooperation.  In the face of 

this increased competition, this dissertation asks: under what conditions will some 

bilateral aid donors experience greater foreign policy cooperation as a result of their aid 

efforts than other donors?  To answer this question, this dissertation develops and 

contributes a framework for better understanding when bilateral donors – in the context 

of a competitive aid-for-policy “marketplace” – will experience greater geopolitical gain. 

 The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework suggests each component of 

the aid-for-policy exchange – the donor, the recipient, and the aid itself – is likely to 

influence the success any given donor experiences utilizing aid to promote foreign policy 

cooperation.  At its core, the framework argues any given donor’s ability to use aid to 

promote foreign policy cooperation is a function of their own decision-making and policy 

process; in particular, their abilities to interpret information and adjust policies.  This 

function, however, is likely to be conditioned by the recipient’s set of donor relationships, 

the donor’s ability to overcome friction and resistance in their policy process, and the on-

the-ground experience of the aid’s consumers.  In developing this argument, the donor-
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recipient aid and cooperation framework draws upon a variety of theories from 

international relations, foreign policy decision-making, public policy, and organization 

theory. 

 Overall, I find elements related to the donor and the recipient condition the 

success any given donor experiences utilizing aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  

The results indicate that donors who possess dependence-based power advantages, or 

higher levels of mutual dependence, with their recipients are likely to experience 

improved foreign policy cooperation, but this experience substantively varies across 

different levels of aid giving.  Additionally, some donors – due to their power status, 

regime type, or organizational memberships and normative adherences – are likely to 

experience more cooperation than others as a result of lower decision costs and 

institutional costs in their policy processes.  The third element of the donor-recipient aid 

and cooperation framework, the aid itself, remains untested and is left for analysis in 

future work. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

 

1.1 Introduction 

If it is done right… foreign aid spreads America’s influence around the world in a positive 
way, (U.S. Senator Marco Rubo in McCormack, 2011) 

 It will surely come as no surprise to concerned readers that foreign aid may at 

times be motivated as much by any given donor’s geopolitical interests as it is by any 

potential recipient’s needs.  This has certainly been known among international relations 

scholars and policymakers since at least the European Recovery Program following 

World War II (colloquially known as the Marshall Plan),1 and it is certainly known to 

scholars (e.g., Alesina & Dollar, 2000) and policymakers alike today, as shown by U.S. 

Senator Marco Rubio’s quote at the outset. 

What may be more surprising to concerned readers is the relative dearth of work 

on the first half of Senator Rubio’s statement: “If it is done right.”  In this regard, 

international relations scholars may only now be turning their attention to how to “do aid 

right” in order to advance some donor-driven geopolitical goal.2  In this dissertation, I 

contribute to this nascent literature by asking, under what conditions will some bilateral 

                                                
1 The Marshall Plan helped reconstruct a needy Europe but, in doing so, the U.S. strengthened its European 
allies located most closely to its emerging geopolitical nemesis, the Soviet Union. 
2 See, for example, recent work by Bueno de Mesquita & Smith (2016), which examines how much 
cooperation the U.S. was able to purchase and at what prices over three periods, or Steinwand (2015), 
which is concerned with patterns of donor coordination and “lead donorship” in different geographic areas 
over time.  Of these two, Bueno de Mesquita and Smith (2016) is closest to the heart of this dissertation as 
it examines what the authors call “aid-for-policy deals” in a competitive context where the U.S. faced 
varying levels of competition from the Soviet Union for potential recipient’s cooperation.  Steinwand 
(2015), furthermore, concludes patterns of donor coordination and lead donorship have been declining over 
time, which would appear to suggest growing competition among donors. 
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aid donors experience greater foreign policy cooperation as a result of their aid efforts 

than other donors?  To answer this question, I develop a framework for understanding 

when bilateral donors – in the context of a competitive aid-for-policy “marketplace” – 

will experience greater geopolitical gain.  The resulting donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework suggests conditions related to each element of the aid-for-policy 

exchange – the recipient, the donor, and the aid itself – are all likely to condition the 

extent to which any given donor experiences improved foreign policy cooperation with 

potential recipients.  Each element is elaborated upon in turn. 

 First, in terms of the recipient element of the aid-for-policy exchange, it is crucial 

to recognize aid recipients often receive aid from a community of donors, or have the 

potential to receive aid from a community of donors, rather than existing in more 

exclusive donor-recipient pairings.  Doubly important, the community of actual bilateral 

aid donors – and, arguably, the community of latent, potential bilateral aid donors – has 

only grown over time.3  Given these two observations – and assuming donors prioritize 

their own geopolitical interests when committing aid – donors are increasingly likely to 

make conflicting demands upon the same recipient.  This begs the question, which donors 

will “win,” when their demands upon a single recipient are anathema to one another?  To 

answer this question, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework suggests any 

given donor’s relative position within a particular recipient’s community of donors is 

likely to weigh quite heavily on the outcome. 

                                                
3 Indeed, growth in the number of bilateral aid donors has greatly outpaced growth in the number of 
international states since, at least, the early 1970s (approximately 94% growth in the number of bilateral aid 
providers versus approximately 46% growth in the number of states). 
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Second, in terms of the donor element of the aid-for policy exchange, it is crucial 

to recognize aid itself is a form of policy, and donors are varyingly capable of producing 

policy.  This is important to recognize as the growing aid donor community is likely to 

make it more difficult for any single donor to gauge any given recipient’s willingness to 

cooperate with their demands when they conflict with another donor’s demands.  Here 

again, the simple question may be asked, which donors will “win?”  To answer this 

question again, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework suggests the level of 

decision costs and institutional costs characterizing any given donor’s policy process is 

likely to strongly influence the outcome. 

Lastly, in terms of the aid element itself, it is crucial to recognize that not all 

constituencies within a recipient are necessarily equal in levying demands upon their 

governments.  This observation is important as it implies some groups – say, for example, 

members of a minimum winning coalition (Bueno de Mesquita, Smith, Siverson, & 

Morrow, 2003) or politically relevant ethnic groups (Vogt et al., 2015; Wucherpfennig, 

Weidmann, Girardin, Cederman, & Wimmer, 2011) – are more likely to have their voices 

heard than others when seeking some policy action or policy change on the part of their 

government – including, foreign policy.  The donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework suggests donors that better understand these dynamics are, arguably, more 

likely to “win” when their geopolitical demands conflict with another donor’s demands.  

This is because greater abilities to direct some combination of the “right” aid to the 

“right” people in the “right” places may foster strong grassroots, ground-up pressures 

among a recipient’s domestic audiences that complements the donor’s own top-down 

pressure for cooperation. 
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The pages and chapters to follow are dedicated to elaborating upon and testing 

these ideas.  For Senator Rubio, doing aid the right way for spreading influence involved 

partnership with the private sector and the faith-based community; as a matter of 

foreshadowing, the work in this dissertation will show and/or suggest doing aid the right 

way for spreading influence involves analysis of the recipient, the donor, and the aid 

itself. 

1.2 Developing and Testing the Donor-Recipient Aid and Cooperation Framework 

 To demonstrate the conditions under which some bilateral aid donors experience 

greater geopolitical cooperation than others, I begin by first developing an overarching 

argument that identifies the likely sources of variation in cooperation and move, second, 

to testing theories related to those sources. 

 In Chapter 2, I pursue simultaneous objectives.  First, I position my argument in a 

larger aid-related literature.  Second, I develop a theoretical foundation for the remainder 

of the dissertation.  In positioning my argument, I highlight the general development of 

the aid literature along the related dimensions of aid determinants – i.e., what factors lead 

donors to provide aid to certain recipients – and aid effectiveness – i.e., the extent to 

which aid improves some targeted or intended outcome.  In doing so, I note that donors 

are generally thought to commit aid for a mix of reasons favoring their own geopolitical 

interests along with any given recipient’s needs.  But, in terms of whether or the extent to 

which aid is effective, I note the relative dearth of attention paid to those same 
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geopolitical interests, suggest possible reasons for this shortage, and elaborate upon its 

consequences.4 

 The remainder of Chapter 2 is dedicated to developing the theoretical 

underpinning of the dissertation.  The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework 

proposed in Chapter 2 begins with the premise that the ability of any given donor to use 

foreign aid as a foreign policy tool for promoting foreign policy cooperation with their 

recipients is a function of their own decision-making and policy processes.5  However, a 

number of conditions – related to each component of the aid-for-policy exchange – serve 

to complicate this function thereby enabling some donors to achieve better outcomes than 

other donors.  In terms of conditions related to the recipient, special attention is paid to 

the types of leverage a recipient may have over any given donor as well as the relative 

importance each donor holds for a given recipient.  In terms of conditions related to the 

donor, special attention is paid to the generic components of any given policy process 

which serve to make generating policy change or policy action more or less difficult.  In 

terms of conditions related to the aid itself, special attention is paid to the recipient’s 

domestic audience and how the varying importance of different constituencies may be 

exploited by donors.  Lastly, the strengths of this framework are briefly discussed before 

moving to Chapter 3 where the framework’s components are first tested. 

 Chapter 3 provides the first empirical analysis of the dissertation and is focused 

on the recipient element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework. In 

particular, Chapter 3 asks: how does any given recipient’s community of donors 

                                                
4 I also allocate some space to refuting the plausible but remote possibility that donors simply do not view 
aid as a strategic foreign policy tool. 
5 This approach, emphasizing both decision-making and policymaking, is also discussed in the context of 
existing approaches in the foreign policy decision-making literature. 
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condition their foreign policy cooperation with any single donor?  To answer this 

question, I first discuss the treatment of security in international relations as opposed to 

organization theory.  From this discussion, I make four arguments concerning any given 

donor’s ability to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation that draws upon a 

social exchange perspective of power (e.g., Baldwin, 1978, 1990, 1998, 2013, 2016, 

Dahl, 1957, 1968; Deutsch, 1988; Emerson, 1976; Heath, 1976) and advancements made 

in this area by resource dependency theory (e.g., Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976; Cook & 

Emerson, 1978; Cook, Emerson, Gillmore, & Yamagishi, 1983; Emerson, 1962, 1972; 

Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  These arguments are then divided into two sets of analyses. 

 The first analysis examines the effect of a growing pool of donors on any given 

recipient’s incoming aid flows.  Here, I suggest two somewhat opposing arguments.  The 

first argument is that the growing number of donors provides recipients with an enhanced 

ability to resist any given donor’s demands and drive harder, more market or transaction 

inspired aid-for-policy bargains thus leading to greater inflows.  Stated succinctly, more 

donors is likely to mean more dollars.  But, the second argument is that this relationship 

is likely to be curvilinear as driving harder bargains forgoes benefits of more exclusive 

exchanges and risks donor withdrawal (e.g., Baker, 1990).  Analysis of these arguments 

provides support for the more crucial curvilinear argument.  In particular, the relationship 

between number of donors and aid inflows is indeed curvilinear with maximum inflows 

at 17 donors. 

 Against the backdrop of Chapter 3’s first analysis, the second examines two 

conditions under which donors may expect positive changes in foreign policy 

cooperation.  These conditions are when 1) a recipient is asymmetrically dependent upon 
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a particular donor for aid and 2) a donor and recipient are increasingly mutually 

dependent upon one another in terms of aid.  The first condition speaks to a logic of 

power and domination while the second speaks to a logic of shared valuation.  The 

analyses again confirm all expectations but with some added nuance.  In particular, 

asymmetric dependence primarily inhibits conflict between donor and recipient – rather 

cheaply at that (even less than $9 million in aid) – and only promotes positive 

cooperation in the extreme (upwards of $4 billion in aid).  But, donors experience greater 

cooperation with recipients across the board as their mutual dependence increases.  These 

results suggest donors have multiple unique strategies to consider when attempting to use 

aid to improve cooperation with any given recipient but that they must be mindful of their 

position in the recipient’s community of donors. 

 Chapter 4 turns attention to the donor element of the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework and provides further empirical analyses and asks: how does an 

aid donor’s policy process condition the foreign policy cooperation it experiences with 

any given potential recipient?  To answer this question, I first discuss those components 

characterizing all policy processes – decision costs and institutional costs – as described 

in the work of Frank R. Baumgartner, Bryan D. Jones, and their colleagues on the policy 

process and policy change (e.g., Baumgartner et al., 2009; Baumgartner & Jones, 1991, 

1993, 2015; Jones et al., 2009; Jones, Sulkin, & Larsen, 2003; Jones & Baumgartner, 

2005).  From this discussion, I make three arguments concerning any given donor’s 

ability to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation based upon their power status, 

regime type, or organizational affiliations and normative adherences.  These arguments, 

as in Chapter 3, are divided between two sets of analyses. 
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 The first analysis of Chapter 4 examines how each of these three conditions – 

power status, regime type, or organizational affiliations and normative adherences – 

influences a donor’s decision and institutional costs thereby making it more or less 

difficult to utilize aid for geopolitical purposes.  Here, I suggest any given donor’s aid 

commitment process is likely to be characterized by punctuation: many very small and 

very large adjustments but with rather few in between.  But, within each of these 

groupings one set of donors is likely to demonstrate less punctuation than the other.  In 

the case of power status, it is suggested that major powers’ larger foreign policy 

portfolios makes it more difficult to use aid to promote cooperation; in the case of regime 

type, it is suggested that lower levels of control over and greater access to the policy 

process makes it more difficult for democracies to utilize aid in this way; and, lastly, it is 

suggested that the normative, altruistic expectations of the Organisation for Economic 

Cooperation and Development’s Development Assistance Committee (DAC) makes it 

more difficult for DAC members to utilize aid in a geopolitical manner.  This analysis, 

indeed, confirms all expectations with non-major power donors demonstrating less 

punctuation than major power donors, authoritarian donors demonstrating less 

punctuation than democratic donors, and non-DAC member donors demonstrating less 

punctuation than DAC member donors. 

 The second analysis in Chapter 4 builds on the first by using its findings to 

suggest donors facing lower decision costs and institutional costs will experience greater 

improvements in foreign policy cooperation.  In particular, it is suggested that those 

donors with less punctuated policy processes possess greater abilities to identify 

potentially cooperative recipients, and greater credibility to 1) punish any given 
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recipient’s non-compliance, or 2) reward demonstrated cooperation thus leading to 

improved foreign policy cooperation with their recipients.  This argument is confirmed 

for authoritarian donors and non-DAC donors but is only (at best) partially-confirmed in 

the case of non-major power donors.  These results suggest donor-specific attributes are 

also an important element to consider when analyzing the conditions under which aid 

may promote foreign policy cooperation lest some donors fail to understand the limits of 

their own policy processing abilities and throw good money after bad. 

 Chapter 5 concludes this dissertation.  In this chapter, attention is paid, first, to the 

overarching contributions of this dissertation to the literature on foreign aid, and 

summarizing the primary arguments and contributions of the core chapters.  Second, the 

concluding chapter addresses two lessons learned or issues that have emerged in the 

course of this dissertation.  These include the operationalization of the dependent variable 

as well as the possibility that different donors seek different objectives.  Chapter 5 

concludes with a discussion of the immediate and future directions of the donor-recipient 

aid and cooperation framework, and lastly, touches upon the implications of this 

dissertation for academics, policymakers, and individuals interested in the nexus of aid 

and foreign policy cooperation. 

  Taken altogether, this dissertation demonstrates how a number of conditions 

influence any given bilateral aid donor’s ability to use their aid to achieve some 

geopolitical gain.  In doing so, this dissertation has contributed to a nascent literature 

examining the aid-for-policy exchange as a competitive “marketplace” featuring 

increasingly greater numbers of aid donors.  Given the arguments and findings at hand, if 

Senator Rubio is truly concerned with the spread of American influence through aid, he 
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would do well to consider the U.S.’ relative position vis-à-vis others within any given 

recipient’s community of donors, the myriad decision costs and institutional costs facing 

both the U.S. and its competing donors, and who on-the-ground is receiving what aid for 

what reasons. 
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CHAPTER 2 

Blunder or Plunder?  The Political Benefit of Aid 

 

2.1 Introduction  

Foreign aid often possesses a Janus-faced quality.  Justified by the loftiest of rhetoric, it 
frequently fulfills the most Machiavellian of functions, (Wasserman, 1983) 

 The provision of bilateral foreign aid has become an increasingly salient topic in 

international relations.  In 2010, thirty-six donor states committed more than $80.5 billion 

to 148 recipients.  Since 1980 this translates to a near doubling of single-year donors, a 

215% increase in committed aid, and an extension of aid commitments to an additional 

24% of the international system.  Much of this activity, furthermore, has come from 

outside the traditional donor community of Western-democratic members of the 

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Development Assistance 

Committee (OECD-DAC) and the diversity of emerging donors is reflected in their 

varying power statuses, regime-types, as well as organizational memberships and 

normative adherence.  The academic community, for its part, has paralleled this trend and 

often seeks to understand the determinants of aid and the effectiveness of aid.  To these 

ends, scholars largely agree that donors provide aid for a combination of reasons, 

including recipient need as well as donor interest, and that the extent to which aid reduces 

recipient need is dependent upon aid levels, political institutions, and the composition of 

aid flows. 
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 But is bilateral foreign aid – the flow of concessional financial assistance between 

official government sources to a recipient6 – a meaningful foreign policy tool for donors 

to use when seeking to improve cooperation?  And, if aid is a meaningful foreign policy 

tool for this purpose, what conditions enable some donors to better cultivate aid-for-

policy benefits than others?   These remain largely open and under-explored questions in 

the international relations literature.  Scholars typically identify two sets of aid 

determinants – recipient need and donor interest – but only pursue the question of 

effectiveness with regards to one – recipient need.  When scholars do engage the question 

of aid’s ability to further donor interests it is often limited to the quid pro quo interaction 

between the national governments of donors and recipients in a limited set of venues.  

What these efforts miss, however, is the wide variety of settings in which foreign policy 

goals are pursued, the ability of any single policy to address multiple goals as well as the 

ability of multiple policies to address a single goal (Most & Starr, 1984), the influence 

either state’s domestic audiences and institutional governing structures exert in promoting 

or inhibiting this exchange, and lastly, the exclusive or group-based nature of demands 

any given recipient likely faces from its community of donors.  In short, the politics is 

missing from the policy. 

 In order to better understand the conditions under which bilateral foreign aid will 

be useful for promoting cooperation between donors and recipients, one must put the 

politics back in foreign policy.  To this end, this chapter establishes a theoretical 

                                                
6 As opposed to multilateral aid, contributions made by official government sources to multilateral agencies 
such as the United Nations, or so-called ‘Multi-Bi’ aid, which similarly involves contributions made by 
official government sources to multilateral agencies but with specific purposes or recipients in mind.  This 
dissertation does not examine multilateral aid or ‘multi-bi’ aid, but it is conceivable that these other types 
of aid would be examined as an extension.  In particular, bilateral aid, multilateral aid, and ‘multi-bi’ aid 
might plausible be comparatively studied as separate foreign policy tools. 
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foundation for doing just that by simultaneously drawing upon the work of Frank R. 

Baumgartner and Bryan D. Jones, as well as a host of coauthors, and their work on 

domestic policy decision-making and change7,8 and the work of Alex Mintz, also with 

coauthors, on foreign policy decision-making.9,10 When taken together, the two research 

programs enable international politics scholars to better understand 1) how and why 

policymakers come to decisions as well as 2) what that process necessarily means for the 

scale and scope of subsequent policy changes – if any. 

Admittedly, the work of Baumgartner, Jones, Mintz and colleagues – although 

both focus on decision-making and policy – largely exist in political science subfield-

specific silos.11  But the two, arguably, have much in common that may be usefully 

leveraged.  At its core, Baumgartner and Jones’ work focuses on the interplay between 

the decision costs and institutional costs facing policymakers who must interpret 

information – both relevant and irrelevant – in order to convert it into domestic policy 

action.  Mintz’s work, on the other hand, focuses on how foreign policy decisions are 

made, generally in crisis situations, and why the specific actions taken were selected 

(Sathasivam, 2003).  It is only from the combination of these two research programs into 

a general model of the policy process – one that explains why, how, and what decisions 

                                                
7 For example, Baumgartner & Jones (1991, 1993, 2015); Baumgartner et al. (2009); Jones et al. (2009); 
Jones & Baumgartner (2005); Jones et al. (2003) 
8 This research program has been collectively known as Punctuated Equilibrium Theory (PET) and, more 
recently, the Politics of Attention or the Politics of Information. 
9 For example, Mintz (1993, 1995, 2005, 2007); Mintz & DeRouen Jr. (2010); Mintz, Geva, & DeRouen, 
Jr. (1994); Mintz & Geva (1997); Redd & Mintz (2013). 
10 Central to Mintz’s research is the development of the Poliheuristic Decision-Making Theory, which 
more broadly exists as a component of, what he calls, behavioral international relations (Mintz, 2007). 
11 See, for example, the lone and general citation to any Baumgartner and/or Jones works in Mintz & 
DeRouen Jr.'s (2010) book Understanding Foreign Policy Decision Making: “Information is never neutral 
in the policy process (Jones 1994),” (150). 
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are made – that scholars may begin to understand the conditions under which aid may be 

used to promote cooperation.   

 This chapter proceeds in the following manner.  First, the relevant literature on 

the determinants and effectiveness of aid is presented.  This review highlights the 

prevalence of the political and strategic view of aid but the narrower, understudied 

implications of aid’s effectiveness for these purposes.  Second, the literature review 

continues by identifying a disconnect between the prevalence of the political and strategic 

view of aid and critical evaluations of donor practices.  In particular, donors are often 

criticized for utilizing practices that privilege their own goals over recipient goals but 

said criticism presupposes a hierarchy of aid determinants skewed towards recipient need.  

Third, the theoretical framing for the remainder of the dissertation is presented.  In this 

section, variation in the ability of bilateral foreign aid to promote foreign policy 

cooperation between donors and recipients is argued to arise from conditions relating to 

each component of the aid-for-policy exchange:12 the recipient; the donor; and the aid 

itself.  This is done through an application of the domestic and foreign policy decision-

making literatures as well as additional theories – including, resource dependency theory 

(e.g., Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976; Cook & Emerson, 1978; Cook et al., 1983; Emerson, 

1962, 1972; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) and two-level games (Putnam, 1988) among 

others.  Each of these components is then united into a single framework for 

understanding the donor-recipient aid and cooperation relationship.  Lastly, the 

                                                
12 The aid-for-policy exchange is a geopolitical view of foreign aid giving whereby donors give aid to 
recipients with some form of foreign policy cooperation expected or negotiated in return.  Bueno de 
Mesquita & Smith (2007, 2009, 2016) notably use the phrase “aid-for-policy deals.” 
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advantages of the proposed donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework are discussed 

before a few concluding remarks are made. 

2.2 The Neglected Face of Aid 

2.2.1 Aid Determinants, Aid Effectiveness, and Narrow Implications 

 The aid literature has largely developed around two centers of gravity.  The first 

focuses on the determinants of aid – i.e., what factors lead donors to provide aid to 

certain recipients – and the second on aid effectiveness – i.e., the extent to which aid 

improves some targeted or intended outcome.  As it concerns the determinants of aid, 

scholars have largely found donors to allocate aid for a combination of motivations, 

including their own self-interests as well as recipient need (e.g., Alesina & Dollar, 2000).  

But since at least as early as Morgenthau (1962), and the collective works of McKinlay 

(1978) and McKinlay & Little (1977, 1978a, 1978b) as well as McKinley & Little 

(1979), foreign aid has been perceived more for its prominent political foundations: 

German (McKinlay, 1978); British (McKinlay & Little, 1978a); French (McKinlay & 

Little, 1978b); and U.S. (McKinlay & Little, 1977; McKinley & Little, 1979) aid 

allocations were all driven primarily by the so-called donor interest model at the expense 

of more humanitarian influences.  Perhaps more salient in the context of the Cold War, 

furthermore, the two superpowers used their aid in order to acquire greater political 

support (Lundborg, 1998).  This emphasis on the political and strategic self-interested 

model was undoubtedly reinforced by the underwhelming performance of recipient-need 

models.  For example, Davenport (1970) shows aid allocations are not driven by equity or 

absorptive capacity and Eisen & White (1975) demonstrated recipients themselves 
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possess a limited range of actions in which they could engage in order to attract or 

maintain aid flows.  At best, recipient-need models better explain patterns of multilateral 

aid allocations (e.g., United Nations) whereas donor-interest models better explain 

bilateral aid allocations (Maizels & Nissanke, 1984), further underscoring the political 

nature of bilateral aid.  Although the significance of the donor-interest model vis-à-vis the 

recipient-needs model was arguably magnified during the Cold War by the competitive 

environment between the opposing ideological blocs/security communities, its 

dominance has largely continued unabashed in the post-Cold War period. 

 The end of the Cold War has brought many changes in the international system, 

including calls for more humanitarian-based aid allocations, but the prevalence of the 

donor-interest model remains a constant.  This prevalence exists despite aid evaluations 

such as the World Bank’s Assessing Aid (Dollar & Pritchett, 1998), which highlights the 

emergence of a “rethinking of aid” stressing the importance of timing as well as ideas.  

Nonetheless, in the aftermath of the Cold War, U.S. aid continues to be driven by security 

goals (Lai, 2003) and ideological goals (Meernik, Krueger, & Poe, 1998).  For donors 

more generally, aid providers do not consistently reward recipients with better human 

rights records (Neumayer, 2003), less corruption (Svensson, 2000), or even the poorest 

states (Nunnenkamp & Thiele, 2006).  All of this is not to say that recipient need no 

longer mattered in the absence of a competitive security environment.  Certainly, donors 

continue to provide aid for a combination of reasons (e.g., Balla & Reinhardt, 2008; 

Berthélemy, 2006; Feeny & McGillivray, 2008; Younas, 2008).  However, the continued 

dominance of the donor-interest model in the absence of a constant and continuous 

political or strategic competition serves to reinforce the view that donors view aid as a 
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foreign policy tool for achieving their foreign policy objectives first and a tool for 

supporting development second.  The end of the Cold War simply meant donors could 

reallocate or refocus their bloc-driven aid to other objectives, such as the War on Terror 

(e.g., Boutton & Carter, 2014; Fleck & Kilby, 2010; Tujan, Gaughran, & Mollett, 2004) 

or their own executive’s political survival (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita & Smith, 2007, 

2009). 

  To this point, the literature on aid determinants has largely coalesced around the 

narrative that donors provide aid for a combination of reasons, specifically their own self-

interested foreign policy goals and recipient need.  Although scholars highlight variation 

in how donors mix these determinants (e.g., Berthélemy, 2006; Feeny & McGillivray, 

2008; Maizels & Nissanke, 1984), any discussion of the effectiveness of aid is generally 

limited to evaluating its role or impact in the reduction of recipient need.  As a result, the 

literature lacks a thorough understanding of aid’s effectiveness as a foreign policy tool, 

including the conditions under which donors are able to extract foreign policy 

cooperation from their recipients. 

 When the literature does explore the effectiveness of aid as a foreign policy tool, 

it does so with a narrow view.  In particular, it limits its focus to the quid pro quo 

interactions between a small number of donor national governments and the governments 

of their weaker recipients in a limited number of venues.  In some capacity this limited 

focus is understandable.  Compared to measuring the effectiveness of aid for recipient-

need purposes, it is more difficult to measure the effectiveness of aid for achieving 

foreign policy objectives on a broad scale.  Aid for public health purposes, for example, 

may be measured against widely available and reputable benchmark statistics, such as the 
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infant mortality rate or life expectancy.  Donor-interest purposed aid lacks many similar 

benchmarks against which aid may be measured, and where such indicators do exist, 

scholars understandably converge. 

The prevalence of donor-interest studies focused within intergovernmental 

organizations, for example, is likely explained by access to voting records, which may be 

suitably used as a benchmark statistic.  Wittkopf (1973) offers one of the earliest efforts 

of a now common exercise examining the relationship between aid and voting patterns in 

the United Nations General Assembly (UNGA).  Subsequent studies focused specifically 

on UNGA include: Rai's (1980) examination of U.S. versus USSR aid patterns; (Kegley 

Jr. & Hook's (1991) treatment of Reagan’s policy of tying aid to UNGA votes; and 

Dreher, Nunnenkamp, & Thiele's (2008) analysis of the specific UNGA votes likely to 

influence this relationship.  In yet more limited venues, aid has been studied in the 

context of its effects on the decisions of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) 

(Kuziemko & Werker, 2006; Lim & Vreeland, 2013), the International Monetary Fund 

(IMF), World Bank, and regional development banks (Andersen, Hansen, & Markussen, 

2006; Dreher & Sturm, 2012; Fleck & Kilby, 2006; Kilby, 2013; Lim & Vreeland, 2013), 

and even the International Whaling Commission (A. R. Miller & Dolsak, 2007; Strand & 

Tuman, 2012).   Across these studies, scholars regularly find that aid can be useful for 

vote-buying purposes.13  Fascinating as these results may be, however, for international 

relations, they are necessarily incomplete. 

                                                
13 In a similar yet different approach to the aid-for-policy exchange, Bueno de Mesquita & Smith (2010) 
demonstrate rotating members of the UNSC experience less economic growth, less democratization, and 
greater restrictions on press freedom than their comparably unelected counterparts.  Their conclusion is that 
rotating membership enables state leaders to exploit the importance of their temporary position in a way 
that increases aid revenues for themselves but does not promote the welfare of their citizenry. 
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In particular, the narrow focus demonstrated across the board misses at least three 

important points.  First, the vast majority of any given state’s foreign policy activity 

likely takes place outside of these realms.  As a consequence, by limiting evaluation to a 

quid pro quo, venue-specific exchange, our understanding of aid as an effective foreign 

policy tool is inherently limited to the specific context in use. 

Second, the emphasis on quid pro quo exchanges ignores the important role 

domestic audiences and structures play in promoting or inhibiting the aid-for-policy 

exchange as a matter of their respective policy processes.  As a result, we lack an 

explanation of how the end line consumers of aid impact or influence their governments’ 

actions, how foreign policy entrepreneurs are likely to affect this exchange, and an 

explanation for how both the donor and recipient’s unique institutional and decision-

making processes influence the type and scope of policies exchanged.  Those citizens 

utilizing the aid, for example, are likely to voice their approval or disapproval of their 

state’s interactions with the donor dependent upon their experiences making it more or 

less costly for their own government to cooperate with the donor in the future.  Policy 

entrepreneurs are likely to do the same seeing as how aid is likely to benefit or harm their 

own preferred policies.  This issue, furthermore, is likely to be exacerbated by continuing 

trends in democratization that increasingly open the policy process to more actors.   

Third, by focusing on the limited quid pro quo exchanges, we ignore the reality of 

most recipients’ set of aid-based relationships.  Namely that most recipients maintain a 

community of donor relationships and receive aid from more than a single provider.  

Each aid provider, however, carries their own self-interested policy demands likely 

leading to conflicting requests being levied upon the same recipient.  By ignoring the 
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nature of any given recipient’s full set of donor relationships, our ability to better 

understand the extent to which bilateral aid is a meaningful, effective foreign policy tool 

is inherently stalled. 

In order to address these three issues and develop a more complete understanding 

of the conditions under which donors are able to utilize aid to promote foreign policy 

cooperation, it is necessary to recognize foreign aid as policy that donors self-interestedly 

craft and utilize to further their political objectives.  This view of aid allocation strategies 

does not preclude donors from committing aid to ostensibly humanitarian objectives, 

however, as humanitarian needs in their own right likely serve to open a window of 

opportunity for strategically-minded donors.  This being said, a question remains: how 

does one know that donor states even behave in such a way or view aid as a strategic 

policy tool?  Perhaps, the dearth of literature on aid’s effectiveness for achieving political 

or strategic objectives is attributable to its disuse for such purposes. 

2.2.2 Dealing with the Devil(s)?  Aid as a Strategic Tool 

[Foreign aid] is a method by which the United States maintains a position of influence and 
control around the world, and sustains a good many countries which would definitely 
collapse or pass into the Communist bloc… I do believe also that the United States should 
tie as much as possible.  But I certainly would be reluctant to see [foreign aid] abandoned, 
because really I put it right up at the top of the essential programs in protecting the security 
of the United States, not for any reasons of long-range good it may do, though it does do 
that… if somebody said which programs of the United States Government really contribute 
to the maintenance of our position around the world, I would have to put [foreign aid] up 
near the top, (Kennedy, 1962) 

 During the question and answer session of his address to the New York Economic 

Club in 1962, U.S. President John F. Kennedy was quite direct in his view of the purpose 

of foreign aid: strategic security maintenance.  Economic development, Kennedy goes on 

to acknowledge, may also come as a result of aid but this achievement is clearly, in his 

estimation, coincidental to the achievement of the true objective.  At the time, such an 
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attitude towards aid was prevalent and growing as is widely discussed in Teresa Hayter’s 

succinctly titled book Aid as Imperialism (1971).14  But between Kennedy, Hayter, and 

today’s lofty pursuits, such as the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) and 

Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), the prevalence of this view has either waned or 

simply become a detail acknowledged by scholars working in specific niches of the aid 

literature. 

The aid literature itself may be wholly characterized as one possessing robust 

debate (e.g., Bashir & Lim, 2013; Bueno de Mesquita & Smith, 2010, 2013).  But much 

of the disagreement in these debates likely stems from an assumed hierarchy of donor 

priorities that places recipient need and development ahead of the donors’ interests. In 

particular, the continued prevalence of aid as a strategic foreign policy tool is likely at the 

core of analyses criticizing donors for their lack of transparency, specialization and 

coordination as well as the continued use of ineffective or conditional practices such as 

aid tying.15  If aid is, indeed, a humanitarian tool meant to encourage development then 

the continued use of such practices is difficult to understand.  However, if aid is viewed 

instead as a strategic foreign policy tool wielded by sovereign states pursuing their self-

interested policy goals then clarity might yet begin to emerge from opacity. 

 When seeking their own interests, states have an incentive to withhold 

information from others when doing so is advantageous.  This is as true with aid 

allocation as it is with military technology.  Donors have an incentive to be less than 

                                                
14 Interestingly, and as covered in the book’s foreword by R.B. Sutcliffe, the initial publisher, Overseas 
Development Institute, refused to do so despite favorable reviews from economists leading to a delay in its 
public availability. 
15 The collective works of William Easterly being examples: Easterly (2006, 2008); Easterly & Pfutze 
(2008); and (Easterly & Williamson, 2011). 
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transparent with their decision-making processes when it comes to deciding who shall 

receive aid, how much aid will be committed, and for what purposes aid is spent.  This is 

because outlining these processes 1) commits donors to specific courses of action and 

reduces the flexibility with which the donor may use aid to achieve political objectives 

when more needy, deserving, or fitting candidates exist and 2) provides additional 

information to potential recipients who may also attempt to strategically manipulate the 

aid commitment process in their favor.  In short, transparency limits the ability of 

sovereign states to craft and use aid policy as they see fit.  To this end, very little 

accountability exists among NGOs, international financial institutions, and government 

aid agencies (Wenar, 2006) and the linkages between aid and accountability and 

transparency are often not articulated or even understood (McGee, 2013).  If donors, 

indeed, have their recipients’ needs at heart then the lack of transparency is difficult to 

understand; but if donors have their own needs first and foremost then the lack of 

transparency is understandable not only because of the potential advantages to be gained 

but also because opacity likely reduces the possibility of having to share benefits or 

exposure with other donors. 

 Although the number of donors and the volume of committed aid has grown 

drastically, aid dollars remain a scarce resource among both donors and recipients.  

According to aid critics then, in order to best utilize this limited resource for the benefit 

of underdeveloped recipients, donors should look to coordinate their activities according 

to their individual comparative advantages (Dewald & Weder, 1996) as well as to avoid 

creating service gaps, even among their chosen priority sectors (Halonen-Akatwijuka, 

2007).  Coordination failures, Svensson (2006) argues, even reduce the impact of aid.  In 
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reality, donors often do the exact opposite because coordinating their activities would 

likely lead to a reduced level of political influence and economic benefits.  Under certain 

conditions, for example, donors compete against each other for the export market – both 

commercial and political – that every recipient represents (e.g., Barthel, Neumayer, 

Nunnenkamp, & Selaya, 2014; Fuchs, Nunnenkamp, & Öhler, 2015).  Even in the wake 

of the Paris Declaration on Aid Effectiveness (OECD-DAC, 2005), which sought to 

encourage donor harmonization, among other goals, donor fragmentation persists and 

cooperation may have even deteriorated (Nunnenkamp, Öhler, & Thiele, 2013) 

demonstrating the gap between rhetoric and action (e.g., Aldasoro, Nunnenkamp, & 

Thiele, 2010; Easterly & Williamson, 2011; Thiele, Nunnenkamp, & Dreher, 2007).  The 

emergence of “new,” non-DAC donors, furthermore, has likely served to exacerbate this 

issue, to the detriment of recipients, as non-DAC efforts weaken the bargaining positions 

of existing Western donors (Woods, 2008) and conflicting donor priorities erode recipient 

capacity (Woods, 2005).  Again, much of the universe of donor interactions is difficult to 

understand if recipient needs and interests are assumed to be ahead of the donors’ 

interests and needs.  But when viewing aid as a strategic foreign policy tool, an absence 

of coordination is intuitive because for a donor to be willing to coordinate is tantamount 

to being willing to forgo influence and strategic opportunities, which is, of course, 

unlikely. 

Of all donor practices, aid tying is perhaps the one that most directly provides 

strategic benefits to the donor at the expense of the recipient.  Donors, often in an effort 

to avoid disrupting their balance of payments and enhance their own economies, will 

restrict how any given recipient is allowed to spend their aid with special considerations 
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being built in to favor the donor’s domestic audiences.  Aid tying links donors, recipients, 

and the donors’ domestic suppliers and manufacturers by requiring recipients to spend the 

aid in a way that filters back to the original donor either through application to specific 

projects or procurement policies.  Kennedy alluded to his preference for aid tying in his 

address to the New York Economic Club, and the logic is understandable.  In particular, 

aid tying provides the U.S. (and all donors) with an opportunity “to be seen” by 

audiences within each recipient (Ohlin, 1966) and aid returns more than 130% of the 

value originally sent out by the donor (Wagner, 2003).  Although it is widely recognized 

to increase costs to the recipient (e.g., Clay, Riley, & Urey, 2006; Clifford, 1966; 

Hutcheson & Porter, 1971; Jalan, 1969; McCormick, 2008; Yassin, 1991) and despite 

numerous calls and agreements to reduce the use of aid tying, any given donor’s progress 

towards actually doing so remains slow at best (Easterly & Pfutze, 2008).  In fact, donors 

only appear likely to reduce the use of aid tying when their own domestic political power 

is stable, thus reducing the need for accountability (Pincin, 2013), or when the donor 

occupies a larger share of the aid market within any given recipient, thus making the 

availability of other purchasing opportunities less prevalent anyways (Knack & Smets, 

2013).  For the altruistic-minded donor, untying aid works to the benefit of the recipient 

by allowing them to purchase necessary goods and services from a competitive 

marketplace and stretch the aid as far as the market allows; for the strategy-minded 

donor, untying aid is likely to result in negative or no returns on expensive sunk costs.  

Given the potential costs associated with the strategic view, the continued prevalence of 

aid tying is a bit more understandable. 
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 Discussions of foreign aid today are often characterized by hope and waiting on 

the part of the recipients and by “if onlys” and criticism for the donors.  These criticisms 

frequently include attacks levied for a perceived lack of transparency, specialization and 

coordination, and the use of ineffective or conditional practices when making allocation 

decisions.  But these discussions are often premised on the priority of aid being meant to 

address recipients’ needs rather than donors’ ambitions and interests, which neglects the 

view and purposes of aid more common in generations past.  Kennedy, for example, used 

foreign aid as a weapon for stymying the influence of the Soviet Union. But more 

recently even, Saudi Arabia has been quick to reward Somalia (Blair, 2016) and punish 

Lebanon (Aboudi, 2016) for their actions towards regional and political rival Iran.  

Indeed, the legacy of aid as a strategic tool is quite extensive and continues today. 

 In reality these supposed donor failings may not be failings at all, but rather 

results from conscious efforts to use aid as a strategic foreign policy tool to further any 

given donor’s interests.  The extent to which aid is successfully used as a strategic tool is 

likely to vary, however, according to characteristics of each component of the aid 

exchange: the recipient; the donor; and the aid itself.  More specifically, variation in the 

successful use of foreign aid as a policy tool is likely to result from the recipients’ need to 

manage and maintain multiple aid relationships, the donors’ abilities to recognize and 

react when they are not “getting what they paid for” so-to-speak, and even the make-up 

of the aid itself – i.e., how, where, and who was it delivered to and for what aid sector 

purposes.  In examining these questions, the key function of this dissertation is to provide 

an inroad into the effectiveness of aid as a strategic foreign policy tool of the donor in a 

competitive aid-for-policy “marketplace”; in doing so, this dissertation builds a broader 
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understanding of the aid-for-policy exchange than currently exists in the literature.  The 

goal is not to advance the idea that states use bilateral aid only for political or strategic 

purposes, but rather is to demonstrate the extent of its usefulness for this purpose given 

varying conditions. 

2.3 Donor-Recipient Aid and Cooperation Framework 

 It likely comes as no surprise that foreign aid is thought to have political 

motivations and that donors, in turn, would expect to receive some benefit from the 

recipient; but what is surprising is the level of accumulated knowledge explaining its 

effectiveness for accomplishing political ends.  Scholars have made attempts to 

understand this exchange in the context of intergovernmental organizations and vote 

buying, but a literal world of foreign policy interactions exist outside of these confines as 

does myriad attributes – of the recipient, the donor, and the aid itself – likely to condition 

the aid-for-policy exchange. 

 To better understand this exchange, the following section is devoted to developing 

a framework for understanding the aid-cooperation relationship between donors and 

recipients and the conditions most affecting it.  The donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework is built on the premise that the ability of any given donor to use foreign aid as 

a foreign policy tool for promoting foreign policy cooperation with their recipients is a 

function of their own decision-making and policy processes.  In particular, their ability to 

interpret information about any given recipient’s willingness to adjust their foreign 

policies to the donor’s preferences and subsequently make changes to their aid 

commitments – i.e., rewarding cooperation with more aid and punishing conflict with less 

aid.  A number of conditions, however, are likely to complicate this evaluation, 
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including: the recipient’s set of donor relationships; the donor’s ability to overcome 

friction and resistance in the policy process and produce policy; and the on-the-ground 

experiences of the aid’s consumers.  Each condition is taken in turn and incorporated into 

the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework. 

2.3.1 The Policy Process and Foreign Aid Commitments 

 Bilateral aid is inherently policy.  Foreign policy, but policy nonetheless.  For 

donors, both the selection of recipients and the determination of aid volume are the result 

of their individual and unique policymaking processes.  For recipients, the extent to 

which any foreign policy adjustments are made to accommodate donors is also a matter 

of the policy process.  As a result, the extent to which aid improves foreign policy 

cooperation between donors and recipients is likely to be conditioned by different 

elements of the policy process cycle. 

 That being said, the policymaking process is not linear.  If anything, 

policymaking involves more of an arduous and less certain cycle of happenstances and 

maneuvering that may or may not lead to policy adoption.  This does not, however, mean 

policy processes are not generalizable.  Baumgartner et al. (2009) identify four 

components of the policy cycle: social processes, political inputs, policy processing, and 

outputs.  Social processes are the set of conditions facing governments that may be 

monitored.  Political inputs are the information about social processes that governments 

actually monitor.16  Policy processing corresponds to the introduction of policy, which 

signals the decision-making stage of the policy cycle.  Lastly, outputs are generated when 

                                                
16 For Baumgartner & Jones (2015), information is very broadly conceived and includes statistical 
evidence, qualitative information, anecdotes and personal stories, and indicators for constituent views.  
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a decision is made and policy is adopted.  Each of these policy stages is applicable for 

both domestic and foreign policy realms, and, most importantly, for understanding the 

conditions under which aid is useful for improving foreign policy cooperation. 

 In terms of general foreign policy, social processes are likely to be equally myriad 

as in the domestic realm.  But in terms of making foreign aid commitments, donors need 

not monitor all social processes relevant to the larger foreign policy realm but only those 

social processes relevant for the donor to recognize whether or not – or the extent to 

which – their recipients are helping them achieve their political or strategic interests.  

Recipients, for their own part, generate political inputs in the form of information relating 

to their own foreign policies that serve as signals to the donor about the presence, 

absence, or extent of cooperation being achieved.  Donors must then interpret this 

information for each recipient as part of the policy processing stage and decide whether 

or not to make changes or adjustments to the corresponding recipient’s aid allocation and 

what the size of those tweaks should be.  Lastly, the donor generates outputs when they 

make changes, such as a reduction in aid for a recipient who is not satisfactorily 

furthering the donor’s foreign policy interests. 

This process is visualized in Figure 2.1 as the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework. In Figure 2.1, the donor sends aid to a recipient with the expectation of 

receiving some politically or strategically relevant benefit in return – e.g., granting a 

privilege such as diplomatic recognition or establishing de facto relations.  The recipient 

accepts this aid and decides whether or not or the extent to which they are willing to 

provide a benefit to the donor and communicates this information back to the donor.  The 

donor receives this information and then decides whether or not the recipient’s 
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willingness to cooperate with their objectives is appropriate for the amount of aid 

committed and makes any adjustments accordingly before committing aid again.  This 

intuitively straightforward process, however, is likely to be conditioned by a number of 

characteristics that will enable some donors to better use aid for achieving their foreign 

policy objectives than others.  In particular, the success any given donor experiences 

utilizing aid to promote cooperation is likely to be conditioned by their prominence 

among the recipient’s community of donors, the ease with which their policy process 

produces policy actions or policy change, and their abilities to target important 

constituencies within any given recipient. 

FIGURE 2.1: Donor-Recipient Aid and Cooperation Framework 
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admittedly, quite distinct from existing approaches in international relations.  Two 

differences merit closer scrutiny.  The first difference is the incorporation of a policy 

change model along with a decision-making model.  Traditional approaches to foreign 

policy decision-making – e.g., rational actor (e.g., von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1947) 

or expected utility theory models (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita & Lalman, 1992); boundedly 

rational (e.g., Simon, 1955) or cybernetic theories (e.g., Ostrom & Job, 1986; 

Steinbruner, 1974); prospect theory (e.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & 

Kahneman, 1991); and organizational behavior and governmental politics models (e.g., 

Allison, 1969; Allison & Zelikow, 1971) – have a tendency to focus on why specific 

decisions were made in specific instances rather than how these decisions were made or 

how the policy process makes some decisions or actions more or less possible than 

others. 

 But this framework is not entirely divorced from existing approaches to foreign 

policy.  Poliheuristic theory (e.g., Mintz, 1993, 1995, 2005, 2007; Mintz & DeRouen Jr, 

2010; Mintz & Geva, 1997; Mintz, Geva, & DeRouen, Jr, 1994; Redd & Mintz, 2013), 

for example, outlines a two-stage model of foreign policy decision-making that aims for 

both process validity and outcome validity – i.e., both how and why a decision is made 

(Sathasivam, 2003).  In the first stage, decision-makers quickly and rationally eliminate 

all unacceptable alternatives according to a single, lexicographic rule – namely, whether 

or not the selection of a specific action harms their political ambitions, future, livelihood, 

etc.  Options that violate this rule, i.e., politically dangerous options, are discarded before 

moving to the second stage.  In the second stage, decision-makers select from the 

remaining alternatives according to other dimensions – e.g., diplomatic, economic, or 
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military.  The second stage, however, does not feature rational search.  Instead, decision-

makers evaluate options non-exhaustively, meaning not all options may be considered 

before a decision is made, and select the first option that 1) satisfactorily meets all 

remaining criteria and 2) does not violate any other lexicographic rules in use.17  Since 

aid donors may be assumed to be using aid for political or strategic gain, as outlined 

above, but not entirely rationally capable when making aid commitments for that 

purpose, poliheuristic theory is largely consistent with the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework. 

But while poliheuristic theory improves upon other foreign policy decision-

making approaches by examining how and why a decision is made, poliheuristic theory 

is, nonetheless, similarly limited in predicting the scale and scope of subsequent policy 

changes.  This is understandable since the focus is on foreign policy decisions – the 

“how” and “why” questions of decision-making – rather than on foreign policy outcomes 

– what may be usefully referred to as the “what” or “how much” questions of decisions.  

The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework, on the other hand, is concerned with 

both decisions and outcomes – the decision to commit or adjust foreign aid, or rather the 

ability to make these decisions, and the level of foreign policy cooperation achieved.  As 

such, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework necessarily combines a 

decision-making model with a policy change model, and posits a donor’s ability to 

interpret information and make appropriate policy changes as a key explanation for the 

level of foreign policy cooperation it achieves with its recipients. 

                                                
17 In the language of the foreign policy decision-making literature, poliheuristic theory is characterized by: 
non-holistic, non-exhaustive search; dimension-based evaluation; non-compensatory decision-making; a 
satisficing decision principle; and order sensitive search (Mintz, Geva, Redd, & Carnes, 1997).   
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The second difference between the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework and existing approaches in international relations also relates to the 

introduction of a policy change model.  In particular, differences should be drawn 

between a donor’s ability to generate policy and a donor’s governance or quality of 

governance.  Governance, according to the World Bank, consists of “the traditions and 

institutions by which authority in a country is exercised,” (Kaufmann, Kraay, & 

Mastruzzi, 2004: 254) and quality of governance as “the impartiality of institutions that 

exercise government authority,” (Rothstein & Teorell, 2008: 165).  Notably, both 

governance and the quality of governance are concerned with elements of internal policy 

administration – governance, the means and/or methods of administration, and quality 

thereof, the neutrality or fairness of administration.  Thus, the two are largely secondarily 

or tangentially related to the generation of policy or policy change and focused on the 

domestic application of policy.  To be sure, a donor with a high quality of governance 

may, arguably, be better capable of producing policy, but the same state is likely to also 

suffer from an increasingly voluminous level of policy information inputs, which 

necessitates unique consideration of their decision-making and policy processes. 

2.3.3 Recipient Conditions for the Successful Use of Aid as Strategic Foreign Policy 

 Aid recipients are often not in a strong position to refuse a donor’s commitments.  

As a result, aid recipients are often not in a strong position to refuse a donor’s demands 

either if doing so means a loss of future commitments.  The trouble for any given donor 

seeking to use aid as a policy tool, however, is that recipients are not entirely without 

leverage themselves since they generally receive aid from a community of donors rather 

than existing in exclusive donor-recipient relationships.  Chapter 3 includes an example 
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of this potential trouble where Japan, an aid donor, encourages Costa Rica, an aid 

recipient, to pursue legal charges against a notable environmental activist.  Depending 

upon the exclusivity of any given foreign policy demand and whether or not the demand 

is consistent with the wishes of a group or bloc of donors, recipients have an incentive to 

utilize one of four types of leverage in order to maximize their aid inflows.18  These 

possibilities are visualized in Figure 2.2 as a typology of aid recipient leverages. 

FIGURE 2.2: Typology of Aid Recipient Leverages 
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Crucial for the recipient, when a donor(s) makes a foreign policy demand, the 

donor(s) necessarily communicates information about some object or action it values.  

After receiving this demand, recipients have at least four types of leverage at their 

disposal in order to maximize the aid they receive for cooperating with the demand based 

upon the nature of the demand itself.  When the demand is for a mutually exclusive 

object or action and made by a like-minded bloc or group of donors, the recipient may be 

able to extort the donors (upper left corner in Figure 2.2).  The extortion leverage implies 

                                                
18 The logic remains the same if a level of interest dichotomy, i.e., high-low, is applied rather than 
exclusivity and if a level of competition dichotomy, i.e., high-low, is applied rather than the bloc/group-
based nature of the demanding. 
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an element of competition between at least two sets of donors over some foreign policy 

good that cannot be shared.  East-West bloc demands for political alignment during the 

Cold War are one example of a mutually exclusive, group-driven foreign policy demand. 

When the demand is for a non-mutually exclusive object or action and made by a 

like-minded bloc or group of donors, the recipient may usefully possess a monopoly 

(upper right corner in Figure 2.2).  The monopoly leverage does not imply an element of 

competition between sets of donors, but the group-based nature of the demand arguably 

communicates either an enhanced level of interest in cooperation on the part of the 

donors or that only said recipient is capable of satisfying the demand.  Calls for economic 

liberalization or reform, for example, provide an example of a non-mutually exclusive 

demand made by a group of donors. 

When the demand is for a mutually exclusive object or action but not made by a 

like-minded bloc or group of donors, the recipient may be able to effectively auction their 

cooperation on the matter (lower left corner in Figure 2.2).  The auction leverage again 

implies an element of competition between donors, but without the collective nature of 

the extortion logic, over a foreign policy good that cannot be shared.  Auction leverage 

calls to mind the classic example of individual donors buying mutually-exclusively votes 

in intergovernmental organizations, such as the UN. 

Lastly, when the demand is for a non-mutually exclusive object or action and not 

made by a like-minded bloc or group of donors, the recipient may yet still possess 

leverage as a virtue of their capacity to delay or stall (lower right corner in Figure 2.2).  

The delay leverage is closest to a classic principal-agent dilemma where the recipient 

may attempt to take as long as is possible or acceptable to fulfill the demand.  One 
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example of an individual donor making a non-mutually exclusive demand would be calls 

for a recipient to improve human rights practices. 

FIGURE 2.3: Donor-Recipient Network of Demands and Cooperation Theory 
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19 Keeping with the typology of aid recipient leverages, Figure 2.3 – and the subsequent Figure 2.5 – is not 
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their donors are the most important or crucial for their aid inflows – imagine, for 

example, a revised Figure 2.3 where the size of each donor is relative to their share of the 

recipient’s total aid commitments.  To this end, resource dependency theory (e.g., Aldrich 

& Pfeffer, 1976; Cook & Emerson, 1978; Cook et al., 1983; Emerson, 1962, 1972; 

Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) provides an entry into understanding which donors, among a 

community of donors, a recipient is likely to value the most by examining how 

organizations – in this case, the recipient – will attempt to manage uncertainty in their 

environment.  In particular, recipients are likely to value those donors whose aid is most 

critical or intense and to behave differently dependent upon the symmetry of their 

relationship with a primary donor (Baker, 1990).  As a result, the success that any given 

donor experiences utilizing aid as a foreign policy tool is likely to be conditioned by the 

recipient’s larger set of aid relationships and their own place or position within it.  This 

point is illustrated in Chapter 3 with a second Costa Rican example involving official 

diplomatic recognition of “China” as it concerns the People’s Republic of China vis-à-vis 

the Republic of China (Taiwan). 

2.3.4 Donor Conditions for the Successful Use of Aid as Strategic Foreign Policy 

 If recipients are not in a strong position to turn down aid commitments or refuse 

donor demands, donors are often not in a strong position to quickly or easily interpret 

information from recipients concerning whether or not the amount of committed aid is 

appropriate for the amount of cooperation received or to be expected – this includes 

recognizing how any given recipient’s particular context is likely to make the costs of 

some demands higher or lower than others.  This is because doing so requires taking new 

policy action and incurs all of the difficulties and obstructions natural to the policy 
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process.  But the policy processes of all donors are not equal and the costs of moving 

between social processes, political inputs, policy processing, and outputs will vary among 

them.  In particular, the unique policy processes of each donor are likely to vary 

according to the level of institutional and decision costs facing policymakers, which 

subsequently influences their ability to interpret information and generate policy. 

 Consistent with their work on the policy cycle, Jones & Baumgartner (2005) also 

examine the difficulty and friction of moving through the cycle.  This resistance includes 

the decision costs and institutional costs of doing so.  Decision costs include those 

incurred by an actor as a matter of coming to an agreement with other actors, such as 

bargaining costs and structural costs imposed by the institutional system, as well as 

transaction costs incurred after coming to an agreement to insure compliance; 

institutional costs are those incurred during the search for agreement, including the costs 

of obtaining information relevant to the decision and cognitive costs arising from the 

limited processing capacity of human beings and any institution they make-up (Jones & 

Baumgartner, 2005: 338).20,21  This element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework is visualized in Figure 2.4 as a theory where the decision and institutional 

costs act to retard the movement from many inputs to processing to a single output.22 

                                                
20 An institution is defined as “a set of individuals acting according to common rules resulting in collective 
outcomes,” (Jones & Baumgartner, 2005: 337-338). 
21 Herein, again, existing approaches to foreign policy decision-making may be usefully applied.  For 
example, decision-maker attitudes toward risk, emanating from prospect theory (e.g., Kahneman & 
Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1991), influence decision costs as does the organizational behavior 
model’s standard operating procedures and the bureaucratic politics model’s competition between 
government agencies (e.g., Allison, 1969; Allison & Zelikow, 1971). 
22 Note, Figure 2.4 lays out the general flow and direction between components of the policy process, but 
decision and institutional costs are not exclusive to any one component or transition. 
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FIGURE 2.4: Donor Aid and Cooperation Adjustment Theory 
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As outlined in Figure 2.1, when donors commit aid, they are doing so with an 

expectation of cooperation towards some political or strategic objective.  This expectation 

alone is likely to be quite powerful in terms of compelling any given recipient to go along 

with the donor’s wishes.  But, the recipient is also likely to be held responsible to a 

domestic audience’s wishes and pressures and the domestic audience’s demands may or 

may not always mesh with the donor’s desires.  When these two pressures are aligned, 

however, the recipient might be doubly compelled to cooperate with the donor as the 

recipient’s domestic audience acts to shift the bargaining space in favor of the donor.  

Thus, donors who commit the “right” aid23 to the “right” people24 in the “right” places25 

may be able to develop secondary grassroots, ground-up pressure among a recipient’s 

population that complements their own elite, top-down pressure. 

Incorporating the recipient’s domestic audience into the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework necessitates a multi-level understanding of international 

negotiation.  In particular, it requires an explanation for how the recipient’s domestic 

audience influences the presence, absence, or extent of cooperation any given recipient is 

willing to provide to a donor.   

To this end, Putnam's (1988) two-level game theory provides a useful entry 

towards understanding which donors are likely to be best capable of utilizing aid to 

achieve political or strategic objectives by way of their ability to influence the recipient’s 

                                                
23 Sending the “right” aid likely entails matching aid sectors to area needs; e.g., food aid for areas 
experiencing famine. 
24 Sending aid to the “right” people likely entails identifying the important or more crucial domestic 
audiences; e.g., members of a minimum winning coalition or those who share kinship ties with the 
executive. 
25 Sending aid to the “right” places likely entails directing aid to areas that are more valuable than others; 
e.g., areas that possess some greater symbolic, economic, or political importance. 
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bargaining space in their favor.  This element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework is visualized in Figure 2.5 where the recipient’s domestic audience now acts 

as a filter between the donor and recipient.  

FIGURE 2.5: Two-Level Aid and Cooperation Theory 
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negotiators and, second, between each negotiator and their group(s) of constituents who 

must ratify the agreement; the “win-set” is the set of all agreements possible at the 

international level that would win approval at the national level.  Intuitively, each 

international negotiator wishes to maximize the size of their counterpart’s win-set while 

minimizing the size of their own in order to gain a bargaining advantage. 

When applied to the donor-recipient aid and cooperation exchange, the donor is 

likely to attempt to maximize the win-set of the recipient by fostering positive 

experiences with the end consumers of their aid – the recipient’s domestic audience.  To 

do so, the donor must recognize how the two-level game is likely to be very different for 

themselves and the recipient and see that their aid commitments are distributed to 

appropriate locales whose populations might then push the domestic government to 

cooperate with the donor in order to guarantee future aid thereby increasing the 

recipient’s win-set size.  The donor then might be capable of minimizing their own win-

set size by leveraging the recipient’s domestic audience’s demands for aid into greater 

demands for cooperation.  Thus, the ability of donors to use aid as a foreign policy tool is 

likely conditioned by the aid itself, the destinations of the aid, and the aid’s end users.  By 

this it is meant, the extent to which any given aid donor recognizes the realities of a 

recipient’s two-level game and distributes – either by attaching strings to the aid or 

bypassing the central government (e.g., Dietrich, 2013) – the “right” aid to the “right” 

people in the “right” places so that it may produce positive experiences.  In particular, 

donors who better pair their aid commitments to the realities of local communities and 

populations are more likely to experience greater success utilizing aid as a foreign policy 

tool. 
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2.3.6 Donor-Recipient Aid and Cooperation Framework 

 The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework is intended to provide a 

foundation for understanding the conditions that affect foreign policy cooperation 

between donors and recipients.  Each of these conditions – relating to the recipient, the 

donor, and the aid itself – are all argued to influence the aid-for-policy exchange between 

donors and recipients in unique ways.  As an initial attempt to develop a generalizable 

understanding of how aid affects foreign policy cooperation between donors and 

recipients, the framework possesses a number of advantages over the existing literature. 

First, the framework is capable of subsuming the existing literature that examines 

the role of aid as a mechanism for vote buying by donors in specific IGOs.  Indeed, 

voting with or against a donor in the UNGA, UNSC, or any IGO is a single foreign 

policy action communicating a recipient’s willingness to cooperate with the donor.  The 

framework includes a role for voting in IGOs as well as the myriad other interactions 

likely to constitute foreign policy.  Second, the framework recognizes that the abilities of 

donors to use aid for political or strategic purposes is not just a function of the one-on-

one interactions of donor and recipient governments.  In particular, the recipient has to be 

cognizant of their entire community of donors as well as their own domestic audiences.  

Donors, likewise, must be able to recognize when the recipient is simply taking the 

money without providing a satisfactory return.  Third, the framework incorporates a view 

of foreign aid that accounts for its existence as a form of foreign policy but also policy 

more generally.  As a result, the ability of aid to promote cooperation is influenced by 

factors relating both to theories of the public policy process as well as international 

relations.  With these advantages at hand, scholars might yet begin to better understand 
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whether committing foreign aid is an expensive foreign policy blunder on the part of 

donors or if it leads to valuable foreign policy plunder. 

2.4 Conclusion 

 Foreign policy, at its most basic-level, is generally intended to promote 

cooperation or, at the very least, minimize or contain conflict with others.  Without the 

cooperation – or just acquiescence – of others first, the pursuit of any given subsequent 

foreign policy objective will necessarily be made more difficult as others are likely to 

work at counter-purposes.  Thus, understanding what leads to the success or failure of 

any given foreign policy effort also requires understanding the efforts made and tools 

used to achieve cooperation in the first place. 

 Prominent among these efforts and tools is the allocation of foreign aid.  But, the 

extent of what we currently understand concerning the ability of donors to use aid to 

promote foreign policy cooperation is limited to high-level donor-recipient interactions 

within a small number of intergovernmental organizations.  The scholarly efforts that 

have made this understanding possible are no doubt noteworthy and provide quite pointed 

findings.  At the same time, their narrow focus makes generalizations about the 

usefulness of aid as a strategic foreign policy tool more difficult.  In order to enhance this 

understanding and develop a more complete view of the conditions that promote and/or 

inhibit the meaningful use of aid as a strategic foreign policy tool, it is necessary to 

broaden the scope of foreign policy actions under consideration.  For this purpose, this 

chapter has developed and introduced the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework. 
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The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework is built on the premise that 

the ability of any given donor to use foreign aid as a foreign policy tool for promoting 

foreign policy cooperation with their recipients is a function of their own decision-

making and policy processes.  In particular, their ability to interpret information about 

any given recipient’s willingness to adjust their foreign policies to the donor’s 

preferences and subsequently make changes – up or down – to their aid commitments.  

The donor’s ability to make such changes, however, is arguably conditioned by attributes 

of the recipient, their own policy process, and the aid itself.  Subsequent chapters are 

focused on analyzing the impact of each of these conditions upon the level of cooperation 

donors achieve with their recipients. 
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CHAPTER 3 

Paying the Piper: Asymmetric and Mutual Dependence and Foreign Policy Adjustment in 

Donor-Recipient Relationships 

 

3.1 Introduction 

[Costa Rica] should dismiss these charges because they make no sense.  This is highly 
political… It is suspicious that within months of the meeting of the two heads of state I 
should be arrested on a 10-year-old charge from the Costa Rican government and that Costa 
Rica [should] receive $9m dollars from the Japanese government, (Vidal, 2012) 

 Captain Paul Watson, an environmental activist best known as a founding 

member of Greenpeace and the Sea Shepherd Conservation Society, has made marine 

conservation his raison d’etre.  For his perhaps aggressive and overzealous efforts, he has 

incurred legal actions from the U.S., Japan, and Costa Rica, among others.  In particular, 

his anti-whaling and anti-poaching activities towards Japanese whalers have led the 

Japanese government to label him an “eco-terrorist” needing to be brought to justice 

(Grant, 2009).26  To this end, Watson believes, the Japanese committed $9 million in aid 

to Costa Rica for protecting national parks, “There certainly is a great deal of 

circumstantial evidence to suggest that Japanese pressure had a hand in Costa Rica’s 

decision to have [me] arrested and detained,” (Vidal, 2012).  The implication, of course, 

is that Japanese aid was used to purchase Costa Rica’s cooperation on the matter. 

 In suggesting the Japan-Costa Rica aid-for-policy exchange leading to his 

detainment, Captain Watson was perhaps correctly connecting the dots.  The Japanese 

government wished to prosecute Watson, but lacked the opportunity given international 

                                                
26 Many of these activities have been documented in the reality television series, Whale Wars. 
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condemnation of its whaling practices.  Costa Rica, on the other hand, had the 

opportunity to pursue charges against Watson given a disputed 10-years-old incident 

involving illegal fishing, but lacked the willingness to pursue those charges.  The gap 

between Japan’s willingness and Costa Rica’s opportunity, Watson would likely argue, 

was bridged at a cost of $9 million in aid. 

 Watson’s case is illustrative of the more general idea that donors use their aid to 

promote cooperation with recipients and further their political and strategic objectives.  

At the time, Watson faced criminal charges in states other than Costa Rica and even 

appeared before a U.S. court while an active Interpol red notice requested his extradition.  

Watson was not detained by the U.S. and not extradited.  Japan lacked leverage over the 

U.S. that it had over Costa Rica, given its status as a potential aid recipient; as a result, 

Japan was able to further its foreign policy objectives concerning Watson’s arrest through 

Costa Rica. 

 But aid itself is not necessarily leverage enough.  Potential aid recipients, like 

Costa Rica, receive aid from a number of donors who are susceptible to making 

conflicting demands.  In Watson’s case, imagine a second donor pressuring Costa Rica to 

drop the charges.  How would Costa Rica have responded?  In reality, the donor-recipient 

aid and cooperation framework suggests the relationship between donors, recipients, aid, 

and foreign policy is much less straightforward than simply a matter of who receives aid 

from whom.  Recipients, for their part, must consider on whose aid they are more 

dependent and, thus, whom they might more or less selectively ignore.  In doing so, 

recipients are acting to manage insecurity in their environment by trying to ensure 

continued aid flows but also attempting to maintain some degree of autonomy from their 
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donors’ demands.27  According to the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework, 

this means that a recipient’s position among her respective community of aid providers is 

going to influence the success any single donor experiences through utilization of aid as a 

foreign policy tool. 

To this end, this chapter asks: how does any given recipient’s community of 

donors condition their foreign policy cooperation with any single donor?  To answer this 

question, I apply a social exchange perspective of power (e.g., Baldwin, 1978, 1990, 

1998, 2013, 2016; Dahl, 1957, 1968; Deutsch, 1988; Emerson, 1976; Heath, 1976) and 

draw upon advances made in this area by resource dependency theory (RDT)28 (e.g., 

Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976; Cook & Emerson, 1978; Cook et al., 1983; Emerson, 1962, 

1972; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), which focuses on relational power borne of dependence.  

Generally applied to the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework, asymmetric 

dependence provides donors with a form of relational power, akin to leverage or 

influence, over the recipient.  But recipients attempt to manage their dependence by 

utilizing leverage of their own, derived from the nature of the donors’ demands and the 

growing community of donors, by pursuing multiple donor relationships, and introducing 

a degree of competition for their cooperation.  Thus, when any given recipient is 

                                                
27 In keeping with resource dependency theory, the phrases ‘environment’ and ‘environmental security’ are 
used throughout this chapter to refer to the overarching, broad context in which a state is positioned relative 
to others.  These phrases are not used to refer to the biophysical or geographic environment enveloping a 
state. 
28 Resource dependency theory is not to be confused with dependency theory as found in international 
relations literature.  Dependency theory (see, among others: Cardoso, 1972, 1977; Cardoso & Faletto, 
1979) focused primarily on the relationship between core and peripheral states and how this relationship 
ultimately led to the systematic underdevelopment in the peripheral states.  Within the international 
relations literature, however, interest in dependency theory has risen and fallen with the influence of 
opposition stemming from the Third World (Blainey & Inayatullah, 2008).  For summaries of dependency 
theory, see: Chilcote (1984); Valenzuela & Valenzuela (1981); and Slater (2004).  For a concise treatment 
of dependency theory’s emergence and decline, see: Blainey & Inayatullah (2008: 664-667). 
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asymmetrically dependent upon a particular donor, that donor will experience higher 

levels of foreign policy cooperation with the recipient in question as the recipient lacks 

the autonomy needed to selectively accommodate its demands for cooperation in 

exchange for aid.  A wrinkle in this relationship, however, arises based upon whether any 

given pair of recipients and donors is mutually dependent upon one another, which may 

also promote cooperation. 

This chapter proceeds in the following manner: first, the treatment of security in 

international relations is briefly discussed before introducing the treatment of security in 

organization theory, and RDT more specifically; second, the growth in the community of 

bilateral aid donors is linked to security in RDT and a hypothesis relating to how this 

influences recipients’ incoming aid flows is introduced; third, data sources, variable 

conceptualizations, and methodology are presented for this hypothesis; and, fourth, the 

findings for this hypothesis are presented.  Building from these initial results, the chapter 

continues with a discussion of the determinants of and types of dependence, leading to a 

second set of hypotheses related to how asymmetric and mutual dependence influence 

any given donor’s ability to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  This is 

followed by the introduction of additional data sources, variable conceptualizations, and 

methodology.  Lastly, the chapter concludes with the results of this second set of 

hypotheses, and a brief discussion concerning the applicability and use of RDT in 

political science and international relations. 

As a synopsis of this chapter, the social exchange perspective of power and RDT 

leads me to make four specific arguments concerning any given donor’s ability to utilize 

aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  First, I argue that the growing number of 
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bilateral aid donors provides recipients with an ability to resist any given donor’s 

demands and enables them to drive harder, more market or transaction inspired aid-for-

policy bargains, thus leading to greater aid inflows.  But, second, I argue this relationship 

between numbers of donors and aid inflows is likely to be curvilinear as transaction-

based approaches forgo the benefits of more exclusive exchanges and risks donor 

withdrawal (e.g., Baker, 1990).  Turning to the influence of aid on foreign policy 

cooperation, I continue by arguing that donors may only expect positive changes in 

foreign policy cooperation with a recipient under two conditions.  The first condition – 

and my third argument – is that donors may expect positive changes in foreign policy 

cooperation with a recipient when that recipient is asymmetrically dependent upon them, 

which provides the donor with a socially-constructed, leverage-like power advantage 

(e.g., Gulati & Sytch, 2007).  This is because asymmetric dependence is indicative of the 

relative importance of that donor vis-à-vis the recipient’s other donors.  Without such an 

advantage, any given recipient’s attention and cooperation will be focused on other 

donors occupying more central roles in their community of donors.  The second condition 

– and my final argument – is that in lieu of asymmetric dependence, donors are not 

without strategy.  In particular, I argue that donors may also expect positive changes in 

foreign policy cooperation with a recipient as the two are increasingly mutually 

dependent upon one another (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005), which indicates a shared 

valuation of their relationship. 

The analysis of these arguments confirms all expectations with some added 

nuance: recipients receive more aid as they are serviced by increasing numbers of donors, 

but the relationship is curvilinear with maximum aid inflows at 17 donors; donors 
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experience greater foreign policy cooperation with recipients when any given recipient is 

asymmetrically dependent upon them but this effect primarily inhibits conflict at smaller 

levels of aid commitments (even less than $9 million) and only promotes positive 

cooperation in the extreme (upwards of $4 billion); and donors experience greater foreign 

policy cooperation with recipients as their mutual dependence increases across all levels 

of aid commitments.  In testing these arguments, this chapter contributes to the broader 

literature on foreign aid by demonstrating how attributes of the recipient’s community of 

donors are likely to condition any given donor’s abilities to utilize aid for achieving 

political or strategic objectives.  This chapter also contributes to the broader international 

relations and power analysis literatures by positing organization theory, and more 

specifically RDT, as an explanation for how states respond to insecurity in their 

environments. 

3.2 A Different Portrait of Power: Dependence and Insecurity 

Right as the world goes, is only in question between equals in power, while the strong do 
what they can and the weak suffer what they must, (Thucydides as quoted in Strassler 1996: 
352/5.89) 

It would appear that the power to control or influence the other resides in control over the 
things he values, which may range all the way from oil resources to ego-support, depending 
upon the relation in question.  In short, power resides implicitly in the other’s dependence, 
(Emerson, 1962: 32) 

 Despite the ancient treatment of power by Thucydides, and more recent treatment 

by Emerson, power remains a central concept in both international relations and 

organization theory literatures today.  This is because for both literatures power – broadly 

defined – provides an actor with security.  But the shared focus on power as a means to 

mitigating uncertainty and promoting environmental security has not led to much cross-

fertilization between international relations and organization theory, or resource 
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dependency theory (RDT) more specifically.  This is perhaps understandable given their 

general foci: conflict and cooperation between states versus autonomy and dependence 

between actors.  The two literatures, however, need not be wholly divorced, as they both 

focus on how an actor responds to an absence, or lack, of security in their environment. 

From these two distinct approaches, a fruitful area of overlap likely exists.  RDT 

suggests a state’s dependence on another for some valuable resource likely conditions its 

level of acquiescence or deference towards any other state since doing so promotes the 

dependent state’s environmental security.  The relationship between security and the state 

is, of course, a common concern among international relations scholars.  This line of 

argument, furthermore, may be usefully applied to the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework to study the conditions under which any given donor is able to 

utilize aid as a foreign policy tool for the purpose of promoting cooperation.  The 

applicability of RDT to this question seems intuitive given 1) aid recipients’ tenuous 

financial positions and the importance of incoming aid flows as well as 2) the dominant 

view of aid giving practices whereby donors commit aid for political and strategic 

reasons (e.g., Alesina & Dollar, 2000).29  But to apply this approach, it is necessary to 

better understand its core components, namely relational dependence and its 

consequences. 

3.2.1 A Second Approach to Environmental Security: Relational Dependence 

                                                
29 While this is the dominant view, it is not the only view.  Both Bezerra, Cramer, Hauser, Miller, & Volgy 
(2015) and Miller et al. (2015), for example, highlight status implications for bilateral aid donors.  Their 
results indicate the decision to give aid may also be conditioned by explanations separate of the recipients 
themselves.  
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 When international relations paradigms approach the subject of security and the 

international environment, it is often done with a focus on how material power – or latent 

material power – influences security.  This focus largely precludes alternative sources of 

security.  In particular, the role of mechanisms aside from the distribution of material 

capabilities are often neglected.30  This is not to say that the debate is settled among 

international relations scholars as it regards the distribution of material capabilities and 

security.  Indeed, how the prevalence of peace and conflict is conditioned by the 

distribution of material capabilities across states is central to the fundamental debate 

between balance of power scholars (e.g., Waltz, 1979), balancing scholars more generally 

(e.g., Fritz & Sweeney, 2004; Levy & Thompson, 2010; Mansfield, 1993; Walt, 1985), 

and power transition theory scholars (e.g., Kugler & Lemke, 1996; Lemke & Werner, 

1996; Organski & Kugler, 1980; Tammen & Kugler, 2000).  Attempting to alter the 

distribution of material capabilities, however, is only one possible way states may attempt 

to enhance their security and thereby manage uncertainty in their environment.  Security, 

in the sense of material capabilities, is costly, and while all states may face challenges 

stemming from an insecure environment, not all states are capable of enhancing their 

security through greater material power.  This begs the question: how else – other than 

through a favorable but expensive modification to the distribution of material capabilities 

– might states successfully enhance their security thereby reducing uncertainty in their 

environment? 

A second strategy for managing uncertainty in the environment based in social 

relationships, rather than the distribution of material capabilities, emerges from social 

                                                
30 This is, of course, not true on the part of constructivists. 
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exchange theory and is developed further in the sociology of organizations.  Social 

exchange theorists (e.g., Baldwin, 1978, 1990, 1998, 2013, 2016; Dahl, 1957, 1968; 

Deutsch, 1988; Emerson, 1976; Heath, 1976) posit power in relational terms between any 

two actors rather than as an attribute of any particular single actor.31  But where political 

scientists have contributed to the development of social exchange theory, the exchange 

perspective has been seldom applied in international relations (Druckman, 1998; Larson, 

1998), and subsequent development has been left for scholars in other social sciences.32   

Where political science, and international relations more specifically, has largely 

ignored the connection between social relations, power, and environmental uncertainty, 

other social sciences have not.  To this end, RDT (e.g., Aldrich & Pfeffer, 1976; Cook & 

Emerson, 1978; Cook et al., 1983; Emerson, 1962, 1972; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) 

focuses on three themes: 1) the importance of the environment or the social context of 

organizations; 2) how organizations, although constrained by their situations and 

environments, pursue greater autonomy and the ability to pursue their interests; and 3) the 

importance of power for understanding both intra-organizational as well as inter-

organizational behavior (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978).  RDT points not to an actor’s 

material, or latent sources of material capabilities to explain outcomes, but rather its 

social relations.  Unlike the common international relations conceptualization of power as 

material capabilities, Emerson (1962) argues that power is derived from the presence of 

                                                
31 Baldwin (2013) refers to these two forms as the “elements of national power” approach and the 
“relational power approach.”  Examples of the former include the works of Mearsheimer (2001), 
Morgenthau (1948), and Waltz (1979); examples of the latter include Baldwin’s own work as well as Dahl 
(1957, 1968) and Lasswell & Kaplan (1950) among others. 
32 One possible explanation for this is disciplinary parochialism (Baldwin, 1971, 1998, 2013).  Relatedly, 
Nye Jr. (1990, 2011) suggests policymakers are likely to prefer the explanation of power as resources rather 
than relations, but Baldwin (2013) refutes this notion and argues the opposite. 
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relational dependence between any two actors with the extent, or level, of dependence 

determined by 1) the interest of an actor in a goal that a second actor mediates and 2) the 

availability of yet other actors through which the same goal may be achieved.33  These 

two factors may be distilled and understood as focusing on an actor’s interests and the 

availability of alternative sources for fulfilling those interests.  When actors highly value 

some interest – say, as aid recipients do capital – they will be dependent on any given 

second actor to the extent that only a small number of others – i.e., aid donors – are 

willing and able to fulfill that interest.  

Thus, the relationship between power and dependence may be simply understood 

as: the power of Actor A over Actor B is equal to the dependence of Actor B on Actor A 

(Emerson, 1962).  When Actors A and B are equally dependent upon one another, power 

is distributed evenly in the relationship (PAB = DBA); when one is more dependent upon 

the other, the balance of power is said to be unevenly distributed (PAB > DBA or PBA > 

DAB) (Emerson, 1972).  For RDT theorists, the degree and direction of dependence in a 

relationship is crucial, as dependence produces both power advantages and disadvantages 

for the involved parties, which differentially influences their security.  In the context of a 

donor-recipient dyad, when a recipient is asymmetrically dependent upon a particular 

donor, it necessarily faces decreased security – meaning more uncertainty – due to that 

dependence since the donor cannot be controlled and may sever the relationship at any 

time.  Conversely, the donor has enhanced its security – meaning less uncertainty – as a 

result of the recipient’s dependence since the recipient will need to appease the donor to 

continue the relationship. 

                                                
33 Emerson (1962) defines power itself as “the amount of resistance on the part of [Actor B] which can be 
potentially overcome by [Actor A],” (32). 
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But, dependence is only half the story of insecurity. It is only in conjunction with 

the volatility of the environment that dependence is problematic.  Pfeffer & Salancik 

write: 

The fact that organizations are dependent for survival and success on their environments 
does not, in itself, make their existence problematic.  If stable supplies were assured from 
the sources of needed resources, there would be no problem.  If the resources needed by 
the organization were continually available, even if outside their control, there would be 
no problem.  Problems arise not merely because organizations are dependent upon their 
environment, but because this environment is not dependable.  Environments can change, 
new organizations enter and exit, and the supply of resources becomes more or less scarce.  
When environments change, organizations face the prospect of either not surviving or of 
changing their activities in response to these environmental factors, (1978: 3) 

Thus, according to RDT, enhancing one’s security is a function of one’s abilities to 

manage their dependence upon others, as well as their abilities to change their own 

activities in response to evolving environmental conditions.  Those actors that are best 

able to accomplish these tasks will also be those that are able to ultimately maximize 

their own autonomy vis-à-vis other actors in their environment.  This, in turn, will 

provide them with a mechanism for obtaining their desired or preferred interests and 

outcomes in exchange-based relationships.  From this perspective, one is well-positioned 

theoretically to ask questions concerning the movement of resources between actors in a 

dynamic environment, including: how does any given aid recipient’s set of donor 

relations condition its overall aid inflows? 

3.2.2 Donor Community Growth and Market Interface Hypothesis   

For any given donor, the act of committing aid to a recipient with the expectation 

of receiving some form of foreign policy cooperation in return is inherently risky.34  The 

risk is derived from the fact that most recipients are served by a community of donors 

                                                
34 The precise level of risk arguably depends upon the size of one’s aid commitment(s) to a recipient 
relative to others’ commitments to the same recipient. 
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rather than existing in exclusive donor-recipient pairings, and with each new donor, the 

likelihood that their demands conflict with another’s – and thus the likelihood they 

commit aid with no geopolitical gain in return – increases.  As shown in Figure 3.1, 

recipients have received aid commitments from an increasing number of donors over time 

and donors have cumulatively committed more aid.  In 1976, recipients, on average, 

received aid from five different bilateral aid donors.  By 2013, this number had 

approximately quadrupled to nearly 20.  Meanwhile, bilateral aid donors go from 

cumulatively committing $20.4 billion in 1973 to over $100 billion in 2013.  What this 

growth in the actual donor community means is that any given donor-recipient dyad 

represents an increasingly competitive aid-for-policy exchange opportunity rather than a 

guaranteed opportunity for donor gain.35 

FIGURE 3.1: Bilateral Aid Community Growth, 1973 – 2013 

  

                                                
35 Only growth in the actual or observed community of donors is considered.  However, the argument may 
be bolstered further if it is expanded to include the growing latent community of potential donors as well.  
Bezerra et al. (2015) indicates that since 1975, first time bilateral aid donors often join the “club of donor 
nations” for less than $15 million (260).  This amount is arguably well within the reach of many states 
beyond observed bilateral donors, which would indicate competition for cooperation is likely to be more 
robust than suggested. 
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With this growth in mind, recall the basis of power, or leverage, in a relationship 

according to RDT is relational dependence and the degree and direction of dependence is 

determined by two factors: the interest of an actor in a goal that a second actor mediates; 

and the availability of yet other actors through which the same goal may be achieved 

(Emerson, 1962).  In the case of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework, 

recipients rely on donors for capital and donors rely on recipients for foreign policy 

cooperation. Assuming donors are no less interested in fostering foreign policy 

cooperation today than in the past, the increasing number of aid providers might be 

thought to strengthen the recipient’s own leverage.36  In effect, recipients may be able to 

command more aid for comparably less cooperation in return. 

Despite their financial need for aid, recipients are not entirely powerless in their 

dealings with donors as a result of the growing number of alternative donors.  Dependent 

upon the mutual exclusivity of any given foreign policy demand – i.e., whether or not 

fulfilling the demand precludes a recipient from fulfilling a similar demand for another 

donor – and whether or not the demand is made by a group or bloc of donors, recipients 

have an incentive to utilize one of four types of leverage to maximize their aid inflows, 

while minimizing the level of cooperation exchanged – in effect, maximizing their 

autonomy.  This relationship was previously visualized as a relevant consideration for the 

donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework as a typology of aid recipient leverages 

and is reintroduced as Figure 3.2. 

                                                
36 This is not to suggest fostering foreign policy cooperation is the only reason donors give aid, but rather 
that it is a prominent reason.  As an example of an alternate motivation for giving aid, Miller et al. (2015) 
suggest states are rewarded with enhanced status by their peers for complying with uncontested 
international norms; of which, resource transference – giving bilateral aid – is one such norm.  In making 
their argument, Miller et al. (2015) thus suggest states give aid for reasons wholly independent of potential 
recipients themselves.  This suggestion is also found in Bezerra et al. (2015). 
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FIGURE 3.2: Typology of Aid Recipient Leverages 
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When any given donor makes a foreign policy demand, the donor necessarily 

communicates information about some object or action it values.  After receiving this 

demand, recipients have at least four types of leverage at their disposal to maximize the 

aid they receive for cooperating with the demand based upon the nature of the demand 

itself: extortion; monopoly; auction; and delay.  With this leverage in mind, recipients 

communicate information back to the donor regarding their willingness to cooperate with 

said demand.  This process was previously visualized as an element of the donor-

recipient aid and cooperation framework and is reintroduced as Figure 3.3 as a theory of 

donor-recipient interaction. 

As a consequence of the growing donor community then, recipients find 

themselves increasingly empowered in their dealings with any given donor since they 

may usefully seek alternative donors rather than cooperate or, alternatively, seek greater 

gain from their cooperation.  That being said, donors are not submissively passive actors 

themselves – and donors are certainly not fools. 
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FIGURE 3.3: Donor-Recipient Network of Demands and Cooperation Theory 

 

Recipients are not entirely free to pursue purely transaction-based approaches – 

which would maximize gains from competition amongst donors – since doing so may 

violate norms of reciprocity and cause some donors to stop “vying for its business,” 

(Baker, 1990: 615).  This would, necessarily, result in a loss of their newfound 

leverage.37  

                                                
37 A similar argument is found in the social networks analysis (SNA) literature.  In particular, see: Wolff 
(1950) on the differences between dyads and triads; Burt (1992) on bridging and structural holes; and 
Krackhardt (1999) on the constraints of Simmelian ties.  Burt (1992) holds actors who bridge otherwise 
disconnected groups – or cliques – exist in an advantageous position of power vis-à-vis actors from each 
group leading to better outcomes for themselves.  Krackhardt (1999) argues, somewhat conversely, the 
same bridging actor is likely to be more constrained because they are subject to norms stemming from both 
cliques.  Both Burt (1992) and Krackhardt (1999) draw upon Wolff (1950) as the basis of their arguments 
and the accuracy of their different predictions may be conditioned by the public or private nature of an 
actor’s interactions (Krackhardt, 1999: 207). 
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The relationship between donors and recipients is characterized by dueling 

objectives.  Recipients wish to foster competition among a growing number of donors to 

maximize their aid inflows yet reduce their foreign policy cooperation, thereby enhancing 

their autonomy and reducing insecurity in their environment.38  Donors, on the other 

hand, value constancy and commitment and are likely to walk away from recipients with 

whom they cannot exchange reasonable amounts of aid for foreign policy cooperation.  

Thus, recipients, although empowered by the growing donor community, must balance 

and prioritize both their 1) donor relationships and 2) their self-interest in maximizing aid 

inflows and autonomy.  But, the balance recipients strike between these two objectives is 

likely to impact their incoming aid commitments differently across the range of possible 

donor numbers with some donors ultimately deciding to abandon recipients in the 

presence of too many competing donors. For this reason, it is argued: 

Hypothesis 1: Aid recipients that are served by more extreme (high) 
numbers of donors in the previous year are likely to receive 
less aid than recipients that were served by fewer donors, 
ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, recipients receive increasing amounts of aid as the number of 

donors serving them increases but that this effect is nonlinear.39  In particular, aid inflows 

will need to demonstrate diminishing returns at higher numbers of donors, indicating the 

negative effects of too many donor relationships.  Findings in support of Hypothesis 1 

will demonstrate the important role the size of a recipient’s set of donor relationships 

plays in determining the level of aid inflows.  Indeed, it will demonstrate the validity of 

                                                
38 This is, admittedly, most likely to be the case when recipients are selecting from potential donors who 
offer comparatively similar commitments.  But this is not to suggest recipients cannot attempt to do so 
when potential donors are less similar as a means of closing still large gaps in potential commitments. 
39 Necessarily prior to this argument is a linear argument where more donors, generally, means more 
dollars.  This argument was also tested and confirmed but is omitted for its intuitive nature.  
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Homer’s telling caution from the Odyssey, “If you serve too many masters, you’ll soon 

suffer,” (Fagles, 1996: 436; 21.412-413).  Subsequently, this will be useful to analyze 

how asymmetric dependence and mutual dependence influence any given donor’s ability 

to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation. 

3.3 Data, Measurement, and Methodology for Market Interface Hypothesis 

 Testing this hypothesis requires a dataset with information on the value of 

bilateral foreign aid commitments between states as well as information on a series of 

alternative explanations for any given recipient’s aid inflows.  Information on bilateral 

foreign aid commitments is taken from AidData’s Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 2016; 

Tierney et al., 2011) and used to build an annual dataset of recipient observations and the 

total dollar value (constant 2011 US$) of their aid inflows.40  The natural log (ln) of this 

value is used as the dependent variable to test Hypothesis 1.  The same source is 

additionally used to construct two independent variables meant to capture donor 

engagement with each recipient.  The first measure is simply a count of the number of 

donors – # of Donors – any given recipient receives aid from in each year.  The second 

measure is the square of the first – # of Donors2 – and together they provide the primary 

                                                
40 The OECD recognizes three definitional concepts of aid: pledges; commitments; and disbursements.  
For this project, it is helpful to draw a distinction between commitments and disbursements.  Commitments 
are “a firm obligation, expressed in writing and backed by the necessary funds, undertaken by an official 
donor to provide specified assistance to a recipient country or a multilateral organisation,” and bilateral 
commitments are “recorded in the full amount of expected transfer, irrespective of the time required for the 
completion of disbursements.”  Disbursements, on the other hand, are the “release of funds to or the 
purchase of goods or services for a recipient; by extension, the amount thus spent,” and record “the actual 
international transfer of financial resources, or of goods or services valued at the cost to the donor.”  
Admittedly, data on disbursements might be preferable to commitments but remains elusive.  This project 
confidently utilizes this data on commitments, however, as a strong proxy measure for disbursements as 
recent work has shown nearly all commitments are met after two years (Hudson, 2013: 113), including to 
Sub-Saharan African states (ibid, 115). 
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test of Hypothesis 1.41  There are, however, a number of additional factors to consider 

relating to how much aid a recipient receives. 

 Much of the literature seeking to explain why foreign aid donors select recipients 

has coalesced around the narrative that donors provide aid for a mix of political/strategic 

and need-based reasons (e.g., Alesina & Dollar, 2000; Balla & Reinhardt, 2008; 

Berthélemy, 2006; Feeny & McGillivray, 2008; McKinlay & Little, 1977, 1978a, 1978b; 

McKinley & Little, 1979; Younas, 2008).  As a matter of controlling for these alternative 

explanations, two sets of additional variables are included that speak to any given 

potential recipient’s unique appeal and are primarily selected for their prominence within 

the aid determinants literature.42  One set speaks to the political/strategic determinants of 

foreign aid, and a second set speaks to the need-based determinants of foreign aid.  The 

set of political/strategic determinants of aid, includes: whether or not the recipient is a 

non-permanent member of the United Nations Security Council (UNSC) (e.g., Kuziemko 

& Werker, 2006); the recipient’s regime type (e.g., McKinlay & Little, 1977; McKinley 

& Little, 1979); and whether or not the recipient is a major fuel exporter (e.g., Fink & 

Redaelli, 2011).  The set of need-based determinants of aid, includes: the recipient’s GDP 

per capita (e.g., Narang, 2016); the recipient’s life expectancy and life expectancy 

                                                
41 Results are consistent if # of Donors and # of Donors2 are substituted with equivalent proportional 
measures. 
42 Acknowledging that these two sets of aid determinants are not exhaustive also means acknowledging 
other plausible determinants have been excluded.  The chosen set of variables, however, was primarily 
selected for two reasons.  The first is their salience in the aid literature; for which, relevant citations are 
included in text.  Second, each of these variables speaks uniquely to recipient-specific factors rather than 
donor-recipient relational factors or recipient non-specific donor pursuits.  Including donor-recipient 
relational aid determinants would be inappropriate for the market interface hypothesis as it is monadically 
focused on each potential recipient and those attributes of the recipient themselves making them more – or 
less – likely to receive larger aid volumes.  Likewise, including recipient non-specific donor pursuits, such 
as status (e.g., Bezerra et al., 2015; Miller et al., 2015), would require shifting focus from potential 
recipients to potential donors. 
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squared (e.g., Nancy & Yontcheva, 2006); and whether or not the recipient is 

experiencing civil war (e.g., de Ree & Nillesen, 2009).  Two final variables are also 

included to control for other donor behaviors: a lagged version of the dependent variable; 

and a variable for time period.  The lagged dependent variable is meant to control for 

path dependence in aid commitments and the time period variable is intended to control 

for different aid patterns between the Cold War, post-Cold War, and post-9/11 time 

periods.  This list of variables is certainly not intended to be exhaustive but rather to 

provide a set of alternative explanations, extant in the literature and uniquely focused on 

the recipient, against which to test the market interface hypothesis.43  Each variable, its 

source, and conceptualization, is taken in turn beginning with the political/strategic 

determinants of aid. 

 Non-permanent UNSC membership presents one of the most exclusive – but still 

widely open – opportunities for states to participate in major international decisions and 

developing states are more frequently represented than not.  Membership thus presents an 

opportunity for developing states to enhance their aid inflows as it uniquely situates them 

to influence world affairs.  Kuziemko & Werker (2006), for example, demonstrate the 

value of UNSC membership to be quite staggering, including a 59% increase in their U.S. 

aid allocations and an 8% increase in UN aid allocations.  Bueno de Mesquita & Smith 

(2010) have also pointed to how state leaders are able to exploit the importance of their 

temporary position to increase aid revenues for themselves.  For these reasons, a 

dichotomous variable is coded – Non-Permanent UNSC Member – to indicate when a 

                                                
43 For a similar exercise in the context of civil wars and humanitarian aid, see Narang (2016). 
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recipient possesses membership on the UNSC.  This information is taken directly from 

the UN itself.44 

Additionally, a recipient’s regime-type is also likely to play a role in mediating 

their incoming aid flows.  McKinlay & Little (1977) as well as McKinley & Little (1979) 

demonstrates, for example, donor decisions tend to be influenced by a recipient’s level of 

democracy.  This was perhaps an artifact of the donors they examined, but the majority of 

– but not all – donors today remain Western-style representative regimes.  For this 

reason, a factor variable is coded – Polity Type – as a measure of regime-type.  This 

information is taken from the Polity IV dataset (Marshall & Jaggers, 2016) and codes 

potential recipients as democracies, anocracies, or autocracies.45  Given their prominence 

in the literature, democracies are utilized in the analyses as the base regime-type against 

which anocracies and autocracies are compared.46 

The final political/strategic measure addresses whether or not a recipient is a 

major oil exporter.  Oil is, of course, a highly valuable resource and increasingly in-

demand.  To this end, Fink & Redaelli (2011) find oil exporting countries receive 

disproportionate amounts of aid.  For this reason, a dichotomous variable is coded – Oil 

                                                
44 Available at: http://www.un.org/en/sc/members/elected.asp [last accessed 16 September 2016].  Note: 
This information was also updated to reflect the German Democratic Republic’s (GDR) membership in 
1980-1981. 
45 Democracies are states with a polity score greater than or equal to six; autocracies are states with a polity 
score less than or equal to negative six; anocracies are states with polity scores situated between these two 
poles.  Nearly all results are unaffected if thresholds of seven and negative seven are utilized, however, 
anocracies become more likely than democracies to be selected to receive aid; nearly all results are also 
unaffected if seven and negative six are utilized, but autocracies become more likely to receive aid and 
anocracies become likely to receive more aid. 
46 Alternate measurement strategies include utilizing the full polity score or a dichotomous indicator for 
democratic regimes; each produces similar results as the factor variable scheme.  The factor variable 
scheme, however, better speaks to donor preferences for specific regime types without assuming all donors 
prefer democracies or that donors care about specific gradations of the polity scale.  Monarchical Saudi 
Arabia – a longtime, non-OECD aid donor – for example, is unlikely to systematically favor democratic 
regime types with their aid or reward small movements to or away from democracy.  The factor variable 
scheme allows one to simply compare recipient regime types against one another. 
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Exporter – to indicate when a recipient possesses major oil exporting capacity.  This 

information is taken from the World Bank and, following Fearon & Laitin (2003), oil 

exporters are coded as those states that derive more than one-third of their export 

revenues from fuel exports.47  In general, as each of these variables moves from zero to 

one or increases, the strategic value of the recipient in question may be thought to 

increase.48  But again, the list of political/strategic determinants assembled herein is 

surely not exhaustive.  It is, however, a set of supported alternative arguments, uniquely 

focused on potential recipients’ own attributes, against which to test the predictive 

abilities of the market interface hypothesis for determining any given recipient’s volume 

of aid inflows. 

 The second set of alternative arguments focuses on need-based explanations of 

aid volume.  The natural log of GDP per capita is included as it is the “most widely used 

and straightforward indicator of need in the existing literature,” (Narang, 2016: 201).  For 

this reason, a continuous variable is coded – GDP per Capita (ln $) – to capture the 

extent of poverty within any given recipient.  This information is taken from the World 

Bank and reported in current US$.49  In addition to wealth, need may take health-based 

forms.  For this reason, two continuous variables are included based upon the life 

expectancy within any given recipient – Life Expectancy and Life Expectancy2.  Life 

expectancy is another common indicator of need (e.g., Bueno de Mesquita & Smith, 

2009; Nancy & Yontcheva, 2006; Narang, 2016) and its square is included to allow for 

                                                
47 Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/TX.VAL.FUEL.ZS.UN [Last accessed: 16 September 
2016]. 
48 That is with the exception of Polity Type where democracies are expected to receive more aid than 
autocracies or anocracies. 
49 Available at: http://data.worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.PCAP.CD [Last accessed: 16 September 
2016]. 
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the possibility of a nonlinear relationship with aid inflows.  Lastly, a dichotomous 

indicator is included – Civil War – for whether or not a recipient is experiencing civil 

war.  Civil wars are, of course, quite destructive and generate high levels of need.  

African states experiencing civil conflict alone, for example, lose $18bn annually and 

suffer a 15% decline in economic production (Hillier, 2007).  This information is taken 

from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset v.4-2015 (Gleditsch, Wallensteen, 

Eriksson, Sollenberg, & Strand, 2002; Pettersson & Wallensteen, 2015). According to 

these variables, need is thought to increase as GDP per capita declines, life expectancy 

declines, and civil wars rage.  Like the political/strategic determinants, the list of need-

based determinants is not intended to be exhaustive but, rather, to provide a robust, 

literature-supported test against which to examine the market interface hypothesis. 

 To evaluate the market interface hypothesis, a sample of potential aid recipients is 

constructed that includes all non-OECD states from 1973-2011.50,51,52  The total volume 

of aid inflows – the dependent variable – is inherently left censored at zero and not all 

potential recipients receive aid.  These two circumstances call for a modeling strategy 

capable of modeling out potential sample selection bias.  As highlighted by Narang 

(2016) in an aid context, a number of solutions exist for this issue, including: two-stage 

models; Heckman procedures; and Tobit regressions.  Of these options, the Heckman 

                                                
50 In 1973, the OECD expanded the Creditor Reporting System (CRS++) to better collect information on 
the flows and activities of its donor members. 
51 The current version (v2011) of the Correlates of War (COW) State System Membership dataset ends in 
2011. 
52 A number of alternative approaches to identifying potential aid recipients were also tested.  These 
included identifying potential aid recipients based upon deviations from the yearly mean GDP per capita of 
states as well as upon the probability of being an aid recipient based upon their individual GDP per capita 
(as determined in a bivariate logistic regression).  These alternative specifications produced similar results.  
However, absent a strong theoretical motivation for setting a specific threshold, below which a state is 
considered a potential aid recipient, the full population of non-OECD states is utilized in the primary model 
as OECD membership provides a clear indicator of advanced versus non-advanced development status. 
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Selection model is utilized herein as it provides an opportunity to interpret different aid 

determinants’ influences on donor decisions to allocate any aid at all as well as their 

influence upon a recipient’s total aid inflows.53,54 

The Heckman Selection model utilizes two equations.  The first specifies a 

logistic regression aimed at predicting – that is, selecting – those recipients likely to 

receive any amount of aid.  For this reason, an additional dichotomous variable – 

Recipient – is coded to indicate whether or not a given state was an aid recipient in a 

given year.  This variable is used as the dependent variable in the logistic regression 

equation.  The second equation specifies an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to 

assess the influence of a set of variables upon the dependent variable – volume of aid 

inflows.  The Heckman Selection model also requires an exclusionary restriction in order 

to differentiate the two equations.  For this reason, # of Donors and # of Donors2 are 

solely included in the OLS regression and a final dichotomous variable – Donor – is 

constructed to indicate whether or not the recipient in question was themselves a donor in 

a given year for sole use in the logistic regression, or selection equation. Donor is 

featured solely in the logistic regression as, arguably, aid donors are likely to consider a 

potential recipient’s own aid granting activities at the “gatekeeping decision” stage of aid 

granting rather than the “level-setting decision” stage (e.g., Balla & Reinhardt, 2008; 

Cingranelli & Pasquarello, 1985; Neumayer, 2003).  Intuitively, aid recipients who are 

themselves acting as aid donors seem unlikely candidates to continue receiving aid from 

others.  Finally, all independent variables – except for the time period control – are 

                                                
53 Results for the market interface hypothesis are robust to a variety of specifications, including Tobit 
regression and – where appropriate – the inclusion of fixed effects. 
54 Reported chi-square tests confirm preference for the Heckman Selection model. 
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lagged one year to address potential concerns with simultaneity bias.  Summary statistics 

for all variables are included in Table 3.1.  

TABLE 3.1: Summary Statistics 

Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum 
Aid Inflows (ln $) 2,819 18.185 4.510 0 23.168 
# of Donors t-1 2,819 11.550 7.101 0 31 
# of Donors2 t-1 2,819 183.811 183.649 0 961 
Non-Permanent UNSC Member t-1 2,819 0.070 0.255 0 1 
Polity Type t-1 2,819 0.866 0.831 0 2 
Oil Exporter t-1 2,819 0.219 0.414 0 1 
GDP per Capita (ln $) t-1 2,819 7.274 1.298 0 11.327 
Life Expectancy t-1 2,819 63.980 9.467 35.205 81.542 
Life Expectancy2 t-1 2,819 4,183.049 1,155.934 1,239.421 6,649.011 
Civil War t-1 2,819 0.171 0.376 0 1 
Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 2,819 18.212 4.377 0 23.321 
Time Period 2,819 0.993 0.839 0 2 
Donor t-1 2,819 0.047 0.212 0 1 
Recipient 2,819 0.952 0.214 0 1 

3.4 Findings for Market Interface Hypothesis 

 Table 3.2 presents the results of two Heckman Selection models constructed to 

test Hypothesis 1.  Each model is labeled for its purpose.  The first set of results presents 

a base model specification consisting of only control variables.  The second set of results 

presents the findings for Hypothesis 1.  Recall, Hypothesis 1 is concerned with the 

number of donors a recipient receives aid from, its square term, and their influence on a 

recipient’s total aid received.  This suggests a nonlinear relationship, which would 

indicate beyond some number of donors, the financial benefit of each subsequent donor 

diminishes.  Before discussing the primary results, both the control variables and the 

selection stage results merit brief consideration. 

 The Heckman Selection model specifies two equations.  The model first utilizes a 

logistic regression and attempts to determine – again, that is, select – whether or not a 

non-OECD state will receive any aid.  These results are presented in the upper panel of 
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Table 3.2 – labeled under the heading First Stage: Aid Selection – and are nearly identical 

across all three models.  For potential aid recipients, the likelihood of receiving aid is  

TABLE 3.2: Heckman Selection Model Results for Market Interface Hypotheses 
(DV = Aid Inflows (ln $)) 

 Base Model Hypothesis 1 Model 
First Stage: Aid Selection     

Non-Permanent UNSC Member t-1 -0.278*** (0.236) -0.265*** (0.234) 
Polity Type‡     

Autocracy t-1 0.117*** (0.213) 0.138*** (0.218) 
Anocracy t-1 0.179*** (0.182) 0.158*** (0.174) 

Oil Exporter t-1 0.122*** (0.225) 0.109*** (0.223) 
GDP per Capita (ln $) t-1 -0.532*** (0.130) -0.557*** (0.130) 
Life Expectancy t-1 -0.156*** (0.160) -0.164*** (0.162) 
Life Expectancy2 t-1 0.001*** (0.001) 0.001*** (0.001) 
Civil War t-1 -0.335*** (0.223) -0.366†** (0.212) 
Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1  0.151*** (0.012) 0.145*** (0.012) 
Donor t-1 -0.011*** (0.235) 0.003*** (0.232) 
Time Period§     

Post-Cold War 0.848*** (0.285) 0.858*** (0.290) 
Post-9/11 0.273*** (0.175) 0.246*** (0.172) 

Constant 8.307*** (5.345) 8.883*** (5.437) 
Second Stage: Aid Volume     

# of Donors t-1 - - 0.177*** (0.021) 
# of Donors2 t-1 - - -0.001*** (0.001) 
Non-Permanent UNSC Member t-1 0.276*** (0.097) 0.193*** (0.092) 
Polity Type‡     

Autocracy t-1 -0.004*** (0.084) 0.095*** (0.076) 
Anocracy t-1 -0.079*** (0.058) 0.012*** (0.054) 

Oil Exporter t-1 -0.029*** (0.084) 0.060*** (0.076) 
GDP per Capita (ln $) t-1 -0.327*** (0.041) -0.127*** (0.032) 
Life Expectancy t-1 0.226*** (0.034) 0.189*** (0.030) 
Life Expectancy2 t-1 -0.002*** (0.0003) -0.002*** (0.0003) 
Civil War t-1 0.524*** (0.078) 0.431*** (0.070) 
Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 0.452*** (0.034) 0.317*** (0.034) 
Time Period§     

Post-Cold War 0.220*** (0.075) -0.475*** (0.083) 
Post-9/11 0.260*** (0.071) -1.376*** (0.122) 

Constant 5.604*** (0.943) 6.820*** (0.860) 
Observations 2,819 2,819 
AIC  9,461.9 9,049.8 
p > Chi2 0.0000 0.0003 
Rho 0.168*** 0.122*** 
p † < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p <0.001 
‡ Base regime type is democracy. 
§ Base time period is the Cold War. 
Robust standard errors reported in parentheses. 

negatively affected by their GDP per capita, as well as if they are experiencing an 

ongoing civil war – the civil war variable, however, does not achieve significance in the 
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base model.  Interestingly, the likelihood of receiving aid is not negatively affected if the 

recipient is itself providing bilateral aid to other states.55  This variable is unique to the 

selection stage and fulfills an exclusionary requirement of the Heckman Selection model. 

A number of variables demonstrate a positive relationship with the likelihood of 

receiving aid as well.  First, a recipient’s aid inflows the previous period is significantly 

related to its inflows in the current period.  This is consistent with Allison & Zelikow's 

(1971) organizational behavior model of decision-making whereby bureaucratic inertia 

makes change unlikely in the absence of an external shock.  This is also perhaps intuitive 

given the relationship-based nature of the aid-for-policy exchange.  Secondly, recipients 

are more likely to receive aid during the post-Cold War period when compared to the 

Cold War period, but not the post-9/11 period.  The remaining variables, non-permanent 

UNSC membership, polity type, major fuel exporter, and life expectancy and its square, 

do not demonstrate a significant influence. The null result for non-permanent UNSC 

members is interesting in its own right but also provides a natural transition to discussing 

the results of the Heckman Selection model’s second equation and the primary findings. 

 In the second equation of the model, an ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is 

used to examine – for the selected recipients – how the volume of aid received is 

influenced by each of the independent variables.  These results are presented in the lower 

panel of Table 3.2 – labeled Second Stage: Aid Volume.  Among control variables, for 

selected recipients, the volume of incoming aid is positively affected by non-permanent 

UNSC membership, life expectancy, the presence of an ongoing civil war, and previous 

                                                
55 The set of recipients who provide bilateral aid, in varying years, includes: Colombia; Brazil; Chile; 
Cyprus; Romania; Estonia; Latvia; Lithuania; South Africa; Saudi Arabia; Kuwait; Qatar; United Arab 
Emirates; India; and Thailand. 
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aid inflows.  The volume of incoming aid is negatively affected by the recipient’s GDP 

per capita and the squared term of life expectancy.  Jointly interpreted, the positive, 

significant results on life expectancy and the negative, significant results on life 

expectancy squared indicates donors respond to life expectancy nonlinearly although 

signs and significance of squared terms cannot be interpreted directly in nonlinear models 

(Ai & Norton, 2003).  Reviewing the effects of life expectancy on aid inflows, however, 

reveals that selected recipients receive more aid as life expectancy increases but that past 

a point – approximately 55 years – the positive effect plateaus and then diminishes. 

Continuing with control variables, recipients that are major oil exporters do not 

have their volume of aid influenced either way nor does their polity type affect aid 

inflows (when compared to democracies).  Compared to the Cold War period, both the 

post-Cold War and post-9/11 periods demonstrate a positive, significant effect upon aid 

volume in the base model but the effect is reversed in the Hypothesis 1 model.  This 

indicates two possible findings.  First, in the base model, the time period indicators are 

likely subsuming the effect of a growing donor community in lieu of more specific 

indicators.  Second, once measures are introduced capturing the number of donors 

serving a recipient the time period indicator is better able to speak to other trends.  Jointly 

interpreted with the results of the selection equation, potential recipients are more likely 

to be selected for aid in the post-Cold War period than in the Cold War period but that aid 

volume, for the selected recipients, will be smaller than in the two later periods.  One 

possible explanation for these findings has to do with the donors’ dominant political 

interests in each period.  During the Cold War, for example, alignment with either the 

US-bloc or the Soviet-bloc was likely a costly bargain paid to a small number of pivotal 
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recipients.  In the post-Cold War period, donor interests may have shifted to stabilizing 

new and former Soviet states emphasizing cooperation but at lower costs across a wider 

number of recipients.  In the post-9/11 period – although this coefficient does not achieve 

significance in the selection stage56 – donor interests may have shifted again to terrorism-

related security interests, which also carry lower costs but may also be distributed across 

a wider number of recipients compared to the Cold War.  Thus, more recipients selected 

in the post-Cold War and post-9/11 periods but, in general, at lower dollar costs to the 

donors.  As a final general note, the AIC indicates a preference for the full model 

including both the number of donors committing aid to a selected recipient and its square 

over the base model.57 

 Turning to the primary results, Hypotheses 1 is supported.  In the Hypothesis 1 

model, the number of donors committing aid to a selected recipient demonstrates a 

positive and significant effect on the recipient’s total aid volume, but number of donors 

squared returns a negative and significant relationship.  In order to interpret this result, 

and as mentioned above, it is necessary to look beyond signs and significance to the 

variable’s substantive effects.  These results are presented in Figure 3.4. 

Figure 3.4 shows the fitted values of quadratic predictions from the Hypothesis 1 

model with the number of donors committing aid to a selected recipient along the x-axis 

with a distribution of the model’s observed values running parallel to the x-axis.  This 

provides confirmation for Hypothesis 1 indicating the relationship between the number of 

donors serving a recipient and incoming aid flows is nonlinear.  In particular, as the 

                                                
56 The p-value for the post-9/11 period in the selection equation of the Hypothesis 1 Model equals 0.153, 
outside the bounds of conventional significance levels. 
57 Alternate tests (not shown) replicating the Heckman’s OLS regression equations with Tobit regressions 
produces pseudo-R2 values of slightly more than 22%. 
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number of donors grows – providing recipients with enhanced leverage in the aid-for-

policy exchange – recipients initially receive more aid.  But past a point, approximately 

17 donors, the expected level of aid inflows plateaus and begins to diminish – resulting in 

FIGURE 3.4: Heckman Selection Model Predicted Foreign Aid Inflows 

 

 
 

a loss of leverage as donors, presumably, abandon negotiations with recipients attempting 

to extract unacceptably expensive exchanges.58  This leads, for example, to recipients 

with 31 donors – the maximum observed in the Hypothesis 1 model – receiving 

approximately as much aid as recipients with only five or six donors.  In conclusion, for 

recipients then more donors, indeed, means more dollars but the classic adage “mo 

money, mo problems [sic],” (Wallace, Combs, & Jordan, 1997) also rings true.  These 

problems though may be compounded by a number of factors, including the aid’s 

importance, its control, and its scarcity. 

                                                
58 Recipients being served by 17 donors represents approximately 4% (115) of the observations in the 
Hypothesis 1 model.  This may seem low but 17 is as nearly, if not more, likely to be observed as is any 
number of donors between one (approximately 3%) and 19 (also approximately 3%). 

|| |||| ||| ||| || | | || || ||| ||| || | ||| ||| || | || || | | | || || | ||| ||| |||| | || | || |||| || |||||| |||| ||| || | | || || || |||| ||| | |||| ||| | || | ||||| ||| | | ||| |||| | |||| || ||| || | || | || || | || | | | || | || || || || | ||| || || ||| || | || ||| | ||| || || | | | | ||| || | | ||| ||| ||| ||| | || | | ||| || || | || || | | | || ||| ||| |||||| | | | | | ||| || | | | ||| || | ||| || || || | || ||||||| | || || | |||| || | ||| || || || |||| || | ||||||||| || | || ||| |||| | ||| | | || || || || ||| | || ||||| |||| || || | || || |||| | | || | | || || | | || || |||| |||| | ||||| ||| || || || | | || | || || | || || |||||| ||| ||| ||| | || |||| ||| || | | |||| | ||||| ||||||| |||| ||| | || || || ||| || || || ||| |||| | | | ||||| | ||| || ||||| || || | || || || | | | | || | || ||| || ||| || || | | |||| | |||| | || | || | | | | || | | |||| || || | || || | | ||| | | || | | || || |||| | ||| || | ||| || ||| | |||| | | || |||| ||| | || | ||| || ||||||| | | || || ||| | || |||| | ||| | | | | || | |||| || || || || || || | || | | |||| || || ||| | || | || || ||| ||| ||| ||||| | ||| | || ||| ||| || | | | |||||||||||||||||||| || || ||| |||| || | | || || || | || || |||| || | | | || | | ||| || ||| ||| | | || | || | ||||| ||| | | |||| ||| || || | ||| | || |||| || |||| ||| || | ||||| |||| | ||| | || ||| ||||| || | | | | || | | | | || ||| | || | ||| || | | || ||| |||| || || || | |||| |||| ||| || | |||||||| ||| || | || |||||||| | || ||| || |||||||| | | ||| | || || | | || ||| | | || || | | | ||| | || ||| || ||| || ||| || | || | | | |||| | |||| | || || ||| || || | || || || | || | ||| ||||| | | || | | || ||| || | | | |||| | | || | | || | | | ||| ||| || |||| ||| || || | | || | | || | | || |||||||| | | || ||| | | || | | |||| | ||| | ||| || ||| | | ||| | || ||| | || | || || ||||| || ||| || || ||| | || | |||| ||| || || || || | |||| | || ||| | | || | || | || ||| ||||| ||| | ||| | |||||| || | || || ||| | || || | |||| || | ||| || |||| | || ||| | ||| | || | | || | ||| || | || | | ||||| | ||| ||| || | | || | || ||| ||| |||| || ||| |||| | ||| | | | ||| || ||||| | || || ||| | || | | || || | ||| ||||| | || |||| | |||| | | | ||||| || |||| || |||| | | | || |||| || || | || ||| || | | || | ||| || | ||| ||| | || || ||| | | || |||| | || || | ||| |||| | | || | || || | || | | | |||| || || || | || | || | ||| || | | | ||| | | | | || | || ||| | | |||||| || || | ||| || || || || | ||| ||| | | |||| || | | || || | | | || |||| || || || ||||| || ||| ||| | || | || || ||| | |||||||||||| | | | || || | || || || || || || | || || | ||||| ||| |||| | || || | ||| || | ||| || |||| ||| || ||| || || | | || | ||| || || || || ||||| | |||| | || || | || | ||||| | | |||||| || ||| || | |||| || || | || ||| ||| | || | | ||| || | |||| || | |||||| || || ||| || ||| || | | || || ||| || || || | |||| | |||| || | |||| || | ||| | | | || || ||| ||| | | ||| |||| | || || ||| | || | | | || || ||||||| || || | || | | ||| ||| || || | || |||| || ||||| ||| ||| || | || || | || | || | || ||| | ||||||| | || |||| | | || ||| || | || || |||| |||| | ||| |||| ||| || | |||| | | ||| | | | ||| | || ||| ||| ||| ||| || || | | | || || ||| || | | | |||| |||||| || ||| |||| ||| | ||| || ||||| |||| | | | || | || ||| | || | | |||||||||| |||||| || | ||| || | || | ||||| |||||| || ||| || || | | || | |||| ||| ||||||| |||| ||||||| || |||||||||| ||||| || |||||| ||| |||||| ||| || | |||| | ||| || || | || |||| || || | ||| || || || || || || ||| | || ||| | | |||| | ||| | | || | | || | ||| | || | ||| | | | || ||| || | | | || | |||||| || || ||| || ||| ||||| | | || ||||| || || | ||| |||| | ||| ||| | ||| | ||| || || || ||| | || |||| || ||| || |||| || || | | ||| | || || | |||| |||| | || || | ||| |||| || |||| || | ||| | | || | ||| || |||| |||| ||| | |||| ||| | || | || | || ||| ||| | | | ||||| | || || | || |||| ||||| ||| ||| | | || || | ||| || | || || ||||| ||| ||| | ||| ||| || | || | ||||| || || | | || ||||||| ||| | || ||||| |||| || | ||| | || | | |||||||| | || | || || |||| ||| || || ||| ||| || | | || || | |||||||| || || || || || || || |||||||| | || || | | ||| | ||||| | |||| |||| ||| | | ||| | ||| ||| | | | || |||| || || | ||| | | | ||| | | |||10
15

20
25

Pr
ed

ic
te

d 
Va

lu
e 

of
 A

id
 In

flo
w

s 
(ln

)

0 10 20 30
Number of Donors



 86 

3.5 A Different Portrait of Power: Dependence and Insecurity (Continued) 

3.5.1 Determinants and Consequences of Dependence 

 Dependence-based relationships may be summarily described as featuring at least 

two actors, one who values a resource – broadly defined59 – possessed by the second, 

which is uniquely or advantageously situated to provide the resource.  That the first actor 

values the resource and that the second actor is well situated to provide the resource is the 

basis of the second actor’s leverage over the first.  Dependence itself then may be defined 

as “the product of the importance of a given input or output to the organization and the 

extent to which it is controlled by a relatively few organizations,” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 

1978: 51).  Recall, however, any given relationship may be characterized by an equal 

distribution of dependence or an unequal distribution (Emerson, 1972).  In an equal 

distribution (PAB = DBA), neither actor has any leverage over the other; but in an 

asymmetric distribution, (PAB > DBA or PBA > DAB) one actor holds leverage over the 

other since the two do not equally value their relationship.  Thus, the presence of 

asymmetrical dependence in a relationship – and its direction – indicates one actor holds 

leverage over its counterpart because, “the exchange is not equally important to both 

organizations,” (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978: 53).  Within these relationships, a number of 

factors influence the degree and direction of dependence. 

The degree and direction of dependence in a relationship is determined by a 

number of factors, including: the importance of the resource in question; the extent of 

discretion over the resource’s use; and the concentration of the resource’s control (Pfeffer 

                                                
59 Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) highlight, for example, “exchanges may involve monetary or physical 
resources, information, or social legitimacy,” (43). 
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& Salancik, 1978: 46-51).  First, when a resource is required for the continued operation 

and survival of an actor, the resource is considered to be important.  Importance, 

furthermore, may be understood in terms of both its magnitude – the proportion of the 

actor’s activities for which the resource is required – and criticality – the actor’s ability to 

function in the absence of the resource.  As importance increases, dependence is likely to 

increase as well.  Second, when a resource is not easily controlled, discretion is said to be 

low.  For its own part, when discretion over a resource is low, the resource may be 

thought of as more difficult to harness or obtain, which is likely to increase dependence.  

Lastly, when control over a resource is concentrated in the hands of a small number of 

actors, dependence is likely to increase as the resource is, essentially, scarcer.  Together, 

the importance, control, and concentration of any given resource – capital and foreign aid 

included –  influence the degree and direction of dependence characterizing any given 

relationship.  Far from being interesting all on its own, the degree and direction of 

dependence also carries consequences for outcomes. 

When a set of actors are jointly dependent they experience greater environmental 

insecurity as some element of their survival is dependent upon an actor over whom they 

have varying levels of control – if any control at all.  Dependence is, of course, not 

necessarily equal or symmetric and likely to disproportionately affect actors as a result of 

the importance, control, and concentration of any given valued resource.  When 

dependence is asymmetric, one actor in a relationship is disadvantaged vis-à-vis its 

counterpart; the disadvantaged actor, as a result, experiences greater difficulty achieving 

its preferred goals or outcomes (Pfeffer & Salancik 1978).  This is because the 

advantaged, less dependent actor is able to command greater prices, so-to-speak, for the 
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desired resource.  Herein lies the complex nature of environmental insecurity, however, 

as meeting demands for higher prices may introduce difficulties in other social relations.  

Pfeffer & Salancik, argue: 

Organizations could not survive if they were not responsive to the demands from their 
environments.  But, we have noted that demands often conflict and that response to the 
demands of one group constrains the organization in its future actions, including 
responding to the demands of others.  This suggests that organizations cannot survive by 
responding completely to every environmental demand.  The interesting issue then 
becomes the extent to which organizations can and should respond to various 
environmental demands, or the conditions under which one social unit is able to obtain 
compliance with its demands, (1978: 43-44) 

The implication from this argument is that some actors will achieve better outcomes than 

others and the corresponding questions become: 1) How will any given environment 

affect any given actor? 2) What efforts will actors utilize in order to manage 

environmental constraint? and 3) How will environmental constraints influence an actor’s 

internal dynamics?  Indeed, most RDT research has focused on these three questions 

(Pfeffer & Salancik, 2003: xvi-xx).  Each of these questions has parallels within 

international relation’s modern power analysis literature – as well as international 

relations literature more broadly – but where these parallels exist, they often either 

eschew the notion of the environment as sets of relations or espouse a concept of power 

favoring its form as an actor attribute rather than the product of social relations.  As a 

result, existing work on these three questions is inhibited from speaking to core questions 

of how or for what purposes some action comes about.60  This includes when, why, and 

how aid may bring about foreign policy cooperation. 

 For the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework to answer these questions, 

however, it will be useful to also find answers in the social exchange literature where the 

                                                
60 These suggested parallels are discussed below when approaching the usefulness or appropriateness of 
applying RDT to international relations questions. 
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relational power perspective has been more fully developed.61  Specifically, by drawing 

upon RDT and examining what role the degree and direction of dependence between 

donors and recipients plays in determining the usefulness of aid for promoting 

cooperation (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005; Gulati & Sytch, 2007). 

3.6 Donor-Recipient Dependence Hypotheses 

 The growing bilateral aid community has led to a growing number of foreign aid 

dollars committed to any given recipient each year.  More surprising, the growing pool of 

potential donors has also provided recipients with increased leverage vis-à-vis potential 

donors in the aid-for-policy exchange.  But this newfound leverage begins to diminish 

past about 17 donors as potential donors prefer to push back from the “bargaining table,” 

so-to-speak, rather than negotiate expensive exchanges with little returns.  What this 

implies is that while recipients have been empowered by the growing donor community, 

donors themselves still possess the ability to choose their recipients and the ability to 

walk away from potential recipients.  Walking away from potential recipients, however, 

leaves a donor with one fewer possible foreign policy collaborators that others might yet 

successfully woo to their agenda.  The challenge for donors seeking to promote foreign 

policy cooperation with their aid then becomes one of managing recipient relationships 

and recognizing those where they remain in an advantageous asymmetrically or mutually 

dependent position. 

                                                
61 Baldwin’s (2013) comments on the isolation of international relations in this area from other fields is, 
unfortunately, quite similar to his comments on the matter in 1971: “Although students of international 
politics have continued to reformulate the concept of power, they have remained relatively isolated from 
the thinking of other social scientists on this issue,” (471). 
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 With each new donor state, the dynamics of the donor-recipient aid-for-policy 

exchange are changed.  But, the extent to which any given donor is able to successfully 

use aid as a strategic foreign policy tool for promoting cooperation remains subject to the 

distribution of dependence in the donor-recipient dyad.  In particular, the extent to which 

any given donor is able to successfully use aid as a strategic foreign policy tool for 

promoting cooperation with any given recipient is likely influenced by whether or not the 

recipient in question is asymmetrically dependent upon them as well as the level of 

mutual dependence between themselves and the recipient.  Each circumstance is taken in 

turn. 

 First, donors are unlikely to receive foreign policy cooperation simply as a fact of 

committing foreign aid.  Rather, their contributions are likely to be judged relative to aid 

from other donors.  After all, the aid-for-policy exchange is just that – an exchange – 

which involves degrees of give and take dependent upon alternative options.  The 

growing number of donors has enabled recipients to, in general, give less and take more 

but recipients must also manage these relationships as some donors are inherently more 

valuable than others.  Imagine, for example, the deleterious effects for North Korea of 

pushing China – perhaps its only ally and supporter in world politics – too far in their aid-

for-policy exchange.  Although an extreme example, the relationship between North 

Korea and China is demonstrative of when donors – despite the growing community of 

other aid donors – might yet be able to utilize aid in order to achieve political or strategic 

objectives.  Namely, donors will likely experience greater foreign policy cooperation 
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with any given recipient when the recipient is asymmetrically dependent upon them 

leading to a donor advantage.62  For this reason, it is argued: 

Hypothesis 2: Donors that possessed an asymmetry advantage over a 
recipient in the previous year are likely to receive more 
foreign policy cooperation than donors without such 
advantage, ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, it will be necessary to observe that donors experience greater 

foreign policy cooperation with any given recipient when that recipient is asymmetrically 

dependent upon them for aid.  Findings in support of Hypothesis 2 will demonstrate the 

importance of the relative value any given donor provides to a recipient for determining 

the extent to which aid may be usefully used as a foreign policy tool for promoting 

foreign policy cooperation. 

 The nature of dependence, however, works both ways.  While recipients must be 

cognizant of who provides the greatest contributions to their supply of aid – a la North 

Korea is China – donors also communicate which recipients they value most highly with 

their aid commitments.  In some capacity, this knowledge serves to weaken their hand as 

potential recipients might yet use this information to their own advantage.  But where any 

given donor and recipient are mutually dependent upon one another, an incentive exists to 

work together (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005; Gulati & Sytch, 2007).  Recipients, of 

course, have an incentive to work with the donor in order to obtain more aid; donors have 

                                                
62 Although one might suggest China has not yet been able to stop North Korean belligerency – with 
regards to its nuclear and missile programs at least – this assumes China wishes to do so.  Recent events, 
however, have showed China to be more willing to participate in – i.e., enforce – international sanctions 
against North Korea but its larger geopolitical interests remain unchanged, “Beijing doesn’t want the 
collapse of its impoverished nuclear-armed neighbor, and it certainly doesn’t want the 28,000 American 
troops stationed in South Korea to be able to move right up to the peninsula’s border with China,” (Fifield, 
2016). 
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an incentive to work with the recipient to obtain more cooperation.  For this reason, it is 

argued: 

Hypothesis 3: Donor-recipient dyads characterized by greater levels of 
mutual dependence are likely to experience more foreign 
policy cooperation than dyads characterized by less mutual 
dependence, ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, it will be necessary to observe that donor-recipient 

dyads experience greater foreign policy cooperation as they become more 

mutually dependent upon one another.  Higher levels of mutual dependence, it is 

argued, indicates the presence of greater incentives to work together.  Findings in 

support of Hypothesis 3 will demonstrate how donors might yet successfully use 

aid to promote foreign policy cooperation with any given recipient without a clear 

power advantage over that recipient.  This is important as not all donors may be 

capable of mustering the amount of aid needed to establish a clear advantage over 

other donors with their recipients. 

3.7 Data, Measurement, and Methodology for Donor-Recipient Dependence 

Hypotheses 

 Testing this second set of hypotheses requires data on the foreign policy similarity 

of dyads as well as information on foreign aid commitments and alternative explanations 

likely to influence foreign policy cooperation.  For information on foreign policy 

cooperation, the year-over-year change in a chance-corrected index of foreign policy 

similarity (Häge, 2011)63 is calculated based off of United Nations General Assembly 

                                                
63 To generate this measure, I followed the instructions available at: http://frankhaege.eu/downloads [last 
accessed 15 August 2016].  Häge (2011) discusses two different chance corrected indices: Scott’s π (W. A. 
Scott, 1955) and Cohen’s 𝜿 (Cohen, 1960). I utilize Scott’s π (Scott, 1955) as it is the more appropriate 
option when ties, such as UNGA votes, are relatively cheap (Häge, 2011: 294-295, 302). 
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(UNGA) voting patterns (Voeten, 2013).  This measure is used as the dependent variable 

– Foreign Policy Change – to test Hypotheses 2 and 3.  Increases in this measure are 

understood to represent more cooperation while decreases are understood to represent 

less cooperation. 

Structurally, the chance-corrected index is similar to Signorino & Ritter's (1999) 

S score but with an additional adjustment to account for variation in the difficulty of 

achieving some levels of difference (Häge, 2011: 294 – 295, 302) – consider, for 

example, the unusual level of difference generally characterizing Israeli - Iranian 

relations or the close-knit relationship of the U.S. and the United Kingdom.  Compared to 

the S score, the consequences of this additional adjustment results in lower levels of 

agreement and less concentration at high levels of similarity, which addresses the 

“cheapness” of UNGA votes (Strüver, 2016).  Given these differences, Strüver (2016) 

argues chance-corrected measures of foreign policy similarity “provide a more realistic 

and balanced depiction of foreign policy similarity,” (176).  Although uncorrected 

UNGA voting patterns are relatively imperfect due to their “cheapness,” they nonetheless 

hold advantages over alternative approaches, such as alliance commitments (e.g., Altfeld 

& Bueno de Mesquita, 1979) or scaled foreign policy events (e.g., Bond, Bond, Oh, 

Jenkins, & Taylor, 2003; Goldstein, 1992; King & Lowe, 2003a, 2003b).  Notably, 

UNGA votes do not incur a selection bias that characterizes alliance commitments and 

foreign policy events.  In particular, issues of opportunity and willingness may make 

some states systematically unlikely to ally or interact with one another whereas the very 

premise of UN membership is participation. 
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 The two primary independent variables speak to issues of asymmetric and mutual 

dependence and are both derived from AidData’s Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 2016; 

Tierney et al., 2011).  The first measure – Donor Advantage – is a dichotomous variable 

indicating whether or not the recipient’s dependence is greater than the donor’s 

dependence.64  When the recipient is more dependent than the donor, it may be said that 

the recipient values that relationship more than the donor (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 

2005; Gulati & Sytch, 2007).  When this is true, the donor may be thought to be 

bargaining from a stronger position.  The second measure – Mutual Dependence – is a 

continuous variable indicating the cumulative importance of the donor and the recipient 

to each other (e.g., Casciaro & Piskorski, 2005; Gulati & Sytch, 2007).65  The greater the 

level of mutual dependence within a donor-recipient dyad, the greater incentive the two 

have to work together.  To provide tests of Hypotheses 2 and 3, each of these variables is 

interacted with the amount of aid committed by the donor to the recipient – Aid Inflows 

(ln $).  This variable is also generated from AidData’s Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 

2016; Tierney et al., 2011). 

 Among potentially aid exchanging dyads, however, there are myriad determinants 

of cooperation and conflict.  For this reason, a series of variables is additionally created 

that draw upon prominent explanations of cooperation and conflict in the international 

relations literature.  These include: a rivalry (e.g., Thompson, 2001); an alliance (e.g., 

Bremer, 1992); a militarized interstate dispute (MID)(Palmer, D’Orazio, Kenwick, & 

                                                
64 These variables are generated by, first, calculating what proportion of the recipient’s yearly aid 
commitments (ln) a given donor accounts for (DR) and, second, calculating what proportion of the donor’s 
yearly aid commitments (ln) a given recipient accounts for (DD).  When DR > DD, Donor Advantage is 
coded as a one; when this is not true, the donor lacks any advantage – despite their aid – and the variable is 
coded as a zero. 
65 This second variable is created by summing DR + DD. 
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Lane, 2015); trade volume (e.g., Barbieri, 1996; Gartzke, 2007); regime type (e.g., Maoz 

& Russett, 1993; Peceny, Beer, & Sanchez-Terry, 2002); power status (e.g., Lemke & 

Werner, 1996); proximity (e.g., Bremer, 1992; Vasquez, 1995); existing levels of 

cooperation; and time period.  Similar to the market interface hypothesis, this list of 

variables is certainly not intended to be exhaustive but rather to integrate alternative 

explanations extant in the literature against which to assess the relative salience of donor-

recipient dependence.  Each variable, its source, and conceptualization is taken in turn. 

 First, a dichotomous variable is coded – Rivalry – to indicate whether or not two 

members of a dyad are in a rivalry with one another.  This variable takes a zero value 

when a dyad does not have a rivalry.  Rivalries tend to contribute disproportionately to 

the number of conflicts any given state experiences (Thompson, 2001) and dyads 

containing a rivalry are therefore susceptible to experiencing lower levels of cooperation.  

Information on rivalries is taken from the Handbook of International Rivalries, 1494 – 

2010 (Thompson & Dreyer, 2011).66 

Second, a dichotomous variable is coded – Alliance – that indicates whether or 

not the first member of the dyad has a defensive pact in place with the second.  When 

dyads do not possess a defensive pact, the variable takes a value of zero.  This 

information is taken from the COW Formal Alliances dataset v4.1 (Gibler, 2009). In 

terms of expectations, the relationship between alliances and patterns of conflict remains 

                                                
66 Thompson's (2001) approach to identifying rivalries notably stresses mutual identification by each rival.  
Klein, Goertz, & Diehl (2006) present a second strategy for identifying and coding rivalries without this 
emphasis.  While Klein et al. (2006) identify a number of valuable similarities and differences between 
their two schemes, Thompson’s more recent efforts are utilized here as mutual identification seems an 
important element of foreign policy cooperation and changes therein.  On a practical note, data from 
Thompson & Dreyer (2011) provides a longer timeframe than does Klein et al. (2006); Goertz, Diehl, & 
Balas (2016) serves as an update to their earlier rivalry dataset, however, this update is meant to shift focus 
to a broader analysis of “peace” beyond just rivalries. 



 96 

debated (e.g., Kenwick, Vasquez, & Powers, 2015), but the literature certainly indicates 

some form of conditional relationship – positive or negative – likely exists.67  

Third, a dichotomous variable is coded – MID – to indicate whether or not two 

members of a dyad experienced a MID with one another.  Given the hostile nature of a 

militarized dispute, it is easy to expect that a dyad characterized by a MID is likely to 

experience lower levels of cooperation.  This information is taken from the COW MID 

dataset v4.1 (Palmer et al., 2015).68 

Fourth, a continuous variable is coded – ∆Total Trade (ln $m) – to control for the 

year-to-year change in economic interdependence between the two states of a dyad.  This 

measure is included as economic interdependence has arguably produced an exceptional 

level of peace between states (e.g., Gartzke, 2007; Gartzke, Li, & Boehmer, 2001).  Shifts 

in economic interdependence may also then be expected to mediate this relationship.  

This information is taken from the COW Trade dataset v3.0 (Barbieri & Keshk, 2012; 

Barbieri, Keshk, & Pollins, 2009). 

 Largely inspired by the democratic peace literature (e.g., Babst, 1964; Bueno de 

Mesquita, Morrow, Siverson, & Smith, 1999; Dixon, 1994; Maoz & Abdolali, 1989; 

Maoz & Russett, 1993; McCallister, 2016), and the smaller literature on peace among 

dictators (e.g., Peceny et al., 2002), a fifth variable is coded – Shared Regime – to 

indicate whether or not two states in a dyad have the same form of government.  Namely, 

both autocracies, both anocracies, or both democracies.  This variable is coded using the 

Polity IV dataset (Marshall & Jaggers, 2016).  The general argument for this variable is 

                                                
67 Alternately, defense pacts plausibly represent a second dependency-based relationship, between donors 
and recipients, that may separately influence foreign policy changes apart from the argument at hand. 
68 Results are unaffected if an indicator for severe MID (hostility level > 3) is utilized instead. 
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that when two states share similar governing institutions, the two may be more plausibly 

expected to resolve their disputes peacefully by way of a common understanding of 

mutually appropriate actions and expectations.   

 Sixth, a final dichotomous variable is coded – Major Power – to indicate whether 

or not either member of a dyad is a major power.  This information is taken from Volgy, 

Corbetta, Rhamey Jr., Grant, & Baird (2014) and included as major powers are states that 

possess unusual capabilities that are used to pursue unusually broad and expansive 

foreign policies in geographic spaces both near and far as well as attempt to influence 

international affairs separate from other major powers (Volgy, Corbetta, Grant, & Baird, 

2011).  By definition then major powers are seeking to influence foreign policy 

cooperation.  In terms of expectations, a number of circumstances might lead to 

cooperation or conflict, such as whether or not the major power is over or underachieving 

in terms of status (Volgy et al., 2011) or satisfaction with the major power’s status quo 

(Lemke, 2002).  Either way, the presence of a major power is likely to influence foreign 

policy cooperation – for better or worse. 

Perhaps equally mixed in terms of expectations, the natural log of the dyadic 

distance of states to one another in kilometers is calculated from cShapes (Weidmann, 

Kuse, & Gleditsch, 2010) and used to code two variables – Minimum Distance (ln km) 

and Minimum Distance (ln km)2.  Both variables are utilized so as to account for the 

possibility of a curvilinear relationship between proximity and foreign policy.  On the one 

hand, contiguous states may encounter a variety of unique issues and, on the other hand, 

states may behave differently towards those whom they cannot reach or be reached by. 
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 Lastly, four final variables are included to address path dependence in state 

behavior and system-level effects, respectively.  First, a lagged version of the dependent 

variable – Foreign Policy Change – is included as changes in foreign policy behaviors 

are likely to be “sticky” with yesterday’s behavioral changes affecting today’s possible 

changes in behavior.  Similarly, a lagged version of the raw foreign policy cooperation 

score – Foreign Policy Cooperation – is included along with its square – Foreign Policy 

Cooperation2 – to account for “stickiness” between foreign policy changes and existing 

levels of cooperation and conflict.  Lastly, the time period variable is again included and 

intended to control for different patterns of conflict and cooperation between the Cold 

War, post-Cold War, and post-9/11 time periods. 

 To test the donor-recipient dependence hypotheses, a sample of potential aid 

exchanging directed dyads is constructed for the period 1973 – 2011.69,70,71  Foreign 

Policy Change – the dependent variable – is a continuous variable and, for this reason, an 

ordinary least squares (OLS) regression is utilized.  Additionally, dyad fixed effects are 

utilized in all models, as are robust standard errors, and all independent variables – except 

for the time period control and MID72 – are again lagged one year to address potential 

concerns with simultaneity bias or, rather, the potential impact cooperation may have on 

aid.  Summary statistics for each of these variables is available in Table 3.3. 

                                                
69 A state is considered a potential recipient if it has received aid from any donor in the previous five years.  
Five years’ time is utilized as Steinwand (2015) indicates most donor aid programs are four to five years in 
length.  The results are largely robust to utilizing any period between one and five previous years. 
70 In 1973, the OECD expanded the Creditor Reporting System (CRS++) to better collect information on 
the flows and activities of its donor members. 
71 The current version (v2011) of the Correlates of War (COW) State System Membership dataset ends in 
2011. 
72 The effects of a MID on the dependent variable might be, arguably, expected to materialize in the year 
of its occurrence as matters of security, unlike the remaining variables, are likely to be addressed by policy 
makers straightaway – or policy makers may at least attempt to address security matters straightaway. 
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TABLE 3.3: Summary Statistics 

Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum 
Foreign Policy Change 501,060 0.0030 0.2221 -1.7873 1.6850 
Donor Advantage t-1 501,060 0.0689 0.2532 0 1 
Mutual Dependence t-1 501,060 0.1247 0.4170 0 2 
Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 501,060 1.2684 4.2614 0 23.1319 
Rivalry t-1 501,060 0.0052 0.0719 0 1 
Alliance t-1 501,060 0.0777 0.2678 0 1 
MID t-1 501,060 0.0074 0.0857 0 1 
∆Total Trade (ln $m) t-1 501,060 0.0503 0.5469 -11.5185 7.9199 
Shared Regime t-1 501,060 0.3880 0.4873 0 1 
Major Power Dyad t-1 501,060 0.0602 0.2379 0 1 
Minimum Distance (ln km) t-1 501,060 8.2225 1.6515 0 9.8478 
Minimum Distance (ln km)2 t-1 501,060 70.3368 18.7194 0 96.9782 
Foreign Policy Change t-1 501,060 0.0030 0.2211 -1.6562 1.6850 
Foreign Policy Cooperation t-1 501,060 0.0765 0.3480 -1 1 
Foreign Policy Cooperation2 t-1 501,060 0.1270 0.1920 0 1 
Time Period 501,060 1.0333 0.8105 0 2 

3.8 Findings for Donor-Recipient Dependence Hypotheses 

 Table 3.4 presents the results of two OLS regression models constructed to test 

the donor-recipient dependence hypotheses.  Each model is labeled for its purpose.  The 

first set of results presents the findings for Hypothesis 2 and the second set of results 

presents the results for Hypothesis 3.  Recall, Hypothesis 2 is concerned with the 

presence/absence of an asymmetric donor advantage; and Hypothesis 3 is concerned with 

the extent of mutual dependence between any given donor and recipient.  But, as with the 

market interface hypotheses, it is worth considering a number of the control variable 

results before discussing the primary results. 

The control variable results are broadly consistent across both models with a 

number of variables demonstrating significant relationships with changes in foreign 

policy cooperation changes.  In terms of positive changes, possessing an alliance, 

changes in trade, shared regimes, major power presence, minimum distance squared, and 

the post-9/11 period all demonstrate significant upwards influences on foreign policy 

cooperation; possessing a rivalry, experiencing a MID, minimum distance, the lagged 



 100 

dependent variable, and the two raw cooperation measures all demonstrate significant 

downward influences on foreign policy cooperation changes.73  In sum, only the indicator 

comparing the Cold War and post-Cold War time periods fails to achieve significance.74 

TABLE 3.4: OLS Regression Model Results for Donor-Recipient Dependence Hypotheses 
(DV = Foreign Policy Change) 

 Hypothesis 2 Model Hypothesis 3 Model 
Donor Advantage t-1 -0.024*** (0.005) - - 
Mutual Dependence t-1 - - 0.053*** (0.013) 
Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 -0.001*** (0.0001) -0.009*** (0.001) 
Interactions     

Donor Advantage t-1 · Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 0.001*** (0.0004) - - 
Mutual Dependence t-1 · Aid Inflows (ln $) t-1 - - 0.002*** (0.0003) 

Rivalry t-1 -0.049*** (0.017) -0.049*** (0.017) 
Alliance t-1 0.012*** (0.005) 0.012*** (0.005) 
MID -0.014*** (0.004) -0.014*** (0.004) 
∆Total Trade (ln $m) t-1 0.001*** (0.001) 0.001*** (0.001) 
Shared Regime t-1 0.010*** (0.001) 0.010*** (0.001) 
Major Power Dyad t-1 0.042*** (0.004) 0.043*** (0.004) 
Minimum Distance (ln km) t-1 -0.479*** (0.093) -0.479*** (0.093) 
Minimum Distance (ln km)2 t-1 0.078*** (0.012) 0.078*** (0.012) 
Foreign Policy Change t-1 -0.175*** (0.002) -0.175*** (0.002) 
Foreign Policy Cooperation t-1 -0.410*** (0.003) -0.410*** (0.003) 
Foreign Policy Cooperation2 t-1 -0.015*** (0.005) -0.015*** (0.005) 
Time Period‡     

Post-Cold War 0.001*** (0.001) 0.001*** (0.001) 
Post-9/11 0.043*** (0.001) 0.043*** (0.001) 

Constant -1.555*** (0.202) -1.554*** (0.202) 
N 501,060 501,060 
Adjusted R-Squared 0.274 0.274 
AIC -250,407.7 -250,423.7 
Robust standard errors included in parentheses. 
Dyad fixed effects utilized in all models. 
‡ Base time period is the Cold War. 
† p < 0.10, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001 

Speaking briefly to the two sets of squared terms – Minimum Distance and 

Foreign Policy Cooperation – both demonstrate curvilinear relationships with the 

                                                
73 The results on the lagged dependent variable and the two raw cooperation measures are in line with 
intuitive expectations.  Namely, higher/lower starting levels or larger changes in the prior period likely 
make changes in the current period unlikely by limiting the available policy space for adjustment. 
74 This non-finding is in its own right somewhat surprising.  However, the null result appears to be the 
result of the threefold time period coding strategy.  If a simple indicator for post-Cold War or post-9/11 is 
instead utilized, then results show the latter periods with positive significance compared to the earlier 
periods. 
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dependent variable.  Reviewing the effects of minimum distance and its square term75 – 

recalling these terms cannot be directly interpreted (Ai & Norton 2003) – reveals 

cooperation is lower at close distances but grows with separation.  Alternately, the effects 

of raw cooperation and its square show dyads already characterized by high levels of 

cooperation are more susceptible to negative shifts in cooperation.76 

Turning to the primary results, both Hypothesis 2 and Hypothesis 3 are supported.  

In the Hypothesis 2 model, the interaction of donor advantage and aid commitments 

returns a positive and significant result – as hypothesized – while the constituent terms 

also both return significant results.  Given the use of an interaction term, the individual 

term coefficients may be interpreted as presenting their respective main effects when the 

second variable equals zero.  Looking at the substantive impact of the interaction term, 

Figure 3.5 shows the marginal effects of possessing a donor advantage increases with the 

amount of aid committed.  But, reviewing Figure 3.5 more closely reveals that this result 

is primarily significant at lower ranges of aid commitments – e.g., up to approximately 

$9m;77 only at the upper most observed values of the model does the marginal effect flip 

from negative to positive.78  This indicates that, by in large, a donor advantage is most 

useful for inhibiting conflict, and only in the extreme – e.g., upwards of $4bn – will a 

donor advantage lead to new, positive cooperation. 

                                                
75 These figures not shown. 
76 These figures not shown. 
77 Asymmetric dependence at this level of aid giving accounts for approximately 4% of all observations in 
the Hypothesis 2 model with 35 different donors possessing power advantages in a variety of dyads over 
time. 
78 Even then Figure 3.5 is utilizing 90% confidence intervals, and this level of asymmetric dependence 
accounts for less than .05% of all observations in the Hypothesis 2 model making it extremely rare.  In 
practice these observations include U.S. – Iraq dyads following the 2003 invasion, Germany – Russia dyads 
in the late 1990s, and Japan to a small number of recipients in a small number of years.  If 95% confidence 
intervals are utilized, the marginal effect never flips from conflict inhibiting to cooperating promoting – 
although it misses narrowly. 
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FIGURE 3.5: Donor Advantage and Foreign Policy Similarity Change 

 

 
 

The Hypothesis 3 model provides more robust results.  In the Hypothesis 3 model, 

the interaction of mutual dependence and aid commitments returns a positive and 

significant result – as hypothesized – while the constituent terms also both return 

significant results.  Turning again to the substantive impact of the second interaction 

term, Figure 3.6, shows the marginal effect of mutual dependence also increases with the 

amount of aid committed and that this effect is achieved across all levels of aid 

commitments.  Thus, unlike Hypothesis 2, the marginal effect of mutual dependence on 

foreign policy change appears to be one of cooperation promotion rather than conflict 

inhibition and also appears to be quite larger.79,80  Together though, the magnitude of both 

interactions’ effects and what they mean for strategically-minded donors merits extra 

attention and is considered in the following section. 

                                                
79 Compare, for example, the location of the predicted marginal effects (the solid black line in each figure) 
along their common y-axis. 
80 Figure 3.6 also utilizes 90% confidence intervals, however, the results are the same if 95% confidence 
intervals are utilized.  
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FIGURE 3.6: Mutual Dependence and Foreign Policy Similarity Change 

 

 
 

3.8.1 Consideration of Impacts and Consequences 

 The presented results confirm the donor-recipient dependence hypotheses.  In 

particular, donors who possess an asymmetric dependence advantage over their recipients 

experience more foreign policy cooperation than otherwise (Hypothesis 2) and donor-

recipient dyads characterized by greater mutual dependence also experience more foreign 

policy cooperation (Hypothesis 3).  Examining the respective effects of donor advantage 

and mutual dependence, however, revealed a more nuanced tale; namely, donor 

advantage inhibits conflict at lower levels of aid commitments while only promoting 

cooperating in the extreme; and mutual dependence promotes cooperation at all levels of 

aid commitments.  This suggests strategically-minded donors must carefully consider the 

context of their relationship with any potential recipient when seeking greater 

cooperation. 
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 Part of these considerations will surely include just how much cooperation aid 

may buy.  The results reveal that aid produces positive shifts in foreign policy change, 

but the effects appear to be quite small when comparing the findings to the summary 

statistics for Foreign Policy Change in Table 3.3.  This being said, Figure 3.7 reveals 

foreign policy similarity is quite stable with size of changes clustered around zero.  This 

would indicate that although donors may not be able to expect exceedingly grand shifts in 

foreign policy cooperation writ large, they may nonetheless expect to move otherwise 

durable relationships with their aid when they possess an asymmetric advantage over the 

recipient and as their mutual dependence increases.81 

FIGURE 3.7: Distribution of Foreign Policy Similarity Change 

 

 
 

                                                
81 Recall, this variable is calculated as the year-over-year change in a chance-corrected index of foreign 
policy similarity that makes it more difficult for states to achieve certain levels of foreign policy difference 
and agreement.  This approach also makes agreement, generally, less likely thus providing a robust, 
perhaps, “worst-case scenario” test of Hypotheses 2 and 3.  Indeed, the average of Foreign Policy 
Cooperation in Table 3.3 is 0.0765 indicating a slight pattern among states favoring agreement rather than 
difference, but a change of this magnitude is easily within the marginal effects shown in Figure 3.6. 
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The results also revealed a second consideration strategically-minded donors must 

keep in mind when attempting to use aid to promote cooperation.  This consideration was 

that asymmetric advantages and mutual dependence led to positive marginal effects at 

different ranges of aid commitments.  For its part, when donors possessed an advantage 

over their recipient – indicating the donor accounted for a large proportion of that 

recipient’s yearly aid inflows but that the recipient did not necessarily account for a large 

proportion of the donor’s yearly aid commitments – they were able to effectively inhibit 

downward shifts in foreign policy cooperation at lower values of aid giving.  This is 

tantamount to saying an advantage enables donors to minimize losses with a small sum 

(even with less than $9m) of aid but not generate positive gains; only in the extreme did 

possessing a donor advantage promote positive cooperation.  Mutual dependence though 

– indicating the shared importance of the donor and recipient to each other – generated 

positive gains across all sums of aid.  At first blush, the two findings appear to suggest 

donors might do well to consider a two-stage strategy of using aid to promote 

cooperation.  In the first stage, donors would effectively “get a foot in the door” by 

making themselves valuable and important to the recipient via an advantage and, in the 

second stage, build the relationship by increasing mutual dependence.  Taken together 

these two considerations suggest, as a foreign policy tool, aid might not be unlike more 

traditional, everyday tools – namely, the ability to which they are useful depends upon 

the skillset of the craftsman. 

3.9 Discussion: Resource Dependency Theory in International Relations 

 Prior to concluding, it is instructive to reflect upon how RDT has been utilized in 

political science to date, why it has not yet been widely extended into the international 
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relations subfield, and the parallels between common themes in RDT and international 

relation’s modern power analysis literature – as well as international relations literature 

more broadly. 

3.9.1 Resource Dependency Theory in Political Science 

RDT is a sociological approach to managing environmental insecurity – a causal 

agent shared with international relations – that builds on social exchange theory and 

focuses on the role of relational dependence between actors.  RDT has been further 

argued to represent a second approach for analyzing how states may act to manage 

insecurity in their own environments with particular attention paid to the relationships 

between aid donors and aid recipients.  This is surely a novel argument as it defies 

disciplinary parochialism, but with novelty comes questions.82  Specifically, is the 

approach 1) appropriate or valid for the question and 2) appropriate or valid for the unit 

of analysis?  Each question is subsequently taken in turn. 

 First, the question of appropriateness or validity for the research question.  Pfeffer 

& Salancik (1978) originally highlighted five different tools organizations have at their 

disposal in order to manage insecurity in their environment.  Organizations could: 1) 

undertake mergers; 2) pursue joint ventures; 3) form board of director interlocks; 4) plan 

for executive succession; and 5) undertake political action to recreate or reshape their 

                                                
82 Baldwin (2013) argues that international relations has isolated itself from the study of power in other 
fields as a result of its emphasis on war and military power.  Baldwin (2013) writes: “Although war is an 
important phenomenon that international scholars regard as their special province, the field of international 
relations has paid a price for its preoccupation with military force.  The importance of military force has 
been exaggerated; the role of nonmilitary forms of power has been underestimated; and the field of 
international relations has been impoverished by its insulation from studies of power in other realms,” 
(184).  To this end, Baldwin repeatedly implores international relations scholars to connect with power 
analysis scholars in other fields. 
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environment.  It is through this last option RDT has begun to move into questions of 

political science as attempts to understand such efforts are at the heart of the field – 

international relations included.  Hillman, Withers, & Collins (2009) highlight several of 

these efforts in their 30th anniversary assessment of RDT – including works on the 

relationship between various dependencies and the proclivity to engage in political action 

(Birnbaum, 1985; Blumentritt, 2003; Meznar & Nigh, 1995), make contributions to 

political campaigns (Mullery, Brenner, & Perrin, 1995), coordinate political efforts 

(Blumentritt & Nigh, 2002), and hire former government officials (Lester, Hillman, 

Zardkoohi, & Canella Jr., 2008).  Hillman et al. (2009) also point to several studies 

showing the benefits of organizational linkages between firms and political agents, 

including in the U.S. (Hillman, Zardkoohi, & Bierman, 1999) and China (Peng & Luo, 

2000).  Henry (2011), furthermore, integrated RDT with the advocacy coalition 

framework (ACF) to help explain endogenous political network formation.  These 

examples notwithstanding, in the opening of the second edition of The External Control 

of Organizations Pfeffer & Salancik (2003) lament, “Unfortunately, the use of political 

means to manage resource dependence is not often investigated,” (xviii).  In another 

subsequent review of RDT, Davis & Cobb (2010) also highlight the theory’s small but 

growing reach into political science and public policy.  International relations as a 

subfield, however, remains notably absent.  But Davis & Cobb (2010), perhaps 

unintentionally, highlight how globalization in trade may provide just the opening needed 

to begin integrating RDT with international relations.  The argument presented here 

posits the aid-for-policy exchange relationship between donors and recipients as another 

opening to integrate RDT with international relations. 
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At its core, RDT is a theory of behavior within the context of exchange networks.  

For their own part, exchange networks consist of (Cook et al., 1983; Emerson, 1972): 

1) A set of actors (either natural persons or corporate groups) 
2) A distribution of valued resources among those actors 
3) For each actor a set of exchange opportunities with other actors in the network 
4) A set of historically developed and utilized exchange opportunities called exchange 

relations 
5) A set of network connections linking exchange relations into a single network structure 

The relationship between aid donors and recipients nearly seamlessly maps on to each of 

these conditions as described by the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework.  

First, the set of actors includes potential donors and recipients who, second, exchange 

monetary and other forms of support for foreign policy cooperation.  Third, each donor 

has multiple, potential – and likely foreign policy salient – recipients to select from; and 

each recipient may, likewise, appeal to each potential donor.  But, fourth, each donor 

selects the recipients with which it will pursue relations.  Lastly, donors send aid 

commitments to their chosen recipients.  The primary difference between exchange 

networks, as set out by Cook et al. (1983) and Emerson (1972), and the donor-recipient 

network set out herein regards the definition of actors.  The difference of actors’ 

conceptualizations provides a transition to the second question of novelty and 

appropriateness of RDT for political science. 

 Second, the question of appropriateness or validity for the unit of analysis.  

Although RDT is a theory of behavior within the context of exchange networks, it is 

difficult to ignore differences between its application to organizations and its application 

to the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework.  In particular, the social actors in 

RDT, per Pfeffer & Salancik (1978), are primarily organizations – i.e., economic firms – 
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and, secondarily, the individuals collectively participating in the organization.83  The 

paramount social actors, as applied here, are states.  This clearly represents a change in 

the level and the unit of analysis, which often raises suspicions surrounding the presence 

of an ecological fallacy (e.g., Robinson, 2009). 

 Ecological fallacies, generally speaking, involve taking relationships observed at 

one level of analysis (e.g., the individual-level) and applying them as though they should 

predict similar phenomena with data at a different level of analysis (e.g., the group-level).  

This has been a concern for RDT when it is applied to mergers, board of director 

interlocks, and joint ventures because the theory (organization-level) is often tested using 

data (industry-level) at a different level.  As applied by the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework, the level of the theory and the data are the same.  States are 

posited as “organizations” with some providing aid – a valuable state-level resource – 

and others providing foreign policy cooperation – a desirable state-level outcome.84  In 

writing about the importance of power-dependence relations, furthermore, Emerson 

(1962) intended the idea be broadly applied across many types of actors writing, “I am 

sure no one doubts that mothers, lovers, children, and nations enjoy the power to 

influence their respective partners, within the limit set by the partner’s dependence upon 

                                                
83 Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) define organizations as follows, “We prefer to view organizations as 
coalitions (March, 1962; Cyert and March, 1963) altering their purposes and domains to accommodate new 
interests, sloughing off parts of themselves to avoid some interests, and when necessary, becoming 
involved in activities far afield from their stated central purposes.  Organizations are social instruments of 
tremendous power and energy, and the critical issue becomes who will control this energy and for what 
purpose (Perrow, 1972),” (24). 
84 It is also worth noting, as a scholar, Salancik often downplayed issues relating to the unit of analysis, 
instead arguing concern for levels of analysis was second to a “more fundamental reality of common 
framing mechanisms,” (Weick, 1996): 567) and social context was, perhaps, one of the best tools available 
for bridging gaps between micro- and macro-levels of analysis.  Indeed, Scott & Davis (2007) indicate the 
strength of Emerson (1962) – the work on relational dependence undergirding RDT – is its broad 
applicability to “varying types of units, including individuals, groups, and organizations,” (Scott & Davis, 
2007: 203). 
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them,” (33).  It is in this vein that the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework 

extends RDT to the state-level unit, but avoids committing an ecological fallacy by 

maintaining a consistent focus on that level. 

RDT, although emerging from the sociology of organizations, may be usefully 

applied to questions rooted in international relations.85  In particular, RDT may be 

broadly applicable to – and appropriate for – questions of dependence between aid donors 

and their recipients.  Notable among potential questions are those considered here: how 

does any given recipient’s set of donor relations condition its aid inflows; and how does 

asymmetric and mutual dependence between donors and recipients condition the 

usefulness of aid for promoting cooperation?  

3.9.2 Parallels Between Resource Dependency Theory and International Relations 

Beyond the donor-recipient relationship alone, a number of parallels currently 

exist between RDT research and international relations research.  Pfeffer & Salancik 

(2003) suggest that most RDT research has focused on the following questions: 1) How 

will any given environment affect any given actor? 2) What efforts will actors utilize in 

order to manage environmental constraint? 3) How will environmental constraints 

influence an actor’s internal dynamics?  Each of these questions has corresponding 

parallels within the international relations and power analysis literatures, but these 

parallels typically do not emphasize the environment as a set of relations or focus on 

                                                
85 This sentiment is echoed by international relations scholars of social exchange theory (e.g., Baldwin, 
1978, 1979, 1980, 1998, 2013, 2016), which shares similarities and theoretical roots with RDT – notably 
among them, Blau (1964), Emerson (1962, 1976), and Homans (1958, 1961).  The more recent of these 
social exchange scholars also similarly lament the slow or negligible adoption of an exchange-based 
perspective in international relations (Baldwin, 1998, 2013, 2016; Larson, 1998).  The difference between 
social exchange theory and RDT is that social exchange theory is more broadly focused on many elements 
of an exchange, while RDT is more narrowly focused on relational power and dependence. 
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power as an actor attribute rather than a product of social relations.  In doing so, these 

literatures opt for a less dynamic conceptualization of “power” than is available from a 

relational power approach.86 

 The first question, how will any given environment affect any given actor, 

parallels foundational international relations debates regarding the distribution of material 

capabilities in the international system and conflict.  Epitomized by hegemonic stability 

theory, power transition theory, and balance of power theory, scholars have often 

concerned themselves with attempting to understand how the international environment 

affects states.  This was particularly salient following the end of the Cold War as one 

superpower collapsed (e.g., Nye Jr., 1992) and has continued to be salient as the 

environment evolves (e.g., Drezner, 2007).  But, while these works are surely 

informative, their treatment of power as a monolithic possession or property of states 

ignores corresponding issues regarding the fungibility (or lack thereof) of “power” 

among other issues; relational approaches do not suffer from the same issues as they 

require the specification of power attributes, including scope and domain (Baldwin 

2013).  Succinctly stated, treating power monolithically inhibits scholars from addressing 

core questions such as who, what, or how some action was brought about.87   

 The second question, what efforts will actors utilize to manage environmental 

constraint, is also closely paralleled by the same foundational debates.  Discussed above, 

much of this literature has focused on the pursuit of security via material and latent 

material capabilities – so called “hard” power.  But, scholars have also considered the 

                                                
86 Notably, dyadic approaches often treat power in relational terms as do approaches using social networks 
analysis.  
87 As an illustration of this point, Baldwin often draws inspiration from card games highlighting “If the 
name of the game is bridge, the person with the good poker hand may be in big trouble,” (2013: 186). 
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role of “soft” power as well where “one country gets other countries to want what it 

wants,” (Nye Jr., 1990: 166; emphasis in original)88 and “smart” power that blends 

elements of hard and soft power (e.g., Nye Jr., 2009a, 2009b, 2011).  The 

acknowledgement of the usefulness of non-military, non-material forms of soft power has 

surely been beneficial for modern power analysis research.  But nonetheless, soft power 

suffers from issues of its own, such as whether soft power refers to outcomes or means, 

and whether its related behaviors correspond to the influencer or the influenced (Baldwin, 

2016). 

 Lastly, the third question, how will environmental constraints influence an actor’s 

internal dynamics, is broadly paralleled in the international relations literature but 

similarly neglects important relational elements.  For example, constraints on state 

behavior may come from the presence or absence of hierarchy (Lake, 2007), international 

norms (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998) and taboos (Tannenwald, 2005), and 

intergovernmental organizations (Bearce & Bondanella, 2007).  But while these unique 

research programs collectively make light of the multiplicity of any given state’s interests 

and constraints, each largely focuses on these elements as attributes of individual states: 

exists under hierarchy or not; complies with some norm/taboo or not; holds membership 

in an IGO or not.  A relational perspective in these areas, however, might help better 

explain how two actors behave towards one another.89 

Actors are often tasked with managing competing demands from their 

environment with implications for some outcome of interest – namely, security.  But 

                                                
88 See also, Keohane & Nye Jr. (1998) as well as Nye Jr. (2004, 2008). 
89 Lake (1996) is an exception that borrows from relational contracting theories in economics. 
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where international relations research approaches this topic, it does so with a view of the 

environment that either neglects relational approaches or emphasizes a less dynamic 

conceptualization of power as an attribute of an individual actor.  As a result, existing 

work on 1) how any given environment affects any given actor 2) what efforts actors 

utilize in order to manage environmental constraint and 3) how environmental constraints 

influence an actor’s internal dynamics, is inhibited from speaking to core questions of 

how or for what purposes some action comes about.  This includes – it was suggested 

here – when, why, and how aid may bring about foreign policy cooperation. 

3.10 Conclusion 

 After more than 60 years of positive diplomatic relations, Costa Rica – no 

stranger to the aid-for-policy exchange as Captain Paul Watson would suggest – switched 

its official diplomatic recognition of “China” from Taiwan to the People’s Republic of 

China (PRC).  For Taiwan, an aid donor since 1990, Costa Rica’s decision was not 

without consequence as Costa Rica became the eighth state to switch its recognition over 

the previous decade – leaving Taiwan with only 23 official recognitions to the PRC’s 169 

– and Taiwan’s foreign minister, James Huang, immediately resigned (Casas-Zamoras, 

2009).  Given their previous 60-plus years of positive relations, and recent history of 

committing aid, what led Costa Rica to switch its recognition from Taiwan to the PRC?  

Why was Taiwan not able to preserve the status quo or its foreign policy interests with 

regards to diplomatic recognition? 

 Although the intricacies of Costa Rica’s decision are likely complex – as are 

many geopolitical decisions – some of the decision may be understood by examining 

Taiwan’s relationship with Costa Rica as a donor-recipient dyad.  For Costa Rica, Taiwan 
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was an inconsistent donor, committing aid in only seven years between 1990-2011; 

furthermore, only in one of those years (1993) did Taiwan possess an asymmetric 

advantage over Costa Rica.  Despite their occasional aid, Taiwan lacked leverage over 

Costa Rica.  This surely made the decision easier than if Taiwan had been a constant or 

premium source of aid. 

 The two Costa Rican examples have shown the relationship between aid and 

foreign policy cooperation is more nuanced than simple quid pro quos.  This is because 

the dynamics of environmental security and dependence between donors and recipients 

complicate the aid-for-policy exchange.  In particular, the growing donor community has 

provided an element of leverage to recipients such that they may drive harder bargains – 

i.e., more aid for less cooperation.  Nonetheless, donor-recipient relationships must still 

be carefully managed as recipients who push too hard a bargain are likely to see donors 

walk away, which reduces their incoming aid flows.  Donors, for their part, must navigate 

these changes in the aid community as well.  No longer may they expect cooperation as a 

simple fact of committing aid.  Rather, donors will only experience increased foreign 

policy cooperation under two conditions: when 1) any given recipient is asymmetrically 

dependent upon them for aid; or when 2) they are mutually dependent upon the recipient. 

Despite their newfound bargaining leverage, recipients must carefully consider 

each aid-for-policy exchange.  It has been shown here that as the number of donors 

committing aid to any given recipient increases, the recipient receives more aid.  But, 

past 17 donors, the expected flow of aid begins to diminish.  This results in recipients 

with five or six donors being predicted to receive, roughly, the same amount of aid as a 

recipient with 31 donors.  This also suggests that donors may be or will need to more 
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carefully vet potential recipients to find those partners with whom better aid-for-policy 

deals may be struck.  As part of this vetting, donors must consider that only under two 

conditions will they be able to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  First, 

the recipient must be asymmetrically dependent upon them for aid, which gives the donor 

their own advantage.  This strategy, however, has its limits and is best used to inhibit 

conflict at smaller levels of aid commitments.  To generate new, positive cooperation, 

donors will either need to spend lavishly – upwards of $4bn – or consider the second 

condition. 

In lieu of an asymmetric dependence advantage, donors wishing to promote 

cooperation may look to grow the mutual dependence between themselves and any given 

recipient.  As the donor and recipient become more important to one another – as in the 

donor gives much of their aid to one recipient and said donor accounts for much of said 

recipient’s inflows – then cooperation will improve.  This positive effect of mutual 

dependence, furthermore, has been shown to be present across the full range of aid 

commitments.  Together, these two conditions suggest strategically-minded donors will 

need to carefully craft their aid decisions lest they commit aid to risky recipients with 

little hope of receiving foreign policy cooperation in return. 
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CHAPTER 4 

Getting What You Pay For: Aid Commitment Changes and Foreign Policy Adjustment 

 

4.1 Introduction 

That was the most expensive vote you ever cast, (Bennis, 2003) 

 Although the first Gulf War is often recalled as a triumph of multilateral 

cooperation that contained an international security threat, UN Security Resolution 678 

authorizing this action was not unanimous and provides an example of bilateral 

confrontation, resistance, and consequences.  Despite much cajoling on the part of the 

U.S., Yemen – along with Cuba – voted against the resolution and, in the wake of the 

moment, the U.S. ambassador curtly informed his Yemeni counterpart that their 

opposition would cost them dearly.  Indeed, their opposition carried the price of their 

entire U.S. aid allocation, $70 million, which was cut three days later (Bennis, 2003).  

The U.S. had clearly determined that they were not “getting what they paid for” from 

Yemen in terms of foreign policy cooperation and, as a result, cut their aid allocation 

entirely. 

 The case of UN Security Resolution 678 is a high-profile example of how aid may 

be used as a strategic foreign policy tool by donors as leverage with recipients as a means 

of obtaining desired outcomes as well as the consequences of resisting.  Importantly, it is 

also a high-profile example of how conditions related to the donor-specifically are likely 

to influence said donor’s abilities to utilize foreign aid to achieve greater foreign policy 

cooperation.  In this case, Yemen sent clear, indisputable information to the U.S. 

communicating its willingness – or lack thereof – to align their foreign policy position on 
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military action against Iraq with the U.S.’ position.  This information lowered the 

decision costs and institutional costs generally obstructing U.S. policy change and – more 

easily overcoming these myriad decision costs and institutional costs – the U.S. severed 

its aid commitments to Yemen.  This example, however, is but an ideal case.90 

 In reality, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework suggests the 

relationship between donors, recipients, aid, and foreign policy is much less clear.  

Recipients, it is suggested, entertain the demands of a growing number of donors in order 

to maintain as many aid inflows as possible – while attempting to maintain some degree 

of autonomy – and necessarily generate much information about their willingness to align 

their foreign policies to any given single or set of donors.  Donors, on the other hand, are 

forced to individually interpret this information and determine which recipients, if any, 

are likely to produce cooperation consistent with the amount of aid being committed.  

Donors are forced, in other words, to evaluate their potential and actual return on 

investment.  But much like variation exists among the abilities of financial advisors to 

read the stock market, not all donors are as capable as others of interpreting information 

inputs and generating appropriate policy outputs due to the unique decision costs and 

institutional costs of their respective policy processes.  As a result, donors who are more 

capable of interpreting information and making appropriate adjustments to their aid 

commitments – thereby overcoming the decision costs and institutional costs of their 

policy processes like the U.S. did following Yemen’s vote on UN Security Resolution 

                                                
90 Decision costs are derived from the cognitive (or organizational) limits of policymakers and policy 
entrepreneurs; institutional costs are derived from the difficulty of moving policy through some policy 
system. These dynamics are discussed in greater detail below. 
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678 – are more likely to either achieve greater improvements in foreign policy 

cooperation or avoid making unproductive investments in uncooperative recipients. 

To this end, the following chapter builds on the previous by asking: how does an 

aid donor’s policy process condition the foreign policy cooperation they experience with 

any given potential recipient?  To answer this question, I apply the work of Frank R. 

Baumgartner, Bryan D. Jones, and their colleagues on the policy process and policy 

change (e.g., Baumgartner & Jones, 1991, 1993, 2015; Baumgartner et al., 2009; Jones et 

al., 2009; Jones & Baumgartner, 2005; Jones et al., 2003), which focuses on both the 

decision costs and institutional costs facing policymakers as a part of their respective 

policy processes.  Generally applied to the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework, donors with greater abilities to interpret information, overcome the decision 

costs and institutional costs of their unique policy processes, and generate policy changes 

will be likely to experience greater foreign policy cooperation with their potential 

recipients.  This is because those donors with greater abilities will be better able to 

generate changes in their aid commitments – either positive or negative – to “match” or 

“fit” their aid commitments to a recipient to the level of foreign policy cooperation 

received or expected from that recipient.  A wrinkle in this relationship, however, arises 

based upon the donor’s power status, regime type, or organizational affiliations and 

normative adherences as each circumstance influences the ease with which the donor may 

use aid for geopolitical purposes. 

This chapter proceeds in the following manner: first, the relevant components of 

the policy process are introduced and the theoretical underpinning of this chapter is 

developed; second, growth in the diversity of the donor community over time is discussed 
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and hypotheses corresponding to how this diversity relates to any given group of donors’ 

policy processes are introduced; third, data sources, variable conceptualizations, and 

methodology are presented for this first set of hypotheses; fourth, the findings for these 

hypotheses are presented.  Building from these initial results, the chapter then continues 

with a second set of hypotheses related to which groups of donors are better able to 

utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  This is followed by the introduction of 

additional data sources, variable conceptualizations, and methodology.  Lastly, the results 

from this second set of hypotheses are presented along with discussion prior to a few 

concluding remarks. 

 As a synopsis of this chapter, the work of Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues 

leads me to make two primary arguments concerning any given donor’s ability to utilize 

aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.  First, I argue that some sets of donors will 

possess greater abilities to interpret information regarding any given recipient’s potential 

or actual foreign policy cooperation and, overcoming the difficulties of their unique 

policy processes, make a variety of adjustments to their aid commitments.  These sets of 

donors are differentiated by their 1) power status, 2) regime type, and 3) organizational 

affiliations and normative adherences.  This is because each circumstance serves to 

increase or decrease the decision costs and/or institutional costs facing any given donor 

attempting to utilize aid for strategic geopolitical gain. 

 Given different sets of donors’ disparate, varying abilities to interpret information 

and generate policy actions or policy change, I secondly argue that those donors with 

greater abilities to do so will experience higher levels of foreign policy cooperation with 

potential recipients.  This is because those donors with greater policymaking abilities 
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likely possess greater abilities to identify potentially cooperative recipients, and greater 

credibility to 1) punish any given recipient’s non-compliance, or 2) reward demonstrated 

cooperation. 

 The analysis of these arguments confirms nearly all expectations.  In particular, 

all examined donor groups’ – non-major and major power donors; authoritarian and 

democratic donors; and non-DAC and DAC member donors – aid commitment 

adjustments demonstrate punctuation91 but to varying and significantly different degrees. 

In two of these three cases, the analysis of these arguments also confirms those donor 

groups with lower institutional and decision costs – namely, authoritarian donors and 

non-DAC donors – experience greater improvements in foreign policy cooperation as a 

result of their aid commitments than do their more constrained counterparts.  In the final, 

(at best) partially-confirmed case, non-major power donors are demonstrated to 

experience greater cooperation with their aid recipients but this effect is statistically 

indistinguishable from the null effect experienced by major power donors.  It is briefly 

suggested that perhaps major power donors are better able to package or bundle aid 

commitments along with other perks encouraging greater cooperation.  In testing these 

arguments, this chapter contributes to the broader literature on foreign aid by 

demonstrating how donor-specific attributes are likely to condition any given donor’s 

abilities to utilize aid for achieving political or strategic objectives.  This chapter also 

contributes to the broader international relations literature by positing the work of 

Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues on policy change as an explanation for how some 

states are better able to achieve their foreign policy objectives. 

                                                
91 That is, the clustering of observations around zero as well as around extremely large values with 
drastically fewer observations found in-between. 
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4.2 The Costs of Doing Business: Decision Costs and Institutional Costs 

Although international relations/foreign policy and public policy literatures focus 

on elements of policy writ-large, the two have largely developed along separate tracks.  

International relations ostensibly focuses on the results and outcomes generated by many 

states’ foreign policies interacting.  But international relations, more generally, often 

assumes the policy processes of states are either static or invariable across polities.92 For 

their own part, public policy scholars, on the other hand, are often less concerned with the 

influence of international affairs upon domestic policy.  As a result, international 

relations theories, for example, largely miss the intricacies of domestic agenda dynamics, 

policy subsystems, and agent-based cognitive limitations crucial to theories of public 

policy while theories of the public policy process often miss the ways in which events 

occurring in the international system or beyond any given state’s borders are likely to 

affect domestic public policy agendas and outputs.  However, the two sets of theories 

need not be mutually exclusive and one fruitful area of overlap is likely to emerge from 

positing a state’s ability to generate policy in an area as an explanation for the extent of 

any goal achievement in that area – including, whether or not, or the extent to which, 

donors may use foreign aid to promote foreign policy cooperation with their recipients.  

But to do so, it is necessary to better understand the components enabling or inhibiting 

domestic policymaking, namely decision costs and institutional costs. 

4.2.1 The Policy Process and Policy Change 

                                                
92 Admittedly, the foreign policy literature better captures variation within state policy processes (including 
organizational decision-making processes), but it nonetheless – also caveated below – tends to privilege 
analysis of events surrounding specific decisions at the expense of applying generalized policy processes. 
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 When international relations paradigms remove or omit policy processes from 

consideration, a number of important nuances are lost that may otherwise explain 

important variation in whether or not any given state achieves its policy objectives.  In 

particular, the role of decision-making costs and institutional costs in policy change is 

lost.  This phenomenon is not new and has previously been met with calls for more actor-

specific theorizing in international relations (e.g., Hudson, 2005).93  Along these lines, 

Lentner (2006) proposes a number of potentially beneficial areas of crossover between 

international relations and public policy, including drawing upon the work of 

Baumgartner & Jones (1993),94 specifically their work on policy stability and volatile 

change (Lentner, 2006: 179).  Others have positioned alternate public policy theories 

alongside international relations,95 but the progressive research program pursued by 

Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues over the last 25 years establishes a critical single 

foundation that enables scholars to explain both decision-making as well as generalized 

policy change.96   

 Initially focusing on agenda setting and policy subsystems (Baumgartner & Jones, 

1991), the work of Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues has prominently grown to 

encompass policy system outputs as well.  To do so, it was necessary to develop both a 

decision-making model and a policymaking/change model.  Regarding the decision-

                                                
93 Notably, Hudson (2005) is featured as the introductory article in the first volume of Foreign Policy 
Analysis. 
94 Many studies could be cited herein but Lenter (2006) specifically cites Baumgartner & Jones (1993). 
95 Durant & Diehl (1989) posits Kingdon's (1984) Multiple Streams Approach (MSA) as a foundation for a 
comprehensive theory of pre-decision policy processes for the U.S. that accounts for both domestic and 
foreign policy processes and outlines different types of change. 
96 As compared to traditional approaches in the study of foreign policy decision-making, which tend to 
focus on why specific decisions were made in specific instances and/or how the decision was made – the 
Cuban Missile Crisis being a common example (e.g., Allison & Zelikow, 1971). 
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making model, Jones & Baumgartner (2005) argue policymakers – consistent with 

several foreign policy decision-making approaches97 – are cognitively limited and forced 

to grapple with an abundance of information98 generated from the presence of many 

actors in the policy system.  These actors are compelled to agitate across many venues99 

and attempt to shape policy images100 before a favorable audience.  Due to their own 

bounded cognitive abilities, policymakers cannot rationally process this overabundance 

of information and instead “hone in” or “lock on” to one aspect of a complex situation 

that has received more attention (Jones & Baumgartner, 2005: 334).  This results in a 

disproportionate distribution of attention across policy issues favoring those 

lexicographic or singularly important issues policymakers have focused in on. 

At the same time, policymaking is subject to costs stemming from the institutional 

decision-making system that further retard actors’ efforts to generate policy action or 

change.  In the U.S., for example, one may think of how the separation of powers acts to 

slowdown the policymaking process as does the relative access afforded to third parties, 

such as the media (Jones et al., 2003).  More generally, one might think of how major 

powers pursue wider foreign policy portfolios than non-major powers; how democracies 

permit more access to the policy process than authoritarian regimes; and how 

organizational affiliations, such as membership in the Organisation for Economic 

                                                
97 Such as: boundedly rational decision-making (e.g., Simon, 1955); cybernetic theories (e.g., Steinbruner, 
1974; Ostrom & Job, 1986); and poliheuristic theory (e.g., Mintz, 1993, 1995, 2005, 2007; Mintz & 
DeRouen Jr., 2010; Mintz et al., 1994; Mintz & Geva, 1997; Redd & Mintz, 2013) 
98 For Baumgartner & Jones (2015), information is very broadly conceived and includes statistical 
evidence, qualitative information, anecdotes and personal stories, and indicators for constituent views.  
99 A policy venue is any single political institution within a state’s existing set of political institutions 
(Baumgartner & Jones, 1991). 
100 A policy image is simply the positive or negative light in which a policy or idea is viewed 
(Baumgartner & Jones, 1991). 
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Development and Cooperation’s Development Assistance Committee (OECD-DAC, or 

simply DAC), create substantial normative expectations.  Thus, between the limited 

cognitive capabilities of policymakers and the difficulty of moving legislation through 

their institutional policy systems, the task of generating policy action is made quite 

difficult.  This process was previously visualized as an element of the donor-recipient aid 

and cooperation framework and is reintroduced as Figure 4.1 as a theory where the 

decision costs and institutional costs act to retard the movement from many inputs to 

processing to a single output.101 

FIGURE 4.1: Donor Aid and Cooperation Adjustment Theory 

 

As a joint consequence of the difficulties these decision costs and institutional 

costs create, policy systems tend to be characterized by long periods of stability.  But 

when policy action does come on a policy issue this stability is interrupted by rapid, 

substantial change – i.e., large changes in funding levels, direction, strategy, focus, etc. – 

rather than incremental adjustments.  Thus, when quantifying and examining a 

distribution of policy changes, the result is likely to take the form of a punctuated, 

leptokurtic distribution – characterized by the presence of many observations near the 

zero point with yet others located drastically in the outer tails but few in between – rather 

                                                
101 Note, Figure 4.1 lays out the general flow and direction between components of the policy process, but 
decision costs and institutional costs are not exclusive to any one component or transition. 

Political Inputs Policy Processing Output
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than a normal-curve shaped distribution that would be derived from rationally 

incremental policy changes (Jones & Baumgartner 2005).  This observation has important 

implications for international relations because it provides a basis for making 

comparisons between states – or groups of states – based on the ability of their unique 

and individual policy processes to interpret information and generate policy action or 

policy change. 

4.2.2 “From There to Here” – Public Budgeting to Foreign Aid 

Baumgartner and Jones developed their research program, at least initially, in the 

context of U.S. politics and a subsequent slew of studies (e.g., Baumgartner et al., 2009; 

Bonafont & Palau, 2011; Jones et al., 2009) has expanded their research into other 

Western-style democratic governments.  In each instance, the results have been broadly 

the same: when policy changes are made – which is not guaranteed – their distribution 

takes a punctuated, non-normal shape.  This indicates these governments often have 

difficulty overcoming decision costs and institutional costs in order to convert 

information inputs into policy outputs in lieu of movements between policy venues, shifts 

in policy images, or some other information-generating event – domestically or 

internationally – that focuses policymakers’ attention.  However, the core of their 

research program, decision costs and institutional costs, is in no way unique to Western-

style democratic governments.  But only most recently have scholars from the public 

policy literature, such as Lam & Chan (2014) or Baumgartner et al. (2015), examined 

policy change through this lens in states with other forms of government.  The 

implication from this expansion into other forms of government is two-fold.  First, some 

configurations – of regimes or groups more generally – may be more or less able to 
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process information inputs and convert them into policy outputs; and, second, that this 

varying ability may be documented through an examination of the distribution of each 

state’s or group’s policy changes. 

 Throughout the development of their research program, Baumgartner, Jones, and 

affiliated authors have largely maintained a consistent focus in terms of their chosen topic 

of analysis: public budgets and percent budget changes.  This focus has, in some 

capacity, been both a blessing and a curse.  On the one hand, it has enabled replication in 

similar settings, which has demonstrated the robustness and validity of their arguments 

within said settings; but, on the other hand, it has likely slowed the extension of their 

research program into less democratic cross-national settings where such data are not 

always available. 

In terms of the curse, however, data on some aspects of foreign policy-related 

budgets is regularly made available, including foreign aid spending.  Martin & Streams 

(2015), for example, examine the distribution of annual changes in spending on global 

health by the bilateral agencies of 17 OECD states from 1990 – 2009 and demonstrate 

punctuated findings consistent with the expectations of Baumgartner and Jones’ work on 

public budgeting. Compared to the same states’ spending on domestic health, the authors 

conclude spending for global health is largely viewed as discretionary whereas spending 

for domestic health is an entitlement.102  In their study, Martin & Streams (2015) 

harnessed the ideas central to Baumgartner and Jones’ research program to demonstrate 

differences between how a number of public health donors allocated their budgets to 

                                                
102 That public health aid may be viewed as discretionary is largely consistent with the prominent view of 
aid giving practices writ large whereby donors allocate aid for political and strategic purposes (e.g., Alesina 
& Dollar, 2000). 
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global causes versus domestic ones, which is in its own right a powerful extension.  But, 

the logic of Baumgartner and Jones’ work, may also be intuitively harnessed to 

theoretically inform differences across groups or states rather than simply within them.103  

Through this lens, scholars may begin to further understand what conditions 

enable or inhibit the use of bilateral aid by donor states as a foreign policy tool to 

promote cooperation with potential recipients.  As it relates to the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework, and attributes of the donors specifically, the logic of 

Baumgartner and Jones’ research enables scholars to better understand how the ability to 

generate policy and policy change – in this case, foreign aid commitments – influences 

the extent to which aid promotes cooperation.  According to the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework, in their interactions with any given donor, recipients generate 

information concerning their willingness to adjust their foreign policies to meet the 

cooperative demands of said donor in order to maintain or enhance existing aid flows.  

This process was previously visualized as an element of the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework and is reintroduced as Figure 4.2 as a theory of donor-recipient 

interaction.  Given this information, and leverage at the recipients’ disposal,104 the 

challenge facing donors attempting to use aid to secure foreign policy objectives is 

correctly interpreting this information and adjusting their aid commitments accordingly – 

                                                
103 One such extension to Martin & Streams (2015) might include separating public health donors by 
political ideology and comparing subsequent patterns of spending.  Generally speaking, the aid literature is 
mixed on the influence of ideology and effort.  For example, Noel & Thérien (1995) linked domestic 
ideology to aid efforts, while Fuchs, Dreher, & Nunnenkamp (2014) have suggested this link is more 
unclear – if it exists at all.  A Baumgartner and Jones inspired approach though may provide a useful and 
novel entry to this debate. 
104 This leverage is primarily derived from whether or not any given foreign policy demand is 1) mutually 
exclusive and 2) made by a bloc or group of donors.  Additionally, the previous chapter has shown how the 
growing donor community has enhanced any given recipient’s leverage in the aid-for-policy exchange. 
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i.e., less aid when cooperation falls below expectations and more aid when it meets or 

exceeds expectations. 

FIGURE 4.2: Donor-Recipient Network of Demands and Cooperation Theory 

 

Doubly difficult for any single donor, however, the community of aid donors and 

recipients has only grown over time and come to include others with quite different 

foreign policy views.  These new additions, furthermore, simultaneously increase 

competition for recipient cooperation and increase the amount of information needing to 

be interpreted and deciphered into policy outputs. 

4.3 Donor Diversity and Policy Processing Hypotheses 

Governments are awash in more information than they can possibly analyze… The flow of 
information in politics determines the flow of political life and the dynamics of policy 
change, (Baumgartner & Jones, 2015: 39-40) 
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Considered as a single community, an increasing number of bilateral aid donors 

have committed aid to increasingly larger numbers of recipients.105 Shown in Figure 4.3, 

in 1973,106 bilateral donors averaged approximately 34 recipients each but this number 

more than doubled to approximately 90 or more between 2011 – 2013 following the 

Great Recession.  By sheer volume alone, the increased number of recipients has surely 

made it more difficult for donors to understand what level of foreign policy cooperation 

to expect from any given recipient. 

FIGURE 4.3: Average Number of Bilateral Aid Recipients, 1973 – 2013 

 

But more than numbers alone, the community of bilateral aid donors itself has 

become increasingly diverse.  Historically, the donor community consisted of Western-

democratic DAC members; more recently, the donor community has grown to include 

states from all geographic regions of the world, former Soviet states, and even some 

states themselves still quite underdeveloped (Table 4.1).  Today, the donor community is 

                                                
105 This growth in numbers of donors is paralleled in terms of overall aid giving dollars as donors grow 
from cumulatively committing $20.4 billion in 1973 to over $100 billion in 2013. 
106 In 1973, the OECD expanded the Creditor Reporting System (CRS++) to better collect information on 
the flows and activities of its donor members. 
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increasingly an amalgamate of donors of different power statuses, donors of different 

regime types, and donors of different organizational memberships and normative 

adherence.  In terms of using aid to achieve foreign policy cooperation, the increasing 

diversity of the donor community is also likely to be reflected in the pursuit of different – 

and likely conflicting – foreign policy objectives. 

TABLE 4.1: Bilateral Aid Providers, 1973 – 2013 

Australia France Liechtenstein Slovak Republic 
Austria Germany Lithuania Slovenia 
Belgium Greece Luxembourg South Africa 
Brazil Hungary Monaco Spain 
Canada Iceland Netherlands Sweden 
Chile India New Zealand Switzerland 
Columbia Ireland Norway Taiwan 
Cyprus Italy Poland Thailand 
Czech Republic Japan Portugal United Arab Emirates 
Denmark South Korea Qatar United Kingdom 
Estonia Kuwait Romania United States 
Finland Latvia Saudi Arabia  
Source: AidData Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 2016; Tierney et al., 2011) 

 Despite the increased numbers of recipients and diversity of donors, however, this 

growth in the aid community is unlikely to be equally troublesome for all donors seeking 

political or strategic gain.  Indeed, some donors, as a result of their greater abilities to 

interpret information, overcome decision costs and institutional costs, and produce policy 

change, are likely to be able to better utilize foreign aid for the purpose of achieving 

greater foreign policy cooperation.  These donors, furthermore, are likely to be those 

facing lower decision costs and institutional costs.  Those donors with lower costs – non-

major power over major power donors; authoritarian over democratic donors; and non-

DAC member over DAC member donors – are, arguably, more likely to reliably identify 

cooperative recipients as well as be more capable of credibly threatening cuts to foreign 

aid commitments for non-compliance and promising rewards for cooperation. 
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4.3.1 Power Status and Policy Processing 

 Although a number of attributes clearly distinguish major powers from non-major 

powers, two attributes bear special consideration in the context of examining decision 

and institutional policymaking costs: extensive foreign involvement and extensive 

capabilities or resources.  Building off of Levy's (1983) definition, major powers, 

according to Volgy et al. (2011), are states that possess unusual capabilities that are used 

to pursue unusually broad and expansive foreign policies in geographic spaces both near 

and far as well as attempt to influence international affairs separate from other major 

powers.  These authors go on to add that to be attributed major power status by other 

states, foreign policymakers must recognize the state in question as “unusually powerful 

and willing to influence the course of global affairs,” and act towards it accordingly 

(Volgy et al., 2011: 6).  The difficulty inherent to pursuing such an extensive, broadly-

recognized foreign policy, however, is managing it. 

 For major powers, the volume of available policy information and the capacity of 

their policy processes are likely to be inversely related.  As major power donors attempt 

to influence world affairs their efforts are likely to result in the generation of a plethora of 

information regarding other states’ willingness to support these objectives – information 

regarding the willingness or absence of willingness, on the part of potential and actual 

recipients, to cooperatively adjust their own foreign policies.  Donors who are not major 

powers, on the other hand, are likely to pursue more limited foreign policies leading to 

more manageable levels of information.  But because this information is costly to 

interpret, due to the decision costs and institutional costs involved in converting it to 

policy, the distribution of aid commitment changes by major powers is likely to be 
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different from that of other donors.107  In particular, the distribution of aid commitment 

changes by major powers is likely to be less normal and more punctuated than that of 

non-major power donors – i.e., more changes clustered around zero, meaning very little 

change, and in the tails, meaning substantial change.  For this reason, it is argued: 

Hypothesis 1: Aid commitment changes from major power donors will be 
more punctuated than aid commitment changes from non-
major power donors, ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, it will be necessary to observe different distributions of aid 

commitment changes between major and non-major power donors.  In particular, the 

distribution of aid commitment changes by non-major power donors will need to be less 

punctuated than that of major power donors, indicating the presence of lower decision 

costs and institutional costs.  Conclusive findings in support of Hypothesis 1 will 

demonstrate the importance of pursuing foreign policy portfolios of different scales for 

subsequently analyzing whether non-major powers are better able to utilize aid to 

promote foreign policy cooperation.  

4.3.2 Regime Type and Policy Processing 

 The size of one’s foreign policy portfolio and power status, however, is unlikely 

to be the only donor-related attribute conditioning the use of aid as a foreign policy tool.  

A second important attribute is likely to be the donor’s regime type and, in particular, 

whether or not any given donor is authoritarian.  Different regime types, arguably, 

                                                
107 An alternative argument might conclude the enhanced capabilities or resources characterizing major 
powers may enable them to better manage their extensive foreign policy and, thus, to better process 
information than non-major powers.  Although plausible, the conclusion seems unlikely for two reasons.  
First, enhanced capabilities or resources are unlikely to improve the cognitive abilities of policymakers 
themselves.  Second, major powers should be unlikely to alter the institutional system they have either 
themselves established or under which they have thrived. 
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possess different combinations of decision costs and institutional costs for generating 

policy action and, as a result, are likely to demonstrate different patterns of aid 

commitment changes.  Two particular attributes of regime-specific policymaking bear 

special attention in terms of decision costs and institutional costs: the diversity of the 

process; and control of the process. 

 Compared to democracies, authoritarian regimes tend towards more closed-off 

policy processes.  Although who participates in the process – or is more central to it – 

varies by type of authoritarian regime – such as personalist, military, single-party, or 

amalgams (Geddes, 1999) – authoritarian regimes tend to possess less diverse and more 

tightly controlled policymaking processes than other regime forms.  For the purposes of 

utilizing foreign aid to promote foreign policy cooperation, less diversity and more 

control likely serves to decrease the decision costs and institutional costs retarding 

adjustments to aid commitments.  This is because control, on the one hand, is “key to 

directing expertise to solving problems,” (Baumgartner & Jones, 2015: 18) and diversity, 

on the other hand, “is inversely related to ease of decision making,” making agreement 

more difficult as diversity increases (Baumgartner & Jones, 2015: 50).  Thus, 

authoritarian regimes are likely better positioned than other regime types, 

administratively or bureaucratically at least, to identify when any given recipient’s 

cooperation falls below or exceeds expectations and to respond accordingly with less or 

more aid.  As a result, the greater policymaking abilities made possible by lower decision 
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costs and institutional costs will be reflected in a distribution of aid commitment changes 

demonstrating less punctuation.108,109  This argument leads to a second hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2: Aid commitment changes from authoritarians will be less 
punctuated than aid commitment changes from democratic 
donors, ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, it will be necessary to observe different distributions of aid 

commitment changes between authoritarian donors and democratic donors.  In particular, 

the distribution of aid commitment changes by authoritarian donors will need to be less 

punctuated than those of democratic donors, indicating the presence of lower decision 

costs and institutional costs.  Conclusive findings in support of Hypothesis 2 will 

demonstrate the importance of varying levels of diversity and control in the policy 

process for subsequently analyzing whether authoritarian donors are better able to utilize 

aid to promote foreign policy cooperation. 

4.3.3 Organizational Affiliation and Policy Processing 

 In addition to power status and regime type, the ability of any given donor to 

utilize aid as a foreign policy tool for promoting cooperation is also likely to be 

influenced by their organizational affiliations.  Depending upon the organization and 

activity in question, membership or subscription to an international institution necessarily 

brings with it normative expectations for behavior that may include rewards for 

compliance and punishment for deviance or defiance (Finnemore & Sikkink, 1998).  

                                                
108 Others might argue authoritarian distributions of aid commitment changes may be even more 
punctuated than democracies if the costs of dissidence are so great as to produce an absence of policy 
feedback loops (e.g., Lam & Chan, 2014). 
109 For similar arguments on the openness of policy processes and changing aid flows, see: Goldstein & 
Moss (2005); Lahiri & Raimondos-Møller (2000); Milner & Tingley (2010); Round & Odedokun (2004); 
Svensson (2000). 
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These expectations, arguably, influence the levels of decision costs and institutional costs 

faced by any given member by raising the costs of nonconformance.  This is especially 

likely to be the case for bilateral aid donors and DAC membership. 

 The DAC remains a central and powerful actor in issues and expectations relating 

to foreign aid.  Consistent with Barnett & Finnemore (1999), the DAC has exercised its 

influence in the realm of aid through 1) its power of classification, 2) its ability to fix 

meanings in the social world, and 3) the diffusion of its preferred norms and principles.  

These powers are reflected in the DAC’s ability to set the very definition of “official 

development aid (ODA)” along recipient-friendly terms – such as, promoting “economic 

development and welfare,” of aid recipients and requiring commitments to be financially 

concessional in nature (Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2008).  

These powers are also reflected in the DAC’s ability to advance policy recommendations 

– including, the venerable 0.7% of gross national income (GNI) ODA target for its 

members (Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, 2002).  Altogether, 

these efforts have had the result of restricting DAC members’ abilities to craft strategic 

donor-purposed aid packages. 

As a result of the DAC’s influence, a donor’s ability to strategically utilize aid is 

likely to be conditioned by whether or not said donor is a DAC member.  Unlike so-

called “emerging” donors (e.g., Woods, 2008), DAC donors are, at least tacitly, 

committed to humanitarian norms promoting fair, responsible, and transparent 

development of aid recipients and the obligations of the latter are more unknown, if not 

suspect.  Given the DAC’s normative expectations, DAC donors likely face higher 

decision costs and institutional costs when making alterations to their aid commitments 
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because they may not as easily or credibly utilize aid for political or strategic purposes 

without being labeled as a norm violator.  For this reason, it is argued: 

Hypothesis 3: Aid commitment changes from DAC donors will be more 
punctuated than aid commitment changes from non-DAC 
donors, ceteris paribus 

According to this argument, it will be necessary to observe different distributions of aid 

commitment changes between DAC and non-DAC donors.  In particular, the distribution 

of aid commitment changes by non-DAC donors will need to be less punctuated than 

those of DAC donors, indicating the presence of lower decision costs and institutional 

costs.  Conclusive findings in support of Hypothesis 3 will demonstrate the importance of 

normative expectations for subsequently analyzing whether non-DAC donors are better 

able to utilize aid to promote foreign policy cooperation.110 

4.4 Data, Measurement, and Methodology for Policy Processing Hypotheses 

 Testing these three hypotheses, requires a dataset with information on bilateral 

foreign aid commitments between states as well as the power status, regime type, and 

DAC membership of status donors.  Information on bilateral foreign aid commitments is 

taken from AidData Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 2016; Tierney et al., 2011) and, in 

keeping with Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues, is used to build an annual dataset of 

                                                
110 As a matter of differentiation, an analysis of donor years (not shown) finds the correlation between 
DAC membership and democratic regime type is between .59 (using data from Marshall & Jaggers, 2016) 
and .62 (using data from Geddes et al., 2014). 
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donor-recipient dyads across 44 different aid sectors.111,112  This information is used to 

calculate the annual percent change in total aid commitment value for each dyad in each 

sector over a five-year period.113  Each donor is subsequently coded according to the 

presence or absence of the attribute of interest for each hypothesized donor grouping: 

power status; regime type; and DAC membership.  To code whether or not a donor is a 

major power, data is taken from Volgy et al. (2014).  Geddes, Wright, & Frantz (2014) is 

used to code whether or not a donor is authoritarian.114  Lastly, to code whether or not a 

donor is a DAC member, information is taken directly from the OECD.115 

 Methodologically, confirming or rejecting each of these three hypotheses requires 

an examination of the distribution of the annual percent changes in total aid commitment 

                                                
111 The OECD recognizes three definitional concepts of aid: pledges; commitments; and disbursements.  
For this project, it is helpful to draw a distinction between commitments and disbursements.  Commitments 
are “a firm obligation, expressed in writing and backed by the necessary funds, undertaken by an official 
donor to provide specified assistance to a recipient country or a multilateral organisation,” and bilateral 
commitments are “recorded in the full amount of expected transfer, irrespective of the time required for the 
completion of disbursements.”  Disbursements, on the other hand, are the “release of funds to or the 
purchase of goods or services for a recipient; by extension, the amount thus spent,” and record “the actual 
international transfer of financial resources, or of goods or services valued at the cost to the donor.”  
Admittedly, data on disbursements might be preferable to commitments but remains elusive.  This project 
confidently utilizes this data on commitments, however, as a strong proxy measure for disbursements as 
recent work has shown nearly all commitments are met after two years (Hudson, 2013: 113), including to 
Sub-Saharan African states (ibid, 115). 
112 The use of changes by sector is meant to provide a comparable equivalent to Baumgartner, Jones, and 
colleagues’ use of multiple budget outlays for any given state.  The 44 different aid sectors include areas 
such as: agriculture; education; health; etc. 
113 The use of a moving window arguably helps better capture intentional, purposive changes in aid 
commitment patterns, in any given donor-recipient dyad.  This is because moving windows enable closer 
scrutiny of yearly adjustments by comparing deviations to a multi-year baseline.  Results are nearly 
identical if a window anywhere from one – ten years is utilized rather than five, but five is utilized herein as 
Steinwand (2015) indicates most donor aid programs are four to five years in length.  Notably, however, 
some variation exists in the L-Kurtosis scores of different donors when using windows shorter than five 
years: major powers are less punctuated when using a one year window; democratic regimes are less 
punctuated when using a four year window or shorter; and DAC members are less punctuated when using a 
three year window or shorter.  This variation may pose interesting questions for future work, such as 
whether any relationship exists between type of cooperation sought and time till achievement. 
114 For ease of explanation, any donor that is not characterized by Geddes et al. (2014) as an authoritarian 
is referred to as “democratic.” 
115 The full roster of DAC members may be viewed at: http://www.oecd.org/dac/dacmembers.htm [last 
accessed: 15 July 2016]. 
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value for each dyad sector by donor grouping thus necessitating a stochastic approach.  

But, as Jones et al. (2003) indicate, “There is no ideal method for comparing distributions 

regarding their punctuations,” (157).  Thus, I settle on a three-stage strategy to test 

Hypotheses 1-3 similar to the one used in their own work.  First, I conduct skewness and 

kurtosis (S-K) tests for normality of each donor group’s distribution of aid commitment 

percent changes.  This provides a one-way comparison of each group’s distribution of 

changes where the null hypothesis is statistical equality with a normal distribution.  This 

first stage demonstrates whether or not any given donor is distributing their aid changes 

differently than would be expected by a rationally incremental process. 

 Second, I examine the L-Kurtosis (L-K) measure for each donor group’s 

distribution of aid commitment percent changes.  The L-K measure is “a standardized 

measure of kurtosis that adjusts for overresponsiveness of kurtosis to extremes,” (Jones et 

al., 2009: 860), which makes it less susceptible to outliers than the standard kurtosis (K) 

indicator.  This measure provides a single, numeric indicator for the sharpness of the peak 

in any given frequency distribution: platykurtic (“flat”); normal; or leptokurtic 

(“punctuated”).  By the L-K measure, a normally-shaped distribution will have a score of 

0.123; L-K scores larger than 0.123 indicate the presence of kurtotic, punctuated peaks.  

The more punctuated any given donor grouping’s distribution, the higher will be, it is 

argued, its decision costs and institutional costs thus indicating greater difficulty 

converting information inputs into policy outputs. 

 Third, I quantitatively analyze each group’s distribution of percent aid 

commitment changes with Kolmogorov-Smirnov (K-S) tests.  These K-S tests provide a 

rigorous two-way comparison of distributions, where the null hypothesis is statistical 
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equality with one another.  Thus, in this final stage of analysis, I compare the 

distributions of major power and non-major power donors, authoritarian and democratic 

donors, and lastly, DAC donors and non-DAC donors.  This third stage demonstrates 

whether or not paired groups of donors are distributing their aid changes differently from 

one another. 

4.5 Findings for Policy Processing Hypotheses 

TABLE 4.2: Descriptive Statistics for % Aid Commitment Changes 

 Power Status Regime Type DAC Membership 
 Non-Major Major Authoritarian Democratic Non-Member Member 
Mean 29.37 22.689 -26.79 27.30 35.48 26.75 
Median 1.19 0.12 -89.49 0.81 2.09 0.72 
Variance 17,995.77 16,127.29 15,563.69 17,336.25 23,763.83 17,167.32 
Minimum -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 -100 
Maximum 500 500 500 500 500 500 
N 193,193 87,235 1,815 301,453 7,990 295,278 
% of Positive Annual Changes 52.77 50.50 25.73 52.11 52.47 52.50 
Mean if Positive 102.81 95.63 128.89 100.03 130.51 99.29 
Mean if Negative -52.69 -51.71 -80.72 -51.831 -69.40 -51.64 

 The focus of the policy processing hypotheses is on the distributions of percent 

bilateral aid commitment changes by different groups of donors.  These donors include: 

non-major power and major power donors; authoritarian and democratic donors; as well 

as non-DAC and DAC donors.  The descriptive statistics for each of these groups’ 

distributions is included in Table 4.2.  These statistics demonstrate a handful of 

similarities as well as differences across these six sets of non-exclusive donor groupings.  

Before proceeding to the results of the three-stage analysis, several of these descriptive 

statistics merit comment. 

 First, nearly all donor groups tend towards positive changes in the range of 20 – 

35%.  The exception is authoritarian donors who trend similarly in terms of magnitude 
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but in the opposite direction.  Among positively signed groups, non-DAC members show 

the largest average aid commitment change at just under 35.5% as well as the largest 

median adjustment at just over 2%.  Second, within each donor grouping, observations 

are unevenly distributed.  The smallest of these donor groups is authoritarians (N = 

1,815), accounting for under 1% of the non-zero observations.  Third, all groups 

demonstrate adjustments spanning the full range of possibilities from complete 

withdrawal, -100%, to exceedingly large growth, greater than or equal to 500%.116  

Lastly, and again with the exception of authoritarian donors who trend towards negative 

adjustments when making changes, all donor groups demonstrate a slight preference for 

positive adjustments (ranging from just over 50% positive to 52.77% positive).  

TABLE 4.3: Combined S-K Test for Normality of % Aid Commitment Changes by Donor Variables 

Distribution P (Skewness) P (Kurtosis) Joint P > chi2 

Non-Major Power 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Major Power 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Authoritarian 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Democratic 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Non-DAC 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
DAC 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
* p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 

Turning to the three-stage analysis, results for the skewness and kurtosis (S-K) 

tests for normality of each donor group’s distribution of year-over-year sectoral 

commitment percent changes are presented in Table 4.3.  The results of the first stage 

analysis confirm no single group’s distribution of aid commitment changes follows a 

normal distribution.  These results further show all groups’ distributions are skewed 

(second column, labeled P (Skewness)), characterized by kurtosis (third column, labeled 

                                                
116 500% is used for all observations greater than 500% as well.  This is done for reasons of 
interpretability. 
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P (Kurtosis)) and, again, that all groups’ distributions are, indeed, significantly different 

from normal (final column, labeled Joint P > chi2).  As a result, one is able to reject the 

null hypothesis of statistical equality with normal for all donor groups and, thus, reject 

the notion that any donor group distributes their aid commitment changes as would be 

expected by a rational process of incremental policy adjustments.  In short, all donors – 

power status, regime type, and adherences aside – have some amount of difficulty 

producing policy actions or policy changes. 

TABLE 4.4: Sample L-K Scores 

Distribution L-Kurtosis 

Non-Major Power 0.297 
Major Power 0.306 
Authoritarian 0.241 
Democratic 0.305 
Non-DAC 0.197 
DAC 0.306 

The results of the second stage analysis also confirm expectations.  In particular, 

while all groups’ distributions are characterized by punctuation, the expected donors 

within each group all experience more punctuation.  These results are presented in Table 

4.4 and Figure 4.4.117  Non-major power donors demonstrate less punctuation than do 

major power donors; authoritarian donors demonstrate less punctuation than democratic 

donors; and non-DAC donors demonstrate less punctuation than do DAC member 

donors.  These results from the second stage provide an initial form of confirmation for 

Hypothesis 1-3, indicating some groups of donors are facing lower institutional costs and 

                                                
117 Recall, a normally-shaped distribution will have an L-K score of 0.123; L-K scores larger than 0.123 
indicate the presence of kurtotic, punctuated peaks and greater punctuation herein is understood to 
represent greater difficulty converting information inputs into policy outputs. 
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decisions costs as a component of their policy processes.  Nonetheless, additional 

statistical confirmation is required to reject the null hypothesis of equality. 

FIGURE 4.4: Histograms of % Aid Commitment Changes by Donor Variables 

Major Power Status Regime Type 

  
DAC Membership 

 
  

Lastly, the results of the third and final stage analysis are also as expected.  

Within each pair of donors, the two distribute their aid commitment changes differently 

from one another.  These results are presented in Table 4.5.  Non-major power donors 

distribute their aid changes differently than major power donors; authoritarian donors 

distribute their aid changes differently than democratic donors; and non-DAC members 

distribute their aid changes different from DAC member donors.  Of these results, the 
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largest distance found between any pair of donors’ distributions exists between 

authoritarian and democratic donors at 0.3758 (second column, labeled D).  These results, 

thus, provide confirmation for each of the policy processing hypotheses as the null 

hypothesis of statistical equality between each pair of donors’ distributions is rejected.  

Major power donors, democratic donors, and DAC donors all face higher institutional 

costs and decision costs than their respective counterparts leading to more punctuated 

distributions of their aid commitment adjustments. 

TABLE 4.5: Two Sample K-S Test for Equality of % Aid Commitment Distribution Functions 

Distributions Compared D P-Value Corrected P-Value 

Non-Major Power vs. Major Power 0.0234 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Authoritarian vs. Democratic 0.3758 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Non-DAC vs. DAC 0.1138 0.000*** 0.000*** 
* p ≤ .05; ** p ≤ .01; *** p ≤ .001 

4.6 Foreign Policy Cooperation and Decision and Institutional Costs Hypotheses 

 As a foreign policy tool, foreign aid may not be unlike more common everyday 

tools.  The ease of any tool’s use, and the matter of its usefulness, are dependent upon the 

skillset of the actor handling the tool.  In this regard, not all states possess the same 

skillset necessary to wield aid as foreign policy tool in order to achieve political or 

strategic objectives.  States face a variety of difficulties when attempting to generate 

policy actions with each facing their own unique combination of decision costs and 

institutional costs.  But some of these states, of course, possess greater policy processing 

capabilities that enable them to overcome these burdens and better produce policy change 

as it relates to aid commitments.  These states – non-major powers, authoritarians, and 

non-DAC members – are the states facing lower decision costs and institutional costs as a 

part of their policy process. 
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 More than simply enabling these states to better produce policy for policy’s sake, 

the greater ability to make adjustments to their foreign aid commitments is likely to exert 

an influence upon the level of cooperation any given state achieves with any given 

possible aid recipient.  In particular, states facing lower decision costs and institutional 

costs may more capably identify potentially cooperative aid recipients as well as more 

credibly threaten to cut foreign aid commitments for non-cooperative, or unsatisfactorily 

cooperative aid recipients, as well as more credibly promise to reward cooperative 

recipients.  For this reason, it is argued: 

Hypothesis 4: Non-major power donors will experience more foreign 
policy cooperation than major power donors, ceteris paribus 

Hypothesis 5: Authoritarian donors will experience more foreign policy 
cooperation than democratic donors, ceteris paribus 

Hypothesis 6: Non-DAC donors will experience more foreign policy 
cooperation than DAC donors, ceteris paribus 

Although the explanation for each proffered group’s greater policy processing 

capabilities differs – e.g., smaller foreign policy portfolio, less diverse and more 

controlled policy process, or absence of normative expectations – the result of these 

greater capabilities is likely to be the same for each: higher levels of foreign policy 

cooperation derived from their enhanced abilities to more reliably identify potentially 

cooperative aid recipients and more credibly threaten aid cuts and promise aid rewards.  

According to this second set of arguments, it will be necessary to observe non-major 

power donors, authoritarian donors, and non-DAC donors each experience more foreign 

policy cooperation with potential recipients than, respectively, major power donors, 

democratic donors, and DAC donors.  Conclusive findings in support of these hypotheses 

will demonstrate the importance of donor-specific conditions – namely, policy processing 
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capabilities – for understanding which groups of states will be better able to utilize 

foreign aid as a foreign policy tool for achieving greater foreign policy cooperation with 

their recipients. 

4.7 Data, Measurement, and Methodology for Decision and Institutional Costs 

Hypotheses 

 Testing this second set of hypotheses requires a dataset focusing on the attributes 

of individual states that are likely to influence the foreign policy cooperation any given 

donor experiences with any given possible aid recipient – a dyadic outcome.  Thus, 

testing the decision and institutional costs hypotheses still requires information on the 

bilateral foreign aid commitments, power statuses, regime types, and DAC membership 

of donors.  But, these hypotheses also require 1) additional observations beyond aid 

donors alone as well as 2) additional information on other attributes likely to influence 

changes in foreign policy cooperation between any given possible donor and any possible 

recipient.  Methodologically, testing the foreign aid cooperation hypotheses, furthermore, 

requires a multilevel mixed effects approach – as opposed to a stochastic approach – 

capable of accounting for systematic variation between dyadic, and state-level attributes. 

For information on foreign policy cooperation, the year-over-year change in a 

chance-corrected index of foreign policy similarity (Häge, 2011)118 is calculated based 

off of United Nations General Assembly (UNGA) voting patterns (Voeten, 2013).  This 

measure is used as the dependent variable – Foreign Policy Change – to test Hypotheses 

                                                
118 To generate this measure, I followed the instructions available at: http://frankhaege.eu/downloads [last 
accessed 15 August 2016].  Häge (2011) discusses two different chance corrected indices: Scott’s π (Scott, 
1955) and Cohen’s 𝜿 (Cohen, 1960). I utilize Scott’s π (Scott, 1955) as it is the more appropriate option 
when ties, such as UNGA votes, are relatively cheap (Häge 2011: 294-295, 302). 
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2 and 3.  Increases in this measure are understood to represent more cooperation while 

decreases are understood to represent less cooperation. 

Structurally, the chance-corrected index is similar to Signorino & Ritter’s (1999) 

S score but with an additional adjustment to account for variation in the difficulty of 

achieving some levels of difference (Häge 2011: 294 – 295, 302) – consider, for example, 

the unusual level of difference generally characterizing Israeli - Iranian relations or the 

close-knit relationship of the U.S. and the United Kingdom.  Compared to the S score, the 

consequences of this additional adjustment results in lower levels of agreement and less 

concentration at high levels of similarity, which addresses the “cheapness” of UNGA 

votes (Strüver, 2016).  Given these differences, Strüver (2016) argues chance-corrected 

measures of foreign policy similarity “provide a more realistic and balanced depiction of 

foreign policy similarity,” (176).  Although uncorrected UNGA voting patterns are 

relatively imperfect due to their “cheapness,” they nonetheless hold advantages over 

alternative approaches, such as alliance commitments (e.g., Altfeld & Bueno de 

Mesquita, 1979) or scaled foreign policy events (e.g., Bond et al., 2003; Goldstein, 1992; 

King & Lowe, 2003a, 2003b).  Notably, UNGA votes do not incur a selection bias that 

characterizes alliance commitments and foreign policy events.  In particular, issues of 

opportunity and willingness may make some states systematically unlikely to ally or 

interact with one another whereas the very premise of UN membership is participation. 

The decision and institutional costs hypotheses each argue specific groups of 

states – non-major powers, authoritarians, and non-DAC members – are all likely to 

achieve greater year-over-year changes in foreign policy cooperation through aid 

commitments due to their greater abilities – derived from their policy processes – to 
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identify cooperative recipients and greater credibility to promise aid rewards and threaten 

punishment accordingly.  Information identifying donor states, regime type, and DAC 

membership is taken from the same sources as was utilized to test the policy processing 

hypotheses.  These include: AidData Research Dataset v3.0 (AidData, 2016; Tierney et 

al., 2011) for information identifying donor and recipient states; Geddes et al. (2014) for 

identifying authoritarian states; Volgy et al. (2014) for identifying major power states; 

and the OECD for identifying DAC members. 

 Unlike the policy processing hypotheses, however, this information is used to 

code four independent variables and three interactions that serve as the primary 

independent variables for the decision and institutional costs hypotheses.  The first 

independent variable – Aid Dyad – is simply a dichotomous measure indicating the first 

member of a dyad committed bilateral aid to the second member.  This variable is then 

individually interacted with the potential donor’s Major Power Status, Regime Type,119 

and DAC Membership to produce three interactions that provide the primary tests for 

Hypotheses 4 – 6.  Among potentially aid exchanging dyads, however, there are myriad 

determinants of cooperation and conflict beyond attributes of the potential donor alone.  

For this reason, a series of variables is additionally created that draw upon prominent 

explanations of cooperation and conflict in the international relations literature.  These 

include: a rivalry (e.g., Thompson, 2001); an alliance (e.g., Bremer, 1992); a militarized 

interstate dispute (MID)(Palmer et al., 2015); trade volume (e.g., Barbieri, 1996; Gartzke, 

2007); regime type (e.g., Maoz & Russett, 1993; Peceny et al., 2002); differences in 

                                                
119 For consistency and ease of interpretation, the regime type variable is recoded for the decision and 
institutional costs hypotheses such that democratic donors are the positive observations. 
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capabilities (e.g., Lemke & Werner, 1996); proximity (e.g., Bremer, 1992; Vasquez, 

1995); existing levels of cooperation; and time period.120 

First, a dichotomous variable is coded – Rivalry – to indicate whether or not two 

members of a dyad are in a rivalry with one another.  This variable takes a zero value 

when a dyad does not have a rivalry.  Rivalries tend to contribute disproportionately to 

the number of conflicts any given state experiences (Thompson, 2001) and dyads 

containing a rivalry are therefore susceptible to experiencing lower levels of cooperation.  

Information on rivalries is taken from the Handbook of International Rivalries, 1494 – 

2010 (Thompson & Dreyer, 2011).121 

Second, a dichotomous variable is coded – Alliance – that indicates whether or 

not the first member of the dyad has a defensive pact in place with the second.  When 

dyads do not possess a defensive pact, the variable takes a value of zero.  This 

information is taken from the COW Formal Alliances dataset v4.1 (Gibler, 2009). In 

terms of expectations, the relationship between alliances and patterns of conflict remains 

debated (e.g., Kenwick et al., 2015), but the literature certainly indicates some form of 

conditional relationship – positive or negative – likely exists.122  

                                                
120 To the extent that territorial issues might yet further influence cooperation and conflict dynamics, it is 
suspect that this effect will be captured either uniquely or jointly by the MID (e.g., Hensel 2012) indicator 
or the proximity indicators.	
121 Thompson’s (2001) approach to identifying rivalries notably stresses mutual identification by each 
rival.  Klein et al. (2006) present a second strategy for identifying and coding rivalries without this 
emphasis.  While Klein et al. (2006) identify a number of valuable similarities and differences between 
their two schemes, Thompson’s more recent efforts are utilized here as mutual identification seems an 
important element of foreign policy cooperation and changes therein.  On a practical note, data from 
Thompson & Dreyer (2011) provides a longer timeframe than does Klein et al. (2006); Goertz et al. (2016) 
serves as an update to their earlier rivalry dataset, however, this update is meant to shift focus to a broader 
analysis of “peace” beyond just rivalries. 
122 Alternately, defense pacts plausibly represent a second dependency-based relationship, between donors 
and recipients, that may separately influence foreign policy changes apart from the argument at hand. 
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Third, a dichotomous variable is coded – MID – to indicate whether or not two 

members of a dyad experienced a MID with one another.  Given the hostile nature of a 

militarized dispute, it is easy to expect that a dyad characterized by a MID is likely to 

experience lower levels of cooperation.  This information is taken from the COW MID 

dataset v4.1 (Palmer et al., 2015).123 

Fourth, a continuous variable is coded – ∆Total Trade (ln $m) – to control for the 

year-to-year change in economic interdependence between the two states of a dyad.  This 

measure is included as economic interdependence has arguably produced an exceptional 

level of peace between states (e.g., Gartzke, 2007; Gartzke et al., 2001).  Shifts in 

economic interdependence may also then be expected to mediate this relationship.  This 

information is taken from the COW Trade dataset v3.0 (Barbieri & Keshk, 2012; Barbieri 

et al., 2009). 

 Largely inspired by the substantial democratic peace literature (e.g., Babst, 1964; 

Bueno de Mesquita et al., 1999; Dixon, 1994; Maoz & Abdolali, 1989; Maoz & Russett, 

1993; McCallister, 2016), and the smaller literature on peace among dictators (e.g., 

Peceny et al., 2002), a fifth variable is coded – Shared Regime – to indicate whether or 

not two states in a dyad have the same form of government.  Namely, both autocracies, 

both anocracies, or both democracies.  This variable is coded using the Polity IV dataset 

(Marshall & Jaggers, 2016).  The general argument for this variable is that when two 

states share similar governing institutions, the two may be more plausibly expected to 

resolve their disputes peacefully by way of a common understanding of mutually 

appropriate actions and expectations. 

                                                
123 Results are nearly unchanged if an indicator for severe MID (hostility level > 3) is utilized instead.  In 
the Hypothesis 4 model, minimum distance is negative – in line with the Hypotheses 5 and 6 models. 
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 Sixth, another continuous variable is coded – Capability Difference – to capture 

the influence of large power differences within a dyad on foreign policy cooperation 

changes.  This information is taken from the COW National Material Capabilities dataset 

v4.0 (Singer, 1988; Singer, Bremer, & Stuckey, 1972) and operationalized by calculating 

the absolute difference between dyad members’ respective composite indexes of national 

capabilities (CINC).  In general, balance of power scholars (e.g., Waltz, 1979) and power 

transition theory scholars (e.g., Organski & Kugler, 1980) both suggest the distribution of 

capabilities is likely to condition state behaviors but in different ways.  Balance of power 

theory, on the one hand, suggests dyads characterized by approximately the same level of 

capabilities will be more peaceful while power transition theory, on the other hand, 

suggests dyads characterized by a preponderance of capabilities will be more peaceful.  

In either case, the distribution of capabilities in a dyad is likely to influence foreign 

policy cooperation – for better or worse. 

Perhaps equally mixed in terms of expectations, the natural log of the dyadic 

distance of states to one another in kilometers is calculated from cShapes (Weidmann et 

al., 2010) and used to code two variables – Minimum Distance (ln km) and Minimum 

Distance (ln km)2.  Both variables are utilized so as to account for the possibility of a 

curvilinear relationship between proximity and foreign policy.  On the one hand, 

contiguous states may encounter a variety of unique issues and, on the other hand, states 

may behave differently towards those whom they cannot reach or be reached by. 

Lastly, three final variables are included to address path dependence in state 

behavior and system-level effects, respectively.  First, a lagged version of the raw foreign 

policy cooperation score – Foreign Policy Cooperation – is included along with its 
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square – Foreign Policy Cooperation2 – to account for “stickiness” between foreign 

policy changes and existing levels of cooperation and conflict.124  Second, an indicator 

for time period is included to control for different patterns of conflict and cooperation 

between the Cold War, post-Cold War, and post-9/11 time periods. 

 To test the decision and institutional cost hypotheses, a sample of potential aid 

exchanging directed dyads is constructed for the period 1973 – 2011.125,126,127  The focus 

of the decision and institutional costs hypotheses is on those attributes of states enabling 

them to better utilize aid for the purposes of promoting increased foreign policy 

cooperation with potential recipients.  Those attributes are, of course, specific to the state 

in question.  Foreign policy cooperation – and changes therein – on the other hand, are 

unique to dyads of states.  Thus, in order to test which groups of states are better able to 

utilize aid for strategic purposes, it is necessary to utilize an approach that accounts for 

systematic differences resulting from the inclusion of variables across levels.  Namely, 

state attributes and dyadic attributes.  For this reason, a multilevel mixed effects linear 

regression is utilized to test the decision and institutional costs hypotheses. 

                                                
124 A customary lagged dependent variable is omitted due to the use of a multilevel modeling approach.  
(Allison, 2015) argues that including a lagged dependent variable in a multilevel mixed effects model bias 
results leading to overly large estimates of the lagged dependent variable and smaller coefficients on the 
remaining independent variables.  This is because when applied to longitudinal data, the random effect(s) in 
a mixed effects model is not independent of the explanatory variables.  Inadvisable as it may be, including 
a customary lagged dependent variable in the models that follow produces results consistent in sign and 
significance with those presented. 
125 A state is considered a potential recipient if it has received aid from any donor in the previous five 
years.  Five years’ time is utilized as Steinwand (2015) indicates most donor aid programs are four to five 
years in length.  The results are largely robust to utilizing any period between one and five previous years. 
126 In 1973, the OECD expanded the Creditor Reporting System (CRS++) to better collect information on 
the flows and activities of its donor members. 
127 The current version (v2011) of the Correlates of War (COW) State System Membership dataset ends in 
2011. 
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 In taking this approach, two levels of variables are utilized.  First, a fixed effects 

equation is constructed that includes each of the dyadic variables: Aid Dyad; Rivalry; 

Alliance; MID; ∆Total Trade (ln $m); Shared Regime; Capability Difference; Minimum 

Distance (ln km); Minimum Distance (ln km)2; Foreign Policy Cooperation; Foreign 

Policy Cooperation2; and Time Period.  Second, a random effect is included for each 

possible donor and, alternately by hypothesis in question, the monadic variables: Major 

Power Status, Regime Type, and DAC Membership.  To test each respective hypothesis, 

cross-level interactions are individually coded between Aid Dyad and Major Power 

Status, Regime Type, and DAC Membership which, are then alternately included in the 

fixed effects equation.  Thus, the same regression is utilized three times with a subtle 

difference in each model: for Hypothesis 4, a cross-level interaction is coded between Aid 

Dyad and Major Power Status; for Hypothesis 5, a cross-level interaction is coded 

between Aid Dyad and Regime Type; and for Hypothesis 6, a cross-level interaction is 

coded between Aid Dyad and DAC Membership.128  To confirm or reject each hypothesis, 

each regression is followed by the calculation of the marginal effect of the monadic 

variable in question for donors as well as pairwise comparisons of these effects. 

 Lastly, all independent variables – except for the time period control, distance 

controls, and MID129 – are lagged one year to address potential concerns with 

                                                
128 For instances such as Hypotheses 4 – 6, where the researcher is interested in studying the effects of a 
predictor variable that varies across groups (i.e., Major Power Status, Regime Type, and DAC Membership) 
in combination with lower order variables (i.e., Aid Dyad), Bafumi & Gelman (2006) suggest “a 
practitioner would achieve the proper specification by interacting the expanded group level covariate … 
with the variable that is modeled to vary across groups,” (10).  Many thanks are owed to McCallister 
(2016) whose concise commentary on multilevel modeling was both helpful and instructive. 
129 The effects of a MID on the dependent variable might be, arguably, expected to materialize in the year 
of its occurrence as matters of security, unlike the remaining variables, are likely to be addressed by 
policymakers straightaway – or policy makers may at least attempt to address security matters 
straightaway. 
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simultaneity bias or, rather, the potential impact cooperation may have on donor 

behaviors.  Summary statistics for all variables are included in Table 4.6. 

TABLE 4.6: Summary Statistics 

Variable Observations Mean Std. Dev. Minimum Maximum 
Foreign Policy Change 463,886 0.0048 0.2229 -1.6562 1.6850 
Aid Dyad t-1 463,886 0.0810 0.2728 0 1 
Major Power Status t-1 463,886 0.0415 0.1993 0 1 
Regime Type t-1 463,886 0.5370 0.4986 0 1 
DAC Membership t-1 463,886 0.1567 0.3636 0 1 
Rivalry t-1 463,886 0.0053 0.0727 0 1 
Alliance t-1 463,886 0.0777 0.2677 0 1 
MID 463,886 0.0077 0.0875 0 1 
∆Total Trade (ln $m) t-1 463,886 0.0528 0.5456 -11.5185 7.9199 
Shared Regime t-1 463,886 0.3851 0.4866 0 1 
Capability Difference t-1 463,886 0.0104 0.0243 0 0.1986 
Minimum Distance (ln km) 463,886 8.2225 1.6547 0 9.8478 
Minimum Distance (ln km)2 463,886 70.3470 18.7473 0 96.9782 
Foreign Policy Cooperation t-1 463,886 0.0705 0.3449 -1 1 
Foreign Policy Cooperation2 t-1 463,886 0.1239 0.1894 0 1 
Time Period 463,886 0.9541 0.7922 0 2 

4.8 Findings for Decision and Institutional Costs Hypotheses 

 Table 4.7 presents the results of three multilevel mixed effects linear regressions 

constructed to test the decision and institutional costs hypotheses.  Each model is labeled 

according to the specific hypothesis it aims to test.  Recall, Hypothesis 4 is concerned 

with major power status and donor status, Hypothesis 5 is concerned with regime type 

and donor status, and Hypothesis 6 is concerned with DAC membership and donor status.  

Before discussing the primary results – those of the interaction terms – the control 

variables merit brief consideration as does the multilevel mixed approach and its group-

level statistics. 

Across all three models, the additional dyad-level independent control variables 

behave nearly identically.  In total, the presence of an alliance, changes in trade, shared 

regime type, and the squared version of the raw foreign policy cooperation measure 

demonstrate significant and positive influences upon changes in foreign policy 
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cooperation.  Additionally, both the post-Cold War period and the post-9/11 period 

experience more foreign policy cooperation when respectively compared to the Cold War 

period.  The presence of a rivalry or a MID significantly and negatively influences 

foreign policy changes leading to less cooperation.  Likewise, differences in capabilities, 

the squared minimum distance indicator, and the raw foreign policy cooperation measure 

also demonstrate significant and negative influences. 

TABLE 4.7: Mixed Effects Regression Results for Decision and Institutional Costs Hypotheses 
(DV = Foreign Policy Change) 

 Hypothesis 4 Model Hypothesis 5 Model Hypothesis 6 Model 
Dyadic Variables    

Aid Dyad t-1 -0.024*** (0.002) 0.034*** (0.007) 0.010*** (0.005) 
Interactions       

Aid Dyad t-1 · Major Power Status t-1 -0.003*** (0.004) - - - - 
Aid Dyad t-1 · Democratic Regime t-1 - - -0.062*** (0.007) - - 
Aid Dyad t-1 · DAC Membership t-1 - - - - -0.040*** (0.005) 

Rivalry t-1 -0.034*** (0.005) -0.034*** (0.005) -0.034*** (0.005) 
Alliance t-1 0.021*** (0.001) 0.021*** (0.001) 0.020*** (0.001) 
MID -0.008*** (0.004) -0.006†** (0.004) -0.008*** (0.004) 
∆Total Trade (ln $m) t-1 0.003*** (0.001) 0.003*** (0.001) 0.003*** (0.001) 
Shared Regime t-1 0.027*** (0.001) 0.027*** (0.001) 0.027*** (0.001) 
Capability Difference t-1 -0.158*** (0.019) -0.154*** (0.019) -0.152*** (0.019) 
Minimum Distance (ln km) 0.00003*** (0.001) -0.0001*** (0.001) -0.00002*** (0.001) 
Minimum Distance (ln km)2 -0.001*** (0.0001) -0.001*** (0.0001) -0.001*** (0.0001) 
Foreign Policy Cooperation t-1 -0.276*** (0.001) -0.285*** (0.001) -0.276*** (0.001) 
Foreign Policy Cooperation2 t-1 0.128*** (0.002) 0.140*** (0.002) 0.128*** (0.002) 
Time Period‡       

Post-Cold War 0.003*** (0.001) 0.006*** (0.001) 0.003*** (0.001) 
Post-9/11 0.032*** (0.001) 0.035*** (0.001) 0.033*** (0.001) 

Constant 0.032*** (0.003) 0.037*** (0.004) 0.032*** (0.003) 
Group-Level Statistics       

Major Power Status t-1 0.002*** (0.001) - - - - 
Democratic Regime t-1 - - 0.009*** (0.001) - - 
DAC Membership t-1 - - - - 0.001*** (0.0004) 
Constant 0.001*** (0.0001) 0.001*** (0.0001) 0.001*** (0.0001) 
Intra-cluster Correlation Coefficient 0.018*** (0.002) 0.023*** (0.003) 0.020*** (0.002) 
Random Effects Correlation  0.725*** (0.266) -0.336*** (0.082) -0.127*** (0.257) 
Likelihood-Ratio Test 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
Number of Groups 167 167 167 
Number of Observations 463,886 463,886 463,886 
AIC -140,457.0 -144,325.1 -140,499.9 
Standard errors in parentheses. 
‡ Base time period is the Cold War. 
† p < 0.10, p < * 0.05, p < ** 0.01, p < *** 0.001 
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 The only control variable that behaves unexpectedly is the raw minimum distance 

measure.  But, given the suggested curvilinear relationship between minimum distance 

and changes in foreign policy cooperation, interpreting this measure requires review of its 

effects along with its square term (Ai & Norton, 2003).  Reviewing the effects of 

minimum distance and its square reveals that cooperation grows with separation before 

reaching a “sweet spot,” so to speak, and then declining at the greatest distances.130 This 

trend is found in each of the three models.  Similarly, reviewing the effects of raw foreign 

policy cooperation and its square reveals that cooperation grows more rapidly out of 

disagreement than it does when it is reinforcing existing agreement.131 

 In addition to the control variables, it is also worth discussing the usefulness of 

the multilevel approach.  For the Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6 models, the random 

effects correlations between regime type, DAC membership, and their respective group-

level intercepts are -0.336 and -0.127.  These correlations indicate that greater intercepts 

for foreign policy change are negatively correlated with an increased probability of 

observing more foreign policy cooperation for positive observations of regime type 

(democratic) or DAC membership.  The opposite pattern is observed in the Hypothesis 4 

model for major power status, but this model’s differences are discussed further below.  

The intra-cluster correlation coefficient (ICC), furthermore, is non-zero in all models, 

which indicates the multilevel approach contributes some explanatory power.  The ICC 

for each model, admittedly, is much closer to zero (ranging between 0.018 – 0.023) than 

one, indicating the dyadic level goes much further in explaining variance within each 

                                                
130 These figures not shown. 
131 These figures not shown. 



 156 

model.132  But, for questions concerning changes in foreign policy this is likely to be 

expected as foreign policy interactions are inherently relational.  Nonetheless, the 

likelihood-ratio test for each model is highly significant, indicating the multilevel 

approach provides a better fit for the data than would a regular regression. 

 Turning to the primary results, both Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6 find full 

support while Hypothesis 4 finds only partial support.  For this reason, Hypotheses 5-6 

are discussed before returning to Hypothesis 4.  In the Hypothesis 5 model, the 

interaction of aid dyad and regime type returns a negative and significant result – as 

hypothesized – while the constituent terms (Aid Dyad in the dyadic variables list and 

Regime Type in the group-level variables list) also both return significant effects.  

Similarly, in the Hypothesis 6 model, the interaction of aid dyad and DAC membership is 

negative and significant – again, as hypothesized – while the constituent terms also both 

return significant results.  This serves as an initial form of confirmation, but given the 

conditional nature of the hypotheses at hand, Brambor, Clark, & Golder (2006) argue 

confirmation requires conditional tests as well.  For this reason, the marginal effects of 

each interaction are calculated and presented in Figure 4.5. 

 Figure 4.5 provides the marginal effects of each group-level statistic for bilateral 

aid donors.  In the top right quadrant, labeled Regime Type, donors may only expect to 

experience positive foreign policy cooperation with a recipient when the donor in 

question is an autocratic state; donors who are democratic, on the other hand – and thus 

restricted in their ability to utilize aid for geopolitical purposes by the lower control and 

greater diversity in their policy processes – are expected to experience less cooperation 

                                                
132 ICCs provide descriptive information rather than tests of models. 
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with their recipients.  Indeed, the predicted effect for autocratic donors (0.017) is 

approximately 138% greater than the predicted effect for democratic donors (-0.045).   

FIGURE 4.5: Bilateral Donor Attributes and Foreign Policy Similarity Change 

Major Power Status Regime Type 

  
DAC Membership 
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Meanwhile, in the lower quadrant, labeled DAC Membership, donors may only expect to 

experience positive foreign policy cooperation with a recipient when the donor in 

question is not a DAC member; DAC member donors – and thus bound from utilizing aid 

for geopolitical purposes by the DAC’s normative expectations – are expected to 

experience less cooperation with their recipients.  Here, the predicted effect for non-DAC 

donors (0.008) is approximately 124% greater than the predicted effect for DAC member 

donors (-0.032). 

As shown in Table 4.8, the pairwise comparisons of these effects – autocrat 

versus democrat and non-DAC member versus DAC member – furthermore, are 

themselves statistically significant.  Collectively, the regression coefficients, marginal 

effects, and pairwise comparisons provide strong support for Hypothesis 5 and 

Hypothesis 6. 

TABLE 4.8: Pairwise Comparisons of Average Marginal Effects 

 Contrast 
Major Power Donor 

-0.003*** (0.004) Versus 
Non-Power Donor 

   
Democratic Donor 

-0.062*** (0.007) Versus 
Autocratic Donor 

   
DAC Donor 

-0.040*** (0.005) Versus 
Non-DAC Donor 

   
Standard errors in parentheses. 
† p < 0.10, p < * 0.05, p < ** 0.01, p < *** 0.001 

Hypothesis 4 concerning the ability of non-major and major power donors to use 

aid for geopolitical purposes finds less conclusive support.  In the Hypothesis 4 model of 

Table 4.7, the interaction of aid dyad and major power status returns a negative – as 



 159 

hypothesized – but non-significant result while the constituent terms (Aid Dyad in the 

dyadic variables list and Major Power Status in the group-level variables list) also both 

return significant effects.  But, the negatively signed aid dyad in the Hypothesis 4 model 

yields a different interpretation from the Hypothesis 5 and Hypothesis 6 model where the 

main effect of providing aid without the status of a major power will negatively influence 

cooperation.  This difference in interpretation and the non-significant coefficient for the 

aid dyad-major power status interaction aside, the marginal effects of this interaction are 

included in Figure 4.5, which provides a conditional test of Hypothesis 4 as, again, 

suggested by Brambor et al. (2006) for conditional hypotheses. 

Returning to Figure 4.5, the marginal effect of major power status on bilateral 

donors is presented in the top left quadrant, labeled Major Power Status.  These results 

reveal more nuance than initially indicated in Table 4.7.  Specifically, non-major power 

donors may expect to experience positive foreign policy cooperation with a recipient but 

major powers may expect no effect – either negative or positive.  Thus, major power 

donors, contra the argument at hand, do not experience any negative effects from the size 

of their foreign policy portfolio.  Furthermore, a pairwise comparison of the positive 

effect on foreign policy cooperation experienced by non-major power donors with their 

recipients and the null effect experienced by major power donors, shown at the top of 

Table 4.8, indicates the two are not significantly different from one another.  Taken 

altogether, the Hypothesis 4 model coefficients, marginal effects, and pairwise 

comparison of these effects for major power donors and non-major power donors results 

in only a partial element of support for Hypothesis 4 – at best. 
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 The conflicting findings for major power donors – between the policy processing 

hypotheses and the decision and institutional costs hypotheses – merit additional 

speculation.  The policy processing hypothesis for major powers (Hypothesis 1) argued 

that the size of a major power’s foreign policy portfolio would lead to a more punctuated, 

less rational distribution of foreign aid commitment changes as major powers would need 

to interpret volumes more information than non-major powers.  This hypothesis was 

confirmed via stochastic analysis of aid commitment adjustments in the tradition of 

Baumgartner, Jones, and colleagues and led to Hypothesis 4, which argued the increased 

institutional and decision costs associated with this extra information would enable non-

major power donors to experience more foreign policy cooperation than major power 

donors.  But this, of course, was only partially supported. 

 Considering the three sets of donors under study, it is not entirely surprising that 

major power donors fair better than predicted when attempting to use aid to achieve 

greater foreign policy cooperation.  Earlier, it was suggested that an alternative approach 

to Hypothesis 1 might lead one to suspect major powers would be more capable of using 

aid to promote foreign policy cooperation than non-major powers as their additional 

resources may enable them to better manage their extensive foreign policies.  This was 

deemed unlikely as enhanced capabilities are unlikely to improve the cognitive abilities 

of policymakers themselves and major powers are unlikely to alter the institutional 

system they have either themselves established or under which they have thrived.  

Nonetheless, major powers may be able to spread their capabilities across the globe in 

such a way that they are better able to assess their foreign policy environment despite its 

enormous size.  Overtly, well-staffed diplomatic outposts – consulates, embassies, and 
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permanent missions – may be emblematic of this possibility; covertly, intelligence 

gathering and espionage activities may be another manifestation of these capabilities. A 

third possibility may hold, however, that major powers – given their enhanced resources 

– are more able to bundle or package their aid commitments along with other foreign 

policy perks that they are uniquely situated to provide.  In this way, major powers may be 

more able to utilize foreign aid as a complementary foreign policy tool, while non-major 

powers are limited to utilizing aid as a substitutable foreign policy tool (e.g., Morgan & 

Palmer, 2000; Palmer, Wohlander, & Morgan, 2002).  This remains an area for future 

study.133 

4.9 Conclusion 

On December 23, 2016, the United Nations Security Council unanimously 

adopted UN Resolution 2334, which condemned Israeli settlements in occupied Palestine.  

Needless to say, Israel was furious and although Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu 

reserved his most fiery words for the U.S. – which elected not to veto the resolution – it 

was arguably Senegal, a predominately Muslim non-permanent UNSC member with 

whom Israel has enjoyed relatively positive relations since the 1960s and who helps 

Israel connect to Africa as well as the Islamic world (Frantzman, 2016), that would pay 

the greatest price for their vote.  This price included all Israeli aid commitments to 

Senegal, a planned diplomatic visit by Senegal’s foreign minister to Israel, and the 

recalling of Israel’s ambassador to Senegal (Politi, 2016).  In this instance, Israel was 

                                                
133 A final point of emphasis concerning the mixed results on major power status, but one that may 
similarly characterize all results in this chapter, is that major power and non-major power donors may 
simply pursue different – and varyingly detectable – types of foreign policy goods, which is not reflected in 
this analysis.  This point is left for a larger discussion in the final concluding chapter of this dissertation. 
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able to quickly convert information communicated by Senegal regarding their willingness 

to support Israel’s settlement activities in Palestine, which lowered the decision costs and 

institutional costs generally inhibiting Israeli policy change, and produce the policy 

necessary to align their aid commitments with the level of expected cooperation – zero 

aid for zero expected cooperation.  But like the U.S.-Yemen example at the outset, this is 

but an ideal case.  In reality, recipients are much less likely to so brazenly communicate 

their unwillingness to align their foreign policies to the wishes of their donors.  

Recipients, of course, prefer receiving aid to not receiving aid and have a financial 

incentive to maintain positive donor relationships; it is up to the donors to determine 

whether or not they are “getting what they pay for” from their recipients. 

Collectively, however, these two examples have shown the relationship between 

aid and foreign policy cooperation is, again, more nuanced than simple quid pro quos.  

This is because the growing community of bilateral aid donors is increasingly diverse – 

including, major and non-major powers, democratic regimes and autocratic regimes, as 

well as DAC members and non-DAC members – and these sets of donors face disparate 

decision and institutional costs as a part of their unique policy processes.  These decision 

and institutional costs – stemming from the size of their foreign policy portfolios, the 

diversity and control of their policy processes, or their normative expectations – 

condition donors’ abilities to generate policy changes and, subsequently, utilize aid to 

promote foreign policy cooperation with their recipients. 

As a result, not all donors are necessarily as capable of interpreting recipient 

intentions as others and those that better process these information inputs into policy 

outputs are likely to experience higher levels of foreign policy cooperation.  This has 
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been argued to be the case because donors who better process information into policy 

outputs are likely better at identifying potentially cooperative recipients as well as more 

credibly capable of threatening aid cuts or punishments when cooperation is not 

forthcoming as well as more credibly capable of promising aid rewards when cooperation 

rises.  In testing this argument, it was found that non-major power donors distribute their 

aid commitment changes more rationally than major power donors as did autocratic 

donors versus democratic donors and non-DAC donors versus DAC donors; but only in 

the case of the latter two groupings did this result in significantly more foreign policy 

cooperation.  Autocratic donors, for their part, were expected to experience 138% more 

cooperation with their recipients compared to democratic donors and non-DAC donors 

were expected to experience 124% more cooperation with their recipients compared to 

DAC member donors.  Non-major powers were also expected to experience positive 

cooperation with their recipients, but this effect was not significantly different from the 

null effect experienced by major power donors. 

These findings suggest donor-specific attributes are an important consideration in 

the aid-for-policy exchange.  In particular, bilateral aid donors attempting to promote 

foreign policy cooperation via their commitments will need to weigh their own policy 

processing abilities, along with recipient selection, when calculating or anticipating 

potential geopolitical benefits.  Failure to do so, may lead some donors to continue 

throwing good money after bad. 

  



 164 

CHAPTER 5 

Conclusion 

 

5.1 Introduction 

Let me be very clear: Foreign assistance is not a giveaway.  It’s not charity.  It is an investment in 
a strong America and in a free world, (Kerry, 2013) 

 This dissertation has examined the conditions under which some bilateral aid 

donors will experience greater foreign policy cooperation as result of their aid efforts 

than other donors.  At the crux of this project, the preceding chapters have proposed, and 

have begun to test, a framework for understanding just how bilateral donors might – to 

borrow then U.S. Secretary of State John Kerry’s words – make better investments.  To 

this end, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework has suggested each element 

of the aid-for-policy exchange – the recipient, the donor, and the aid itself – are likely to 

condition the extent to which any given donor experiences improved foreign policy 

cooperation with potential recipients.  Aside from the arguments and contributions of 

each chapter, which are discussed below, this project has made at least two broader 

contributions to international relations and political science. 

 The first broader contribution is in regard to aid effectiveness.  Much of the 

international relations literature studying foreign aid has coalesced around two centers of 

gravity: aid determinants; and aid effectiveness.  The literature on aid determinants – i.e., 

what factors lead donors to provide aid to certain recipients – has largely shown that 

donors select aid recipients in accordance with their geopolitical interests as well as any 

given recipient’s actual needs.  This suggests two distinct motives for why donors 

commit aid.  The literature on aid effectiveness – i.e., the extent to which aid improves 
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some targeted or intended outcome – meanwhile has privileged analysis of whether or 

under what conditions aid will alleviate any given recipient’s social or welfare-based 

needs.  This corresponds, of course, to one motive from the aid determinants literature, 

but largely neglects the other: geopolitical interests.  To this end, the work of this 

dissertation makes a contribution to a nascent literature examining the conditions under 

which aid will be effective for achieving any given donor’s geopolitical interests.134  As 

has been documented throughout this dissertation, the actual – and, arguably, potential – 

community of bilateral aid donors has grown over time and increased the likelihood that 

any given donor’s geopolitical demands upon a potential recipient will conflict with 

another’s demands.  Given this growth, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework helps us understand – in the context of a competitive aid-for-policy 

“marketplace” – which donors are more likely to experience greater cooperation with 

potential recipients. 

 The second broader contribution is in the area of theoretical orientation and 

focuses on avoiding disciplinary parochialism.  The natures of foreign aid and the 

research question at hand lends themselves to analysis from a variety of theoretical 

viewpoints.  Foreign aid is a form of policy and it is a form of policy whose ramifications 

span many levels of analysis, including individuals, groups or organizations, and states.  

In practice, capturing this reality has led me to draw upon the more sociologically-driven 

organization theory and resource dependency theory, a less common in political science 

exchange-based perspective of power, and theories of policy change and decision-making 

more attuned to domestic policymaking.  Weaving these otherwise disconnected 

                                                
134 Other notable contributions to this literature, include: Bueno de Mesquita & Smith (2016); Lebovic 
(2005); Steinwand (2015). 
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literatures has been a challenge but the end result is far from a pyrrhic victory.  The 

benefit of this endeavor for international relations scholars is a nuanced view of how 

relative power evaluations and domestic policymaking dynamics influence aid activities, 

and foreign policy cooperation, beyond arguments surrounding soft or hard power 

capabilities, and decision-making alone.  In doing so, this dissertation exposes readers to 

new, unfamiliar theories and literatures, which may itself provide an additional 

contribution. 

5.2 Fruits of the Labor: A Review of the Core Chapters 

 In addition to the broader contributions this dissertation makes, it also makes a 

number of more immediate contributions in the form of innovative arguments and 

counterintuitive findings.  For a matter of review and reminder, the following section 

highlights the arguments and contributions from Chapters 2 – 4, which collectively form 

the core of this dissertation. 

5.2.1 Chapter 2 – Blunder or Plunder?  The Political Benefit of Aid 

Foreign aid often possesses a Janus-faced quality.  Justified by the loftiest of rhetoric, it 
frequently fulfills the most Machiavellian of functions, (Wasserman, 1983) 

 Following the introductory chapter, Chapter 2 sets the foundation for the entire 

dissertation.  In doing so, Chapter 2 both positions the overarching research question – 

under what conditions will some bilateral aid donors experience greater foreign policy 

cooperation as a result of their aid efforts than other donors – within a larger aid-related 

literature and develops a theoretical framework from which one may begin to answer this 

question.  This framework, referred to throughout as the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework, suggests conditions related to each element of the aid-for-policy 
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exchange – including the donor, the recipient, and the aid itself – are likely to influence 

the relative success any given donor experiences when attempting to use aid to achieve 

geopolitical goals. 

 Although the specification of this framework is itself a contribution that supports 

the analysis of new questions surrounding aid effectiveness, further value is derived from 

its ability to accommodate the relevant actors and interests from a variety of disciplines.  

This includes, at least, international relations, foreign policy, and public policy theories, 

which are all arguably relevant for the subject of foreign aid.  For its part, international 

relations is consumed by questions surrounding patterns, or mechanisms, of cooperation 

and conflict among states.  This framework has assumed states are interested in furthering 

others’ cooperation with their own foreign policy ambitions and, subsequently, set about 

outlining the conditions likely to influence a particular foreign policy tool’s usefulness 

for this task – the tool in question being foreign aid.  But, it is conceivable the core of the 

framework is amenable to analyzing other foreign policy tools as well. 

More relevant for foreign policy scholars, the framework is capable of 

accommodating the wishes, ambitions, and capabilities of state executives as well as the 

bureaucratic or organizational entities collectively forming the state.  Executives might, 

for example, influence the relative institutional costs of policy action through their public 

statements and perceived level of resolve on an issue.  Bureaucratic and organizational 

entities might also, for their own part, influence the relative decision costs of policy 

action through their abilities to clarify or cloud the interpretation of relevant policy 

information according to their own prerogatives. 
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Similarly, but more relevant for public policy scholars, the framework 

accommodates policy entrepreneurs and domestic audiences in both the donor and 

recipient states.  Policy entrepreneurs may, for example, seek to directly influence the 

flow of aid or even indirectly by influencing the perception of any given recipient’s 

foreign policy cooperation.  This suggestion is not far removed from the subject of 

lobbying in foreign policy, of which Israel’s activities towards the U.S. seem commonly 

scrutinized (e.g., Mearsheimer & Walt, 2007).  Additionally, the framework 

accommodates these potential influences on the recipient side of the aid-for-policy 

exchange through an application of Putnam’s (1988) two-level diplomacy and domestic 

politics game. 

 Foreign aid is a policy (tool) that no one field may uniquely claim as a research 

topic.  Thus, assessing its usefulness for achieving some outcome requires an 

appreciation of the different fields, and theories that might reasonably hold some 

explanatory power.  The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework provides value 

to scholars interested in aid effectiveness questions by bringing prominent theories in a 

number of fields together in a way that each may condition any given donor’s ability to 

generate foreign policy cooperation with their recipients.  In doing so, scholars are better 

positioned to either work across these fields to understand the competitive aid-for-policy 

marketplace, or within their separate fields by studying those components most relevant 

to their work within a larger theoretical context. 

5.2.2 Chapter 3 – Paying the Piper: Asymmetric and Mutual Dependence and Foreign 

Policy Adjustment in Donor-Recipient Relationships 
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 Chapter 3 is where the empirical investigation of the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework begins and it starts with the recipient element.  As part of the 

empirical investigation, Chapter 3 pursues two sets of hypotheses.  The first set serves to 

test whether the underlying argument – that the growing community of donors provides 

recipients with added leverage in the aid-for-policy exchange has tangible benefits for the 

recipients – has any validity.  The second set serves to test two conditions under which 

donors might expect to experience greater foreign policy cooperation with their 

recipients.  Each set is subsequently confirmed, while the second set also generates added 

nuance. 

 The value and contribution of Chapter 3 is twofold.  In the first instance, Chapter 

3 provides confirmation for one of the core arguments of the framework; namely, 

attributes related to the recipient themselves influence the level of cooperation any given 

donor experiences with that recipient.  In the second instance, more broadly, Chapter 3 

suggests that although foreign aid may be but a single foreign policy tool, donors may be 

able to use this tool in multiple ways in order to promote foreign policy cooperation with 

their recipients.  The reason this is important is that although the donor community has 

grown quite substantially, not all donors are inherently as capable of generating massive 

aid commitments.  Hungary’s aid activities, for example, may always pale in comparison 

to those of the U.S. with the seemingly unlimited resources befitting a major power.  

What the findings from Chapter 3 suggests, however, is that donors, like Hungary, do not 

need seemingly unlimited resources in order to enhance foreign policy cooperation with 

their recipients.  Rather, the savvy cooperation-seeking donor needs only be cognizant of 

any given recipient’s community of donors and their relative position within it. 



 170 

Furthermore, the findings from Chapter 3 suggests foreign aid is not exclusively a 

foreign policy tool of the rich and strong.  Donors, for example, may begin to inhibit 

foreign policy conflict with recipients at a cost of approximately $9 million.  Given this 

valuation, the community of potential aid donors may be significantly larger than the 

community of actual donors; if this is the case, Chapter 3 will have made an additional 

contribution to the aid literature that might be exploited.  In particular, if states derive 

some tangible foreign policy benefit for as little as approximately $9 million, it seems 

intuitive to study the geopolitical use of foreign aid via a comparative approach 

examining the conditions under which aid is used either with or instead of other plausible 

foreign policy tools.  This calls to mind literature on foreign policy substitutability (e.g., 

Morgan & Palmer, 2000; Most & Starr, 1984; Palmer & Bhandari, 2000; Palmer et al., 

2002; Starr, 2000), which already stands to inform future work on the donor-recipient aid 

and cooperation framework. 

5.2.3 Chapter 4 – Getting What You Pay For: Aid Commitment Changes and Foreign 

Policy Adjustment 

 Chapter 4 continues the empirical investigation of the donor-recipient aid and 

cooperation framework by turning attention to the donor element of the framework.  

Chapter 4 also pursues two sets of hypotheses.  The first set, again, serves to test whether 

the underlying logic of the framework – that different sets or types of donors distribute 

their aid commitment changes differently than one another – has any validity.  The 

second set serves to test three conditions under which donors might expect to experience 

greater foreign policy with their recipients.  Each set is confirmed, but one condition in 

the second set (major power status) is only partially supported. 
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 Chapter 4 provides confirmation for a second core argument of the framework, 

but also provides additional value and contributions.  It confirms that attributes related to 

the donor themselves influence the level of cooperation any given donor experiences with 

an aid recipient.  The results show different donor groupings’ decision costs and 

institutional costs influence both the manner in which donors distribute their aid 

commitment changes as well as the extent of foreign policy cooperation members of 

these groupings subsequently experience.  These findings contribute a new entry into an 

ongoing discussion in the international relations literature concerning similarities and 

differences between traditional and “emerging” donors (e.g., Woods, 2008).  Dreher, 

Nunnenkamp, & Thiele (2011) showed emerging donors, generally, care less about 

recipient need than traditional donors but otherwise the groups behaved rather 

similarly.135  Coupled with the findings from Dreher et al. (2011), Chapter 4’s findings 

seem to suggest that although ‘new’ and ‘old’ donors behave similarly with regards to 

recipients, ‘new’ donors appear better able to make geopolitical gains via aid than ‘old’ 

donors.  The extent to which this is a troubling development for some donors or 

policymakers is left as an open question. 

5.3 Lessons Learned and Continuing Issues 

In the process of reaching this point, a number of issues have arisen.  Of these 

issues, two bear special attention.  These two issues concern the operationalization of 

foreign policy cooperation and the possibility that different donors – or types of donors – 

pursue different forms of geopolitical interests. 

                                                
135 Dreher et al. (2011) use the phrase ‘new’ as opposed to ‘emerging.’ 
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5.3.1 Operationalization of Foreign Policy Cooperation 

 Both Chapters 3 and 4 included hypotheses where the dependent variable was a 

year-over-year change in foreign policy similarity between donors and recipients – which 

I used as an indicator of changes in cooperation.  This, of course, required some method 

of operationalizing foreign policy similarity from which a change could be calculated.  I 

opted for a chance-corrected measure of foreign policy similarity (Häge, 2011; see also, 

Strüver, 2016) – which I believe to be the current state-of-the-art – based on UNGA 

voting patterns.  I will not belabor the strengths of this measure or its finer points here as 

this has been done in both Chapters 3 and 4.  Nonetheless, it should be noted UNGA 

voting patterns are only one of, at least, three common methods of operationalizing 

foreign policy similarity with the other two common approaches utilizing alliances or 

events data.  Each of these approaches has unique strengths and weaknesses, but I believe 

chance-corrected UNGA voting patterns are more robust in terms of detecting 

substantively large, meaningful foreign policy changes as well as incremental and stable 

changes in foreign policy similarity.136 

 This being said, a number of innovations in this area may be on the horizon that 

the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework might usefully harness.  In particular, 

Vito D’Orazio has been developing a measure of foreign policy similarity, he refers to as 

D, that stresses mutual third-party relationships and a latent conceptualization of military 

cooperation as an input to D among other advantages (D’Orazio, 2012).   Additionally, 

Philip A. Schrodt continues development of open events-based datasets via the Open 

                                                
136 Although not offered in-text, future analyses will investigate whether or not the findings herein hold 
under alternative specifications of the dependent variable. 
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Event Data Alliance.  This may well produce new and interesting data for calculating 

foreign policy similarity measures, but between Schrodt’s recent historical experience 

generating/providing data and the “just-beginning” state of the project, not much can be 

said of its potential or availability at this point except to note its existence. 

5.3.2 Different Donors, Different Objectives 

 In addition to operationalizing foreign policy similarity, one related but 

unaddressed possibility from this dissertation is that different donors – or types of donors 

– seek different types of foreign policy objectives not captured by the operationalization 

of foreign policy similarity based on UNGA voting patterns.  This concern is most 

prominent in Chapter 4 where the two sets of analyses produce conflicting findings for 

major power donors.  In the first set, major power donors are shown to be distributing 

their aid commitment changes less rationally than non-major power donors – indicating 

greater difficulty converting policy information into policy action or policy change.  But, 

in the second set, major power donors are shown to – statistically-speaking – not be 

worse-off because of this greater difficulty.  Alternate explanations were offered in 

Chapter 4,137 but it may well be that major power donors simply seek different, perhaps 

higher-order, foreign policy objectives than non-major power donors. 

This possibility is not beyond the framework utilized herein.  The donor-recipient 

aid and cooperation framework does provide a place for this sort of differentiation – see, 

Chapter 2 where foreign policy demands may be discussed in terms of their exclusivity 

and whether they are demanded by a single or bloc of donors – but a generalized measure 

                                                
137 Including, a broader array of foreign policy tools with which to seek foreign policy objectives. 
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of foreign policy similarity is likely to lose some otherwise valuable case-specific or 

qualitative information.  For example, military-basing or access privileges seem a classic 

foreign policy pursuit for major powers, where aid may be useful but that would not be 

captured in an UNGA vote; in terms of the framework at hand, however, this demand 

could provide the recipient with a number of different leverages depending on the context 

of the demand (e.g., access for allies as well).  This may well suggest – somewhat 

unsurprisingly – that the selected operationalization of foreign policy similarity should be 

informed by the research question at hand. 

 Broader than major power donors versus non-major power donors alone, 

however, donors and their demands might also be usefully thought of in terms of whether 

the donor is after cooperation in the form of public or private goods.  This differentiation 

is suggested by selectorate theory (Bueno de Mesquita et al., 2003) and elaborated in an 

aid-based environment by Bueno de Mesquita & Smith (2007, 2009, 2010).  Similar to 

the example of basing privileges though, the critique here might be better levied at the 

utilized measure rather than the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework.  To the 

extent that any given demand may be varyingly differentiated by its public or private 

goods nature, the logic of Chapters 3 and 4 should still hold.  This is because although 

cooperation in the form of public and private foreign policy goods is likely to be 

differentially detectable or verifiable, the donor is nonetheless faced with the same task of 

evaluating whether or not the recipient’s cooperation is satisfactory for the amount of aid 

involved and still beholden to the specified conditions of Chapters 3 and 4.  If by further 

extension, donors are classified into public and private goods donors, I suspect the results 



 175 

would mirror those for authoritarian donors versus democratic donors but this may be a 

useful differentiation for a future project. 

5.4 Future Directions 

 Moving forward, the work of this dissertation will be extended in an at least two 

different ways.  One extension is for the immediate future and involves completing the 

initial investigation of the aid-element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation 

framework.  The second extension is for the long-term future and will involve further 

disaggregating types of aid. 

5.4.1 Immediate Future – “Right” Aid, “Right” People, “Right” Places 

 At present, the logic of this third and final element of the framework remains 

untested.  Thus, testing whether donors who better target their aid to the most appropriate 

or relevant segment of a recipient’s population indeed foster positive grassroots support 

for their objectives leading to greater foreign policy cooperation is the immediate next 

step of this project.  Unfortunately, the availability of georeferenced data on aid 

commitments has not progressed in the universal direction anticipated – read: hoped for – 

when the original dissertation prospectus was drafted.  The availability of georeferenced 

data has, however, progressed to a point where it should be possible to test the third 

element in the context of a few comparative case studies.  This is likely to involve 

selecting a small number of donors, and examining how they distribute their aid 

commitments in a small number of recipient states (possibly with regional variation).  My 

sense of articles citing georeferenced AidData datasets is that this information is being 

used according to the same centers of gravity of the larger, national-level aid literature: 
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determinants; and effectiveness.  What this means for the immediate future of this project 

is that an opening (hopefully) exists in the literature for a scaled down analysis of the 

third element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework.  

5.4.2 Long-Term Future – Who Wants What, How Do They Get It, and Who Do They 

Get It From? 

 Throughout this dissertation, I have referred to foreign aid as a foreign policy tool 

and wittingly employed a play on the word ‘tool’ to further reference craftsmen, skillsets, 

and toolboxes.  To the extent that foreign aid may be described as a foreign policy tool, to 

do so is a rough approximation of an overarching class of tools.  For example, 

screwdrivers come in different heads – e.g., standard (“flathead”) or Phillips among many 

others – as well as numerous different sizes and shafts.  Foreign aid, likewise, comes in 

many different forms, sectors or purposes, and of varying fungibility no less. 

Thus, having demonstrated a number of conditions under which aid may be used 

more generally to affect foreign policy cooperation, it is a natural extension to drill down 

further into who is best suited to use what types of aid for what purposes.  Along these 

lines, Dietrich (2013, 2016) has begun to examine aid allocation strategies as they 

concern engaging or bypassing any given recipient’s government but their argument 

might be usefully complemented by a further disaggregation.138  In some capacity, 

analysis of the third element of the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework lends 

                                                
138 Though, on the other hand, it seems unlikely that simply bypassing the recipient government without 
regard to constituency dynamics will foster positive foreign policy cooperation towards the donor in 
question.  Bypassing the recipient government restricts its influence over the aid thus removing a potential 
policy tool from their disposal, which might have otherwise been used for the recipient government’s 
strategic benefit (e.g., Jablonski, 2014).  How foreign policy cooperation is influenced by any given 
donor’s bypass activities – regardless of the targeted constituency – is a testable hypothesis and a plausible 
outgrowth of this dissertation. 
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itself to this extension, but the argument here is larger than a purely geographic 

distribution of aid commitments. 

In addition to who is best suited to use what aid for what purposes, a related 

extension might usefully consider from whom foreign policy cooperation is sought.  At 

present, this dissertation generally assumes all recipients are equal in terms of their 

abilities to satisfy any given donor’s quest for foreign policy cooperation.  In practice 

though this assumption may seem unrealistic.  Indeed, the history of foreign policy and 

international relations indicates states are inherently unequal in terms of positionality and 

strategic value.  The danger in pursuing this extension, however, will be to remain 

focused on general explanations of the larger aid-for-policy exchange and to avoid the 

temptation of sinking into the analysis of quid pro quo exchanges.139 

5.5 Conclusion: So, what? 

 …please do not be cynical, (O’Brien, 2010) 

 In Conan O’Brien’s final sign-off as host of NBC’s The Tonight Show, he pled 

with his audience to not be cynical.140  As I conclude this dissertation, I would – 

humorously – ask readers to do the same.  With this appeal in mind, I believe my work to 

date on the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework has implications for no fewer 

than three audiences.  These are international relations academics concerned with 

questions of aid and foreign policy cooperation, policymakers similarly involved in 

                                                
139 One such general explanation may involve differentiating among recipients who are capable of 
providing public versus private foreign policy goods. 
140 NBC, arguably, erred in both its decision to part ways with O’Brien as host of The Tonight Show and in 
how his departure was handled. 
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questions of aid and foreign policy, and, lastly, individuals themselves concerned with 

the allocation of aid. 

5.5.1 For Academics 

 As noted above, the donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework makes a 

contribution to a nascent literature looking at the aid-for-policy exchange as a 

competitive “marketplace.”  As more states become bilateral donors or, at the very least, 

as more information is collected on Chinese aid activities (e.g., Dreher, Fuchs, Parks, 

Strange, & Tierney, 2015; Muchapondwa, Nielson, Parks, Strange, & Tierney, 2016; 

Strange, Dreher, Fuchs, Parks, & Tierney, 2017), it is likely that aid scholars will need to 

more fully appreciate this viewpoint.  Scholars working on questions concerning the 

determinants of aid might, for example, give consideration to the structure of any given 

recipient’s set of donors itself as a determinant.  Scholars working on questions of aid 

effectiveness (for need-based purposes) might, for example, give some consideration to 

the notion that – callous as it sounds – the purpose of the aid is not intended for 

development at all.141  I do not believe either of these suggestions translates to choosing 

one perspective or the other; but, I do believe to better understand when aid is effective 

for either geopolitical or need-based purposes, scholars will need to consider how their 

outcomes are affected by the alternate set of motives. 

                                                
141 From the outset of this project, I have been concerned that both I and my work would be viewed as a 
callous individual/exercise that minimizes the humanitarian suffering of the individuals around the world 
who rely upon and who desperately need aid.  Although this has never been my intent, it does nonetheless 
occur as a thought when discussing the different conditions enabling some donors to achieve greater 
geopolitical gain than others via their aid efforts.  On one occasion, thus far, research presented from this 
dissertation has been described as “polemical.”  But, since this comment was from a trusted colleague and 
mentor, I appreciate their efforts to keep me aware of both the human and sovereign implications of my 
work. 
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5.5.2 For Policymakers 

 For those policymakers attempting to or interested in utilizing aid to promote 

foreign policy cooperation, I would simply reiterate the findings from Chapter 3 and 

Chapter 4.  Aid may very well inhibit foreign policy conflict somewhat cheaply, but it 

will not produce significant new, positive cooperation except in the extreme.  If the goal 

is to promote new, positive cooperation, donors are likely to do better when approaching 

potential recipients with something akin to relationship building endeavors.  Both of 

these suggestions though require assessing their position with any given recipient vis-à-

vis said recipient’s other donors.  These suggestions may seem intuitive and lead one to 

suspect foreign policymakers are already aware of these circumstances.  However, the 

collection of anecdotes included throughout – and the ease with which these anecdotes 

are found – appears to suggest that if this is the case, a wide range of donors may not yet 

fully appreciate these suggestions. 

Additionally, donors must question what challenges – in terms of decision costs 

and institutional costs – they face as a matter of their own attributes when attempting to 

utilize aid as a foreign policy tool.  In some instances, such as control over and access to 

the policy process, it is less clear what donors may be able to themselves do in order to 

better wield the aid tool.  But, perhaps simply recognizing one’s shortcomings or 

weaknesses is the first step towards a solution or an improvement. 

5.5.3 For Individuals 

 The donor-recipient aid and cooperation framework provides ample room for 

interested individuals to influence the aid-for-policy exchange.  This includes, at least, 
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roles for individuals as policy entrepreneurs and roles for individuals as members of 

important constituencies within either the donor or recipient.142  This is an important 

consideration as not all individuals are likely to agree with the strongly geopolitical view 

of aid forwarded herein.  But, to the extent that interested individuals would attempt to 

shift the paradigm to one instead privileging recipient needs, I do believe the framework 

is capable of explaining this outcome as well. 

  

                                                
142 In the extreme, for example, private philanthropic organizations may even be seen as further 
competitors in the aid-for-policy exchange who themselves offer aid without a geopolitical interest.  The 
Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation, as an example, is a major aid-giving private organization whose only 
geopolitical interest – if it necessarily has one – is to shift aid priorities away from donors’ geopolitical 
interests to recipients’ needs and problems. 
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