
Presidential succession and United
States-Latin American relations.

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Gaarder, Stephen Matthew.

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 16/05/2023 13:55:06

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/186120

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/186120


INFORMATION TO USERS 

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI 

films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some 

thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may 

be from any type of computer printer. 

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the 
copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality 

illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins, 

and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction. 

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete 

manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if 

unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate 

the deletion. 

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by 

sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and 

continuing from left to light in equal sections with small overlaps. Each 

original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in 

reduced form at the back of the book. 

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced 
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6" x 9" black and white 

photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations 

appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly 

to order. 

U·M·I 
University Microfilms International 

A Bell & Howell Information Company 
300 North Zeeb Road. Ann Arbor. M148106-1346 USA 

313/761-4700 800:521-0600 





Order Number 9322623 

Presidential succession and United States-Latin American 
relations 

Gaarder, Stephen Matthew, Ph.D. 

The University of Arizona, 1993 

V·M·I 
300 N. Zceb Rd. 
Ann Arbor, MI 48106 





PRESIDENTIAL SUCCESSION AND 

UNITED STATES - LATIN AMERICAN RELATIONS 

by 

Stephen Matthew Gaarder 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF POLITICAL SCIENCE 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

1993 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 
GRADUATE COLLEGE 

2 

As members of the Final Examination Committee, we certify that we have 

read the dissertation prepared by __ ~S~t~.e~p~h~e~l_l_M_.~G_a_a_r_d_e_r __________________ _ 

entitled Presic.iential Succession and Unitell States - Latin American Relations 

and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 

Doctor of Philosophy 

?' c~,1 / C;'J? 
Date 

Date 

Date 

Final approval and acceptance of this dissertation is contingent upon 
the candidate's submission of the final copy of the dissertation to the 
Graduate College. 

I hereby certify that I have read this dissertation prepared under my 
direction and recommend that it be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation 
requirement. 

Dissertation Datk ; 



3 

STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial 
fulfillment of requirements for an advanced degree at The 
University of Arizona and is deposited in the University 
Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the 
Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable 
without permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of 
source is made. Requests for permission for extended 
quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or 
in part may be granted by the head of the major department or 
the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or her judgement 
the proposed use of material is in the interests of 
scholarship. In all other instances, however, permission must 
be obtained from the author. 

SIGNED: 



4 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

LIST OF TABLES ...................................... 6 

ABSTRACT ....•..•.•....•....••.•.•••.........•.....•.. 7 

1. INTRODUCTION AND RESEARCH REVIEW ..................... 8 
1.1 Introduction ................................ 9 
1.2 Research Context ........................... 11 

2. HISTORICAL OVERVIEW OF INTER-AMERICAN RELATIONS ..... 34 
2.1 Postwar Inter-American Affairs ............. 39 
2.2 The Truman Administration .................. 43 
2.3 The Eisenhower Administration .............. 47 
2.4 The Kennedy Administration ................. 53 
2.5 The Johnson Administration ................. 56 
2.6 The Nixon-Ford Administrations ............. 60 
2.7 The Carter Administration .................. 63 
2.8 The Reagan Administration .................. 66 

3. RESEARCH DESIGN ..................................... 70 
3.1 Illustration of Method ..................... 74 
3.2 Dimensions of United States Foreign Policy .. 82 

4. ECONOMIC AND MILITARY AID ........................... 91 
4.1 Aid Allocation ............................. 92 
4.2 Partial Theories of Aid Allocation ......... 96 
4.3 Analysis ................................... 104 

5. POLITICAL ATTENTION ................................. 128 
5.1 Partial Theories of Political Attention .... 133 
5.2 Analysis ................................... 140 

6. POLITICAL USES OF FORCE ............................. 163 
6.1 A Partial Theory of Uses of Force .......... 166 
6.2 Analysis ................................... 171 

7. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS .......................... 183 
7.1 Research Design Revisited .................. 184 
7.2 Descriptive Patterns ....................... 191 
7.3 Individual Presidencies .................... 193 



5 

TABLE OF CONTENTS - Continued 

APPENDIX A - FOREIGN POLICY MODELS .................. 206 

APPENDIX B - DATA SOURCES ........................... 208 

APPENDIX C - LIST OF NATIONS ........................ 209 

LIST OF REFERENCES .................................. 210 



Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 
Table 

4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
5.10 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
7.1 
7.2 

LIST OF TABLES 

... 121 
........... 122 

......... 123 
.124 
.125 

....... 126 
........ 127 

... 153 
.154 

.... 155 

.... 156 
.157 

.. 158 
.159 

.......... 160 
.161 

..... 162 
.178 
.179 

... 180 
.............. 181 

........... 182 
....... 204 

.......... 205 

6 



7 

ABSTRACT 

This dissertation examines the consequences of 

presidential change for American foreign policy toward Latin 

America during the post World War II era. It focuses upon 

five dimensions of inter-American relations and analyzes the 

effects of presidential succession upon these foreign policy 

behaviors: Economic and military aid, bilateral international 

agreements, symbolic attention toward Latin America, and 

political use of force in Latin America. Using time-series 

analysis, this research tests the hypothesis that foreign 

policy should be largely immune from the effects of changing 

presidencies. The empirical findings lend qualified support 

to this expectation. The political use of force appears 

largely immune from the influence of presidential succession. 

The allocation of economic aid as well as the creation of 

international agreements and symbolic attention all appear 

minimally susceptible to presidential change. Military aid, on 

the other hand, is noticeably sensitive to fluctuations in 

leadership. 



CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

Few would challenge the proposition that presidents 

possess an enormous capacity to shape u.s. foreign policy. 

Indeed the u.s. Constitution grants the executive branch a 

special role to pursue foreign relations; which when 

combined with the historical growth of presidential power, 

means that the president is the single most important 

foreign policy actor in the United States. Presidents are, 

for example, expected to play a critical and dominant role 

in formulating treaties, making executive agreements, 

appointing ambassadors, distributing military and economic 

aid, deploying military force, and more generally imbuing 

u.s. foreign policy with symbolic meaning. Presidents are, 

in effect then, expected to make foreign policy. In a 

political system of checks and balances, executives are not 

normally capable of behaving autonomously in the area of 

foreign relations; however it is commonly understood that 

they may exercise preeminent power in this area. 

Despite the president's ability to dominate u.s. 

foreign policy, it is not clear how this ability affects 

long-term patterns of U.S. foreign policy behavior. 

Questions deserving of attention include: Is U.S. foreign 

8 



policy fairly consistent across presidencies, or are there 

important differences between the foreign policy behaviors 

of presidents? If discord in foreign policy behavior does 

exist across changing presidencies, does it vary by 

historical era or foreign policy issues? Or, are history 

and issues largely irrelevant for understanding foreign 

policy persistence and change? These are questions which 

cannot be answered by simply recognizing the special role 

executives play in u.s. foreign policy behavior. Rather, 

answering them requires a systematic analysis of the 

president's role in foreign policy. 

9 

Surprisingly few have focused empirical attention on 

these questions. In one case that has, the results suggest 

that presidential succession has little effect on long-term 

patterns of U.S. - Soviet interactions (Dixon and Gaarder, 

1992). This research limited itself to a single dimension 

of foreign policy within the context of the U.S. - Soviet 

dyad during most of the postwar era. On the dimension of 

conflict and cooperation between the U.S. and USSR, American 

foreign policy appears largely insulated from the impact of 

changing presidencies. Given these findings, it is 

reasonable to wonder if they would hold for other U.S. 

relationships across multiple dimensions of U.S. foreign 

policy. 

This project proposes to pursue these issues by 



examining presidential effects upon U.S. foreign policy 

toward Latin America since World War II. A major impetus 

for this project was the recognition that the issue of 

differential presidential effects upon U.S.-Latin America 

policy, has gone largely unexamined. Thus this effort 

explores the influence of presidential change upon U.S. 

foreign policy. 

10 

Three aspects of this study's design make it not only 

distinctive but also particularly well suited for this task. 

First, this study incorporates five separate dimensions of 

U.S. foreign policy into its analysis, as opposed to 

examining only one or two aspects of American foreign 

policy. Incorporating a broader spectrum of foreign policy 

behaviors should allow for more generalizable findings. 

Second, it focuses upon many different relationships, namely 

U.S. foreign policy toward twenty Latin American nations 

involving several decades of interaction. Third, it extends 

the analysis of presidential change on U.S. behavior from 

the first to the third world nations. As noted earlier, one 

wonders if the executive transition - foreign policy 

behavior relationship holds for less institutionalized and 

more asymmetrical relations, such as in U.S.-Latin American 

interaction. 

Finally, this study takes a modelling approach to 

probing the relationship between presidential change and 
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foreign policy behavior. Briefly stated, this involves 

constructing convincing explanations, or models, for each of 

the five foreign pOlicies: Economic aid, military aid, 

international agreements, symbolic attention, and political 

use of force. These models then serve as theoretical 

templates through which the effects of presidential change 

may be measured. Chapter three focuses more detailed 

attention these research design issues. 

The principle aim of this chapter is to identify and 

discuss the research leading one to expect both u.s. foreign 

policy continuity and discontinuity. These competing 

theoretical expectations define differently the president's 

role in foreign policy behavior; suggesting on the one hand 

that the president (as well as other elites) regularly 

shapes foreign policy, and on the other hand that u.s. 

foreign policy is largely immune from the effects of 

changing presidencies. 

Research Context 

Clearly, different presidents enter the office 

espousing different ideals, values, and goals. Each enters 

with alternate sets of priorities, and different means for 

achieving those priorities. These differences are easily 

illustrated by contrasting the foreign policy of the Carter 

and Reagan administrations, in which Jimmy Carter ostensibly 
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emphasized human rights considerations, while Ronald Reagan 

eschewed human rights concerns in favor of Realpolitik 

considerations. Other examples include Eisenhower's 

vertically organized almost military approach to 

decision-making verses Kennedy's loosely structured decision 

style. Or contrast Nixon's almost pathological reliance 

upon secrecy and deception with that of Carter's open and 

involved management style. It is precisely these sorts of 

distinct behaviors that lead observers to conclude that 

presidents do matter in the making of u.s. foreign policy. 

It is considerably less clear, however, whether these 

differences in style, values, and priorities are translated 

into distinct foreign policies. In fact we know from the 

empirical record that remarkable similarities exist between 

apparently divergent presidencies. 1 The constraining 

effect of the Cold War makes this particularly true in the 

postwar era (Kegley and Wittkopf, 1991). The issue then is 

one of determining when and how much presidents matter in 

the making of foreign policy. In other words, it is an issue 

of revealing under what circumstances and to what degree 

lPor examples of this evidence see Dixon and Gaarder 
(1992), Goldstein (1991), Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson 
(1984), Stoll (1984), Triska and Finley (1965) and Wilson 
(1991) . While these research pieces deal with different 
foreign policy behaviors, they have in common their findings 
of foreign policy regularities across presidential 
administrations. 
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changes in chief executives alter u.s. foreign policy. 

Different theoretical approaches to international 

relations theory offer competing evaluations of the 

relationship between ~xecutive transition and foreign policy 

behavior. One group argues that changes in leadership 

produce significant foreign policy change, others suggest 

that elite change has little effect on foreign policy 

behavior, while a third group insists that the linkage 

between elite change and foreign policy behavior depends 

upon the foreign policy issue. 2 The proceeding pages 

situate this research project within international relations 

theory. Attention focuses upon a number of loosely 

structured and competing theories of foreign policy behavior 

alluded to above, including realism, decision-making theory, 

electoral cycles, elite change theory, and issue area 

typologies. The discussion proceeds with a sensitivity to 

the fact that these are not rigidly distinct approaches; in 

fact the lines which serve to distinguish these approaches 

from one another are rather porous. For example, elite 

change theory tends to suggest changes in foreign policy 

resulting from changes in leadership, while realism tends to 

argue that impact of individual leaders on foreign policy is 

2The word group is used as a convenience, not to imply 
that these theories necessarily constitute cohesive and 
clearly differentiated schools of thought. 
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subordinate to that of state and systemic factors. The 

relationships under discussion are then, probabalistic 

rather than deterministic. Again, this review is undertaken 

with an eye to determining under what conditions chief 

executives are most likely, and alternately least likely, to 

exert significant influence upon U.S. foreign policy. 

Elite Change Theory 

Evidence from previous research relating elite turnover 

to policy change suggests that indeed, chief executives do 

significantly influence the foreign policy actions of their 

respective regimes. Valerie Bunce (1980) for example, points 

to the relationship between changing elites, and the 

fundamental effect that change has upon both domestic and 

foreign policy, as measured by budgetary outlays. Bunce's 

research supports the intuitively held notion that a change 

in leadership will likely result in changing policies, both 

at home and abroad. While Brunk and Minehart's (1984) 

reanalysis of Bunce's data points to flaws in her 

methodology and findings, her work still represents the 

common theoretical expectations advanced by elite change 

theory. 

The research on the impact of elite change fits into a 

larger theoretical perspective on foreign policy behavior 

which conceives of leaders and their advisors as having a 
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direct impact upon foreign policy, including the works of 

Margaret Hermann (1976, 1980), Richard Herrmann (1986), 

Gerald Hopple (1979), and Stephen Walker (1977). All of 

these efforts have in common their contention that it is the 

psychological and/or idiosyncratic attributes of individual 

leaders and advisors which contribute most significantly to 

shaping foreign policy. Margaret Hermann (1976, 1978, 1980) 

asserts that personal characteristics of chief executives 

have a significant impact upon the "content as well as the 

means of making political decisions" (1980, p. 8). That is 

to say that political leaders' beliefs, motives, decision 

style, and interpersonal style determine to a large degree a 

nation's external behavior. 

More specifically, Hermann's 1980 cross-national work 

tests the relationship between a leader's interest and 

training in foreign affairs, and the effect of a leader's 

personality on foreign policy behavior. She hypothesizes 

that personality will exert more influence on foreign policy 

behavior if she/he has an interest in foreign policy, and 

less influence in she/he has training in foreign policy. 

While Hermann's findings do not entirely support her 

theoretical expectations, she does find empirical cause to 

expect that training in foreign affairs influences foreign 

policy behavior. 

Along similar lines Richard Herrmann (1986) also 
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contends that elites' personal characteristics influence 

policy. He is interested in testing the connection between 

perceptions held by elites and their foreign policy 

behavior. Specifically, he argues that American leaders' 

perceptions, or "schemata" of the Soviets, go a long way in 

accounting for U.S. policy directed at the Soviet Union. 

His findings indicate that while elite schemata do 

frequently influence their decisions, the impact is not 

consistent enough to systematically influence foreign policy 

behavior. Which is to say that perceptions are one among a 

number of variables one may consider when exploring foreign 

policy behavior. 

Finally, Steven Spiegal's (1985) work also points to 

the salience, at least as concerns U.S. - Middle East 

policy, of the perceptions of elites. Spiegal focuses upon 

U.S. - Mideast foreign policy during the postwar era, and is 

guided by the belief that more than anything else (e.g. 

institutions or external events) American foreign policy 

toward the Middle East is a product of policy-maker's 

beliefs and perceptions. Unlike the research discussed 

above, Spiegal takes a historical\descriptive approach to 

analyzing the policy behavior of the Truman through Reagan 

presidencies, and ultimately argues that individual level 

analysis better explains U.S.-Mideast policy than systems 

theories or bureaucratic\organizational theories (pp. 383-
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386) • 

All of these approaches, whether they concentrate upon 

characteristics of individual leaders and their advisors or 

upon the concept of elite turnover, suggest that differences 

in leadership result in distinct foreign policy behaviors. 

If indeed leadership is of utmost importance, if leaders' 

beliefs and values vary, and if leadership differences are 

in fact real, then changes in leadership should manifest 

themselves in discontinuous, perhaps even fragmented policy. 

However, there is reason to believe that rather than 

being characterized by discontinuity and inconsistency, 

u.s. foreign policy has actually experienced a considerable 

amount of consistency and continuity. One recent synthesis 

of the literature, for example, contends that the 

fundamental nature of U.S. foreign policy is not flux and 

change, but rather stability and thematic continuity (Kegley 

and Wittkopf, 1991). This view looks to the long-term 

postwar themes of American foreign policy, such as the 

strategy of containment and more general patterns of 

Soviet-American rivalry, as evidence of constancy and 

persistence in u.S. foreign policy. From this perspective, 

then, changes in presidential administrations would be 

subordinate to the constancy of both internal and external 

factors. Indeed, Margaret Hermann (1978) refers to these 

factors as critiques of the individual approach to foreign 
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policy analysis. Namely that individual actors are 

constrained by the structure of the international system and 

the nation state's pursuit of power within that system as 

well as by bureaucratic politics and organizational routines 

within the nation-state. Attention now turns to these 

approaches. 

Realism and Structural Realism 

Writing more than 2,000 years ago, Thucydides observed 

that states (in this case city-states) are fundamentally 

motivated by the pursuit of power, and that to understand 

politics between states one must take account of this 

craving for power. Variously known as power theory, 

Realpolitik, and realism, this approach remains the single 

most widely used perspective on world politics. Central to 

realist approaches is the assumption that nation-states are 

the most important actors in world politics. It is nations, 

as opposed to the international system or subnational units 

such as bureaucratic organizations, that constitute the 

appropriate level of analysis from which to view 

international relations. Another essential element of the 

realist approaches is the focus upon power, arguing that 

states seek power, and they calculate their interests in 

terms of power. Thus, as noted above, power and the pursuit 

of it, become the guiding forces in world politics. It is 
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hard to think of realism as a completely unified theoretical 

approach, but it is reasonable to conceive of realism as a 

group of loosely allied approaches held together by their 

characterization of the state as a unitary, rational, power 

seeking actor. 

Realism with its emphasis upon power, rationality, and 

nation-state hegemony, has more recently been recast into 

what has been labelled both neorealism and structural 

realism.3 Structural realism too holds that power is 

central to understanding international politics, but departs 

significantly from realism by arguing that the structure of 

the international system acts to constrain that pursuit of 

power. Thus structural realism argues that nation-states do 

not enjoy a wide degree of action because nations exist 

within an international systemic structure which imposes 

constraints and limitations upon nation-state action. 

Nation-state behavior then is shaped by the international 

system. Kenneth Waltz (1979) clearly articulated this 

structural realist revision of realism, and as a result is 

viewed as a founder of this perspective. Another structural 

realist, Robert Gilpin (1975), also holds that power is 

3Structural realism and neorealism are used synonymously. 
Robert Keohane (1986) coined the term structural realism, and 
is preferred here because it seems more evocative of the 
approach; namely referring to the structure of the 
international system. 



central to international politics, and is interested in 

understanding how politics and economics function together 

to shape international relations. For Gilpin too the 

appropriate level of analysis is the international system 

and suggests that the behavior of nation-states are 

constrained and conditioned by the international system. 
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In the work of Waltz, Gilpin, and others nation-states 

are clearly subordinated to the invisible hand of the 

international system. Nations and individual 

decision-makers within the nation-state are not independent 

agents whose actions are wholly separate from other actors, 

but rather are dependent upon the international system. 

Consequently, foreign policy continuity is a more likely 

outcome of regime change due to the constraining influences 

of this system. Furthermore, differences between realism 

and structural realism notwithstanding, both subordinate 

the role played by political leaders and nations to larger 

processes involving the structure of the international 

system and the maintenance of power within that system. The 

impact of political leadership is thus ameliorated by more 

fundamental structures and processes of international 

politics. Foreign policy continuity across administrations 

is to be expected then because of the demands which reach 

beyond the idiosyncratic behavior of leadership. 

At a much broader level, a variety of additional 
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structural theories provide further theoretical and 

empirical support for the proposition that foreign policy 

continuity is more common than discontinuity. Although 

significant differences exist between a Waltzian systems 

approach, World Systems theory, and Dependency theory, all 

suggest that nations are subordinate to larger systemic 

structures and processes, and therefore presidential changes 

should have little influence on foreign policy.4 

Decision-Making Theory 

Foreign policy making occurs within the context of 

enormous uncertainty, one way of coping with this 

uncertainty is by making foreign policy decisions 

incrementally; that is basing current decisions upon past 

decisions. Numerous scholars within the fields of public 

and foreign policy analysis have argued that incremental 

decision making is typical of large organizations. This 

perspective has been referred to as the "organizational 

process model" (Allison 1969, 1971). Insofar as foreign 

policy decision-making occurs incrementally, one may expect 

significant changes to be highly unlikely, with the norm 

4Examples of the structural realist approach include 
Rapkin, Thompson, and Christopherson (1978), Volgy and Kenski 
(1982), and Waltz (1979). Examples of the world systems 
approach include Dixon (1985), Thompson (1983), and 
Wallerstein (1974). 
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being foreign policy regularity. 

The incremental theory of decision making challenges 

what Charles Lindblom (1959) has called the 

"rational-comprehensive" model of decision-making. The 

rational comprehensive model suggests that decision makers 

clearly picture their goals and objectives, that they engage 

in some sort of cost-benefit analysis of how to achieve the 

goals and objectives and, perhaps most importantly, that 

they have near or complete information. Lindblom pointed 

out that such a view of foreign policy decision-making is 

both overly optimistic and simplistic. In its place the 

model of incremental decision making has been advanced, or 

what Lindblom termed the "successive-limited comparison 

model." This model suggests that decision-makers approach 

decisions one at time or incrementally, and that they 

frequently are unaware of the long-run effects of their 

day-to-day actions. 

Another view of the decision making process suggests 

that we can understand much about foreign policy behavior by 

examining the power seeking behavior of bureaucrats and 

bureaucratic agencies. Such a "bureaucratic politics model" 

argues that policy, whether it be domestic or foreign 

policy is a political resultant, meaning that policy is the 

outcome of "bargaining and compromise among the various 

participants" (Rosati, 1981). Such bargaining and compromise 
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is unlikely to produce more than incremental change in 

foreign policy over time, as government actors engage in 

predictable "tugging and hauling" designed to preserve or 

enhance their bargaining position (Allison 1969, 1971). 

Such behavior typically relies upon minimizing uncertainty 

and risk, rather than innovative policy action. 

Issue Areas 

The identification of foreign policy issue areas and 

their relationship to foreign policy behavior exists as a 

sort of theoretical bridge between the elite change 

literature and the realism and decision-making literatures. 

This is because issue area research suggests that the impact 

of elites upon foreign policy depends upon the foreign 

policy issue. That is to say that certain types of foreign 

policies are more likely to alternately inhibit or encourage 

elite participation. The potential for influence depends 

upon the nature and context of the foreign policy issue at 

hand. Unfortunately, this research literature in issue areas 

has failed to establish clear linkages between issue types 

and foreign policy behavior. 5 And in fact even the 

definition of issue area remains rather murky (Potter, 

1980). Nevertheless, the research into issue areas do offer 

5This conclusion is supported by Brewer (1973) and Potter 
(1980) . 
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some theoretical insight into the questions posed here. 

In 1962 Arnold Wolfers rhetorically asked "When in the 

name of analytic parsimony is it justifiable to disregard 

the impact of the internal workings of the state on foreign 

policy behavior" (1962, p. 1204)1 In this question he was 

indirectly asking when and if presidents matter in the 

foreign policy making process. The issue area response is 

that it depends upon the issue at stake. Wolfer's work 

represents one of the earlier attempts to construct issue 

typologies and related theoretical expectations about the 

foreign policy decision-making process. His "poles of power 

and indifference" identify the issue types which are least 

likely to involve elite participation in foreign policy 

decision-making. The pole of power involve threats to the 

preservation of the state, and the pole of indifference are 

issues of little importance. In both cases, according to 

Wolfers, the nature of the policy-making process has little 

relevance for policy outcome. However the policy process is 

germane to everything in between these two poles. 

Others, including Lowi (1964, 1967) and Zimmerman 

(1975) have built upon Wolfer's work, resulting in the 

creation of four part typology of foreign policy issues. 

In particular Zimmerman's categorization, based upon two 

issue dimensions of tangibility and symmetry of impact on 

the domestic population, produce the four issue types of 
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distribution, regulation, protection, redistribution. 

Zimmerman's type three issue, protection, involves foreign 

policy issues where "the regular bureaucratic processes are 

circumvented and decisions made by a small group of high 

ranking government officials, or where decisions are made by 

individuals without their institutions" (Potter, 1980). 

Hence the potential for presidential effects upon U.S. 

foreign policy is greatest for protection issues. 

Otherwise, foreign policy behavior functions as factors 

other than elite decision-making. 

Although perhaps not always considered in this context, 

Rosenau's (1966) work relates directly to issue area 

typologies. This is because of Rosenau's assertion that his 

five explanatory variables (idiosyncratic, societal, role, 

governmental, and systemic) vary according to the foreign 

policy issue area: Status area, human resource area, 

territorial area, and nonhuman resource area. This of 

course is only a part of Rosenau's pretheory, which also 

includes size, economic development, openness, and degree of 

penetration. The relative potencies of each of the five 

explanatory variables, then, varies not only by issue area, 

but as well by these additional four characteristics. Hence, 

in the case of the United States, a large country with a 

developed economy and open polity, the individual variable 

ranks last among all five explanatory variables along all 



four issue areas, clearly suggesting that individual 

attributes of u.s. presidents lightly influence foreign 

policy. 
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Brecher, Steinberg, and Stein (1969) also divide 

foreign policy issues into four categories: Military

security, political-diplomatic, economic-developmental, and 

cultural-status. But unlike Rosenau, Lowi, and Zimmerman, 

their classification scheme is based upon the substantive 

content of the policy rather than the process of policy

making, as reflected for example in the tangibility and 

intangibility of means and ends. Later research by Brecher 

(1977, 1978, 1982, 1988) attempts to empirically determine 

the relative importance of domestic and external 

determinants on Israeli foreign policy, particularly as they 

relate to Israeli military-security policy. 

Hermann's work on crisis decision-making, while not 

explicitly concerned with constructing issue area 

typologies, supports the contention that elite decision

making behavior will vary by the nature of the foreign 

policy issue and context. Hermann predicts that under 

conditions of high threat, short time and surprise elites 

will play a more dominant role in foreign policy making. 

This is consistent with Lowi and Zimmerman's expectation 

that less routine foreign policy issues will evoke more 

elite participation. 
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As evidenced by the theoretical orientation of the 

preceding discussion, while theoretically strong, issue area 

research suffers from a general absence of empirical 

validation as well as from conceptual ambiguity. However, 

on the whole this paradigm appears to point in the direction 

of foreign policy continuity. 

Electoral Cycles 

A final area of research pointing to constraining 

influences upon executive participation in foreign policy 

behavior is the literature on electoral cycles. There is a 

long tradition of research into the question of how 

elections effect both domestic and foreign policy. One of 

the better known examples of this is Tufte's (1978) work 

fitting squarely within this tradition. Of more relevance 

to this project are the works of Ostrom and Job (1986), 

Stoll (1984, 1990), Volgy and Schwarz (1991), and Zuk and 

Woodbury (1986). All of these approaches have in common 

their contention that domestic elections may affect foreign 

policy behavior. They are distinguished from one another by 

their dependent variables; Volgy and Schwarz are interested 

in foreign policy restructuring, Stoll and Ostrom and Job 

want to explain the political uses and force, while Zuk and 

Woodbury are concerned with defense spending. The relevance 

of this research literature to the question of whether 
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presidents matter in foreign policy is this: If it is 

established that foreign policy changes before or after 

elections, then it is likely that change is a consequence of 

individual presidents making decisions and influencing 

foreign policy. 

Although Ostrom and Job's (1986) work and Stoll's 

(1984) work are more dissimilar than not, they both focus on 

decisions by the u.s. to use political force. 6 Stoll 

focuses exclusively (although using several control 

variables) on presidential reelection campaigns and the use 

of force, while Ostrom and Job test for the effects of three 

clusters of variables - international, domestic, and 

political - upon u.S. uses of force. These clusters involve 

ten different variables of which position on the election 

calendar is one. Ostrom and Job's research design is 

considerably more elaborate than Stoll's, and their findings 

on the relationship between elections and force less 

compelling. 7 Stoll's findings are more robust, indicating 

6Political uses of force has a specific meaning (see 
Blechman and Kaplan, 1978) which will be discussed later in 
the dissertation. For now it is sufficient to understand that 
it involves the threat of military force of the actual use of 
military force, short of war. 

7In fact their electoral variable is not by itself 
statistically significant, but it does add to their overall 
model, causing them to conclude that there is "a positive 
electoral cycle impact upon decisions involving the political 
use of major force" (p. 558). 
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that wartime presidential reelections will tend to see an 

increase in political uses of force, than during peacetime. 

But the question remains as to what is provoking the 

increased use of force. Is it the president seeking 

reelection, or the background effect of an ongoing war? 

This issue is not resolved by Stoll. 

Zuk and Woodbury's (1986) foreign policy concern is 

with u.s. defense spending, and they test for the effect of 

national elections upon the amount of defense spending. 

They find no support for the hypothesis that elections, 

whether they be two year or four year have an impact on 

defense spending. Instead they find that war and the 

condition of U.S.-Soviet relations have more to do with 

defense allocations by the United States. This finding is 

meaningful because fluctuating defense expenditures would 

seem to mark the influence of individual presidents; that 

their fluctuation is not linked to elections, but rather to 

these other phenomenon, supports the contention that 

presidential influence is subordinate to long-term patterns 

of U.S. foreign policy behavior. 

Finally, Volgy and Schwarz (1991) investigate the 

impact of electoral cycles and elite turnover upon foreign 

policy restructuring in France, Great Britain, and West 

Germany. Volgy and Schwarz recognize that fundamental 

foreign policy change is mitigated against by what they call 
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"webs" of domestic and external restraints upon foreign 

policy change. Thus their interest is in identifying those 

"electoral contexts" which are most likely to "break the 

webs of restraint" (p. 638). Their results are that such an 

electoral context exists when "the election victory was 

narrow, the size of the majority in parliament was solid, 

and mounting problems faced the government on the domestic 

front" (p. 639). Thus, elite turnover by itself does not 

predict foreign policy restructuring, but that restructuring 

tends to occur most often after elections that were won by a 

narrow margin, combined with these other two factors. 

One of the theoretical reasons behind this finding 

involves the idea of risk acceptant verse risk averse 

leaders (Bueno de Mesquita, 1981). Volgy and Schwarz argue 

that politicians (both incumbents and newcomers alike) who 

win by a slim margin may believe they have more to gain than 

to lose by changing policies. A politician with a large 

victory margin and thus public support, is more fearful of 

seeing that margin eroded by an unpopular reaction to 

his\her changing policies. Volgy and Schwarz's logic and 

empirical findings lend credence to idea that individual 

leaders are constrained by the environment in which they 
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operate, both at the domestic and international level. 8 

This sampling of literature would seem to demonstrate 

the inconclusiveness of the link between electoral cycles 

and foreign policy behavior. But where some linkage is 

apparent (Ostrom and Job, Stoll, and Volgy and Schwarz) 

presidents would appear to be constrained by electoral 

politics. The absence of such a link, such as in Zuk and 

Woodbury's work, also points in the direction of constraints 

upon presidential action. 

Conclusions 

The individual level approach has traditionally been 

the normal approach to foreign policy analysis, evidenced by 

the plethora of work at this level. Studies located at the 

individual level of analysis, including those evaluating the 

role of beliefs and perceptions as well as the effect of 

elite change, tell us to expect policy innovation when 

individuals shift in and out of office. Indeed the whole 

thrust of this research is that individuals do matter in the 

making of foreign policy, because if they did not matter 

there would be little sense in investigating their impact on 

8In fact they note that systemic factors, although not 
specifically tested for, may also play a role in foreign 
policy restructuring: All but one of their cases of 
restructuring occurred during the 1970' s - a period of reduced 
bipolarization. 
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foreign policy. 

This discussion of realism, structural realism, and 

decision-making theories involving incrementalism and 

bureaucratic politics all point to the existence of 

formidable constraints on decision makers, strongly 

suggesting that we should not expect much change or 

restructuring in foreign policy. As with individual level 

theories, they are of course distinguished from one another 

by that which they identify as the primary constraints on 

foreign policy. Each approach is in effect comprised of a 

set of theoretical reasons for the expectation that u.s. 

foreign policy behavior should manifest more persistence 

than not. Realism emphasizes the role of U.S. - Soviet 

rivalry and the impact of the Cold War on shaping u.s. 

foreign policy, particularly toward Latin America, because 

the U.S. has traditionally considered it as falling within 

its sphere of influence. 9 Structural realism, on the 

other hand, might look to the effects of bipolarity and 

bipolarization upon postwar u.S. foreign policy, while world 

systems theory would be likely to consider the impact of the 

world capitalist system and global division of labor as 

9For a general discussion of realism see Neorealism and 
Its Critics, Robert Keohane, ed. For specific discussion of 
the US-Soviet rivalry's impact on US-Latin American relations, 
see Cole Blasier's The Giants Rival (1983) and The Hovering 
Giant (1976). 
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major constraint on actions available to individual nations. 

In contrast to issue areas and electoral cycles, all of 

the approaches described above have clear expectations for 

the relationship between presidential change and foreign 

policy behavior. Which is to say that while the issue 

areas and electoral cycles literature point to factors 

circumscribing presidential power, they also point to the 

autonomy and independence of elites. This is especially 

true of issue area research, which is particularly ambiguous 

on the question of foreign policy continuity and change. 

Because of this, the question of presidential change and 

foreign policy behavior remains an open one, requiring 

further attention. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Introduction 

This chapter establishes the historical context of the 

research project. The chapter sets out a broad overview of 

Inter-American affairs, placing particular emphasis upon the 

role of the American presidency during the postwar period. 

Given the scope and magnitude of this time period, it is 

only a cursory overview, but the effort provides the reader 

with a concrete sense of the nature of U.S.-Latin American 

relations. 

Setting the Stage 

Latin America for a variety of reasons, having 

everything to do with geography, politics, and economics, 

occupies a peculiar niche in U.S. foreign policy. The 

suggestion that Latin America inhabits a distinctive place 

in U.s. foreign policy is meant to call attention to the 

fact that U.S.-Latin American relations have alternately 

been characterized by periods of benevolence, paternalism, 

intervention, and neglect (Holmes, 1985; Pastor, 1992). 

The substantive beginning of U.S. interest in Latin 
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America is marked by the Monroe Doctrine of 1832. 10 It sent 

notice to the various European powers that interference in 

Western Hemispheric affairs would not be tolerated by the 

United States. Of course the U.S. was not then in a 

position of sufficient power to enforce this declaration, 

but it nonetheless foreshadowed the policy of the United 

States. Over the span of the last 170 years, the Monroe 

Doctrine has been followed by the Polk Corollary, the 

Roosevelt Corollary, and the Johnson Doctrine, all of which 

redefined and elaborated U.S. policy toward Latin America 

(Williams, 1971). 

Latin America even before 1823 has been important to 

the United States, but that importance has alternated 

between periods of intense attention to periods of relative 

inattention. Holmes (1985) has suggested a periodization 

based upon U.S. foreign policy introversion and 

extroversion. This arrangement is based upon Klingberg's 

(1952) original conceptualization of U.S. foreign policy 

moods, suggesting that the United States experiences 

alternating phases of interventionism and isolationism. 11 

lOIt is true that the U.S. had significant interests in 
Latin America prior to this doctrine, but President Monroe's 
articulation clearly established these interests. 

11This temporal ordering is employed for its 
organizational convenience not because the 
introversion\extroversion concept carries any particular 
theoretical utility for this research project. Other 
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Jack Holme's discussion of U.S. foreign policy moods is a 

nice jumping off point for any deliberation on the nature of 

Inter-American relations, because it underscores an 

essential element of these relations: One which is 

characterized by a complicated mixture of benevolence and 

neglect. 

Holmes points out that during the first phase of 1776 

to 1798, "America was more concerned with its own 

consolidation than with Latin America" (p. 94). This period 

of introversion was followed by a period of extroversion 

(1798-1824), during which among other things, the Louisiana 

Purchase was made and the Monroe Doctrine was articulated. 

However, with respect to the Monroe Doctrine it has been 

noted that "caution and something very like indifference 

characterize the years from 1823-1841; and then comes a 

period in which popular attention is once more drawn to the 

principles of 1823" (Perkins, 1963, p. 67). This is to say 

that, despite the enormous historical significance of the 

Monroe Doctrine, the United States "refused" to enforce the 

Doctrine during this third period of introversion (Williams, 

1971) . 

The fourth period, beginning around 1844 and continuing 

periodizations of Inter-American relations compare favorably 
with Holme's work, including Molineu (1990) and Williams 
(1971) . 
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until 1871, coincides with the Polk Corollary to the Monroe 

Doctrine of 1845. It prohibited the transfer of territory 

from an American nation to European nation. These years 

witnessed a number of important events, including the u.s. 

annexation of Texas followed by the Mexican-American war, 

resulting in the further annexation of large portions of 

what is now the American southwest. It was also during this 

period of time that the U.S. reacted against the French 

occupation of Mexico and Spain's attempt to retake the 

Dominican Republic. 

Foreign policy introversion characterized the next 

twenty years or so (1871-1891). The united States was 

preoccupied with its own industrialization and development. 

The beginning of the sixth period is dated by Holmes at 

1891, running until 1919. As with the fourth period, this 

phase includes some very important events and during which 

"North American imperialism achieved unequaled heights" 

(Williams, p. 4). Among other things, the United States 

annexed Puerto Rico following the Spanish-American war of 

1898, enacted the Platt Amendment allowing for U.S. 

intervention in Cuban affairs, and encouraged and provided 

for the Panamanian independence movement against Colombia; 

this allowed the U.S. to build and control the Panama Canal. 

Theodore Roosevelt announced the Roosevelt Corollary to the 

Monroe Doctrine in 1904, justifying a whole range of U.S. 



interventions throughout the hemisphere. The importance of 

this period for future Inter-American relations cannot be 

understated. The events of this time period, perhaps more 

than any other, contributed to the hostility generated 

amongst Latin Americans toward the United States, which 

continues to this day (Williams, 1971). 
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Phase seven, 1919-1940, is another period of 

introversion for U.S. policy toward Latin America. This was 

also a time of U.S. isolationism on a global scale. Holmes 

argues that the next period of extroversion began around 

1940 and continued until 1968. In terms of intervention in 

Latin American affairs, it mirrors the 1891-1919 period. He 

also suggests that from 1968 to 1985, U.S. policy toward 

Latin America was more introverted than extroverted, citing 

for example the mixed results of Carter's human rights 

initiatives. The validity of this interpretation is the 

focus of the remainder of this chapter. Discussion centers 

specifically upon postwar inter-American affairs. 

Developing in U.S. foreign policy over this time 

period, beginning with the Monroe Doctrine, is the notion of 

a sphere of influence. The conventional interpretation of a 

sphere of influence is one "in which one Great Power assumes 

exclusive responsibility for the maintenance of peace . . . 

it denotes a situation in which one power has acquired a 

monopoly or near monopoly for its services to that area" 



(Mecham, 1965). This is a rather benign interpretation of 

the concept and is perhaps at odds with results of U.S. 

action in the region. 
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Molineu (1990) argues that the sphere of influence idea 

is associated most often with the realist approach to 

international relations. Nations are motivated by the 

pursuit of power, which in the context of Inter-American 

affairs means that U.S. foreign policy toward the region is 

calculated to increase or maintain U.S. power interests. If 

this is true, than it might be expected that the overall 

pattern of U.S. behavior toward the region to be more 

consistent and regularized than otherwise. This, of course, 

is exactly the question asked by this research project. The 

remaining pages of this chapter explore this question in a 

descriptive fashion by looking at U.S.-Latin American 

foreign policy and presidential effects upon that policy in 

the postwar period. 

Postwar Inter-American Affairs 

The United States emerged from World War II as the 

single most important political, economic, and military 

actor in world politics. For example, it is estimated that 

shortly after the war, the U.S. generated approximately 

fifty percent of global gross national product. The U.S. 

was the major player in the creation of the international 



economic system. The United States enjoyed a monopoly on 

nuclear weapons not effectively challenged until at least 
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the mid-1950's. For all of these reasons and more, the U.S. 

played a dramatically different role in international 

politics following WW II than it ever had before. 

The Cold War defines another important dimension of the 

postwar period. The first truly bipolar distribution of 

global power of modern times emerged after WW II. America's 

wartime ally, the Soviet Union, emerged as our major 

peacetime foe. The resulting conflict has been, until 

recently, the single most important systemic factor 

influencing Inter-American relations. This is to suggest 

that, in terms of the rhetoric of U.S. foreign policy, the 

Soviet threat to hemispheric security replaced what had been 

in the 19th and early 20th centuries, a Western European 

threat. 12 

It has been suggested that U.S.-Latin American policy 

has been used to balance policies outside of the Western 

hemisphere. This interpretation calls attention to the fact 

that "Because of weaknesses elsewhere, United States ties 

with Latin America were strengthened during American 

12This does not mean that the influence on La"tin American 
affairs of these extrahemispheric powers is equivalent, only 
that their roles with regard to U.S. responses are somewhat 
similar. For a detailed discussion of U.S. reaction to Soviet 
involvement in Latin America and the Caribbean see Blasier 
(1976; 1983). 
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introversion prior to World War II" (Holmes, pp. 93-94). 

American emergence following WW II as a superpower meant 

that its Latin American policies receded in importance. 

Relatively speaking this is a fair interpretation. As a 

global power the United States had its finger in many 

extrahemispheric pies. On the other hand the U.S. continued 

to exert considerable influence within the hemisphere; it 

has not only continued to maintain, but has increased its 

military and economic commitments to the region. Evidence of 

this commitment is found in the billions of dollars in 

military and economic aid distributed over the last thirty 

years under the umbrellas of the Mutual Security Act and the 

Alliance for Progress. During the previous forty-five years 

the U.S. has used its armed forces as a political instrument 

on no less than eighty separate occasions. 13 Hundreds of 

bilateral international agreements have been promulgated 

between the U.S. and Latin American partner nations, with 

Mexico accounting for the single largest number of bilateral 

international agreements with the U.S. of any nation in the 

world (King and Ragsdale, 1988). Additional specific 

examples of U.S. influence in Latin America include the 1974 

Trade Act and the 1982 Caribbean Basin Initiative. 

13This number is based upon Blechman and Kaplan's (1978) 
conceptualization of political uses of force, which can range 
"from a visit to a foreign port by a single warship to the 
deployment of major ground, air, and naval units" (p. 23). 



Postwar Inter-American relations is considered within 

the context of two interdependent dynamics of this period: 
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On the one hand, the Cold War and superpower rivalry explain 

u.s. intervention in the hemisphere, and on the other hand 

Latin America's attempts to assert its autonomy and 

independence from the United States. Williams (1971) points 

out that "The Cold War and communism theme have pervaded 

every aspect of hemispheric intercourse" (p. 35). 

Consideration of postwar U.S.-Latin American relations 

occurs against this backdrop, and will proceed presidential 

administration by administration, highlighting important 

events of each presidency and particular decision-styles of 

each president. 

Alternating approaches to Latin America at the 

presidential level are exemplified by contrasting Theodore 

Roosevelt's Big stick policy with Franklin Roosevelt's Good 

Neighbor policy, or Jimmy Carter's human rights initiatives 

to Ronald Reagan's Realpolitik approach. An awareness of 

these alternating approaches causes one to ask how 

different U.S. presidents have influenced U.S. foreign 

policies toward Latin America. The next section takes up 

this issue descriptively by detailing the policies and 

programs of U.S.-Latin American policy across the eight 

postwar presidencies. This effort is undertaken as an 

attempt to identify differences as well as persistent 
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regularities in u.s. foreign policy toward Latin America. 

The Truman Administration 

When FOR came to power in 1933, U.S.-Latin American 

relations were quite sour. The Roosevelt Corollary, 

justifying numerous interventions into Latin America during 

the early part of the century, greatly angered many Latin 

Americans. As well, economic trade between the Americas 

declined by 75% between 1929 and 1933, largely because of 

the Depression (Rabe, 1988). Upon entering office, Franklin 

Roosevelt set about improving the political and economic 

dimensions of inter-American relations. The result was 

FOR's Good Neighbor Policy, encompassing a broad range of 

policies intent on improving Inter-American relations, such 

as relinquishing the Platt Amendment and creating new trade 

treaties (Bemis, 1967). Of course these Good Neighbor 

policies intended not only to improve relations with Latin 

America, but to give the United States more leverage and 

power in the region. They clearly had this effect. Stephen 

Rabe points out that "By February of 1942, eighteen of the 

twenty Latin American nations, in solidarity with the United 

States, had either declared war or severed relations with 

the Axis powers" (p. 8). Roosevelt's Good Neighbor Policy 

was from the perspective of both Americas, quite successful. 



It dramatically improved relations between the two 

hemispheres, while at the same time maintaining the u.s. 

sphere of influence goals in Latin America. 14 

Harry Truman assumed the reigns of power from FOR at 

what probably could not have been a more inopportune time. 

The world was undergoing intense political, economic, and 

military change, and the new leader of the single most 

powerful country in the world had almost no experience in 

foreign affairs. While Vice President under Roosevelt, he 
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was effectively cut out of most of the foreign policy-making 

process. Despite these rather severe handicaps, Truman 

managed some remarkable accomplishments, including the 

Marshall Plan, the Truman Doctrine, and the founding of the 

NATO alliance. Unfortunately, these foreign policy 

successes did not extend to Truman's Latin American policy. 

Compared with FOR, Truman paid little attention to Latin 

America. And when he did devote his energies to that 

region, policy seemed "confused and inconsistent" (Rabe, p. 

12) • 

Some of this inconsistency is explained by the fact 

that in only three years Truman had three secretaries of 

14Some historians have pointed out that the consequence 
of the Good Neighbor Policy was to replace military methods of 
previous administrations with political and economic means, as 
a way of imposing U.S. will on Latin America. For example, see 
Molineu (1990). 
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state and three assistant secretaries for Latin America. 

Thus bureaucratic turmoil contributed to policy turmoil. 

Inconsistency also resulted, however, from the collision 

between Cold War power politics and the idealism generated 

by the Good Neighbor policies (Rabe, 1988). Whatever the 

exact mixture of reasons, Latin American confidence in the 

United States, and the U.S.'s ability to maintain 

intrahemispheric solidarity, deteriorated significantly 

during the Truman years. Latin Americans were calling for 

economic agreements, such as linking the price of raw 

materials to the price of finished goods. But the Truman 

administration was more interested in security concerns and 

Cold War issues. 

This tendency to imbue U.S.-Latin American relations 

with Cold War anxieties, accelerated during Truman's second 

term. Consequently, the administration's Latin American 

policy was increasingly driven by apprehensions about 

communist infiltration. Cold War policies replaced Good 

Neighbor policies, despite the fact that by 1952 the Soviet 

Union had diplomatic relations with only three Latin 

American nations - Argentina, Mexico, and Uruguay, and very 

little trade in the region (Blasier, 1983). 

In response to fear of Soviet intervention, the 

administration adopted the Miller Doctrine sanctioning 

military intervention in OAS states if communist aggression 
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was detected. 1s Truman also pushed for congressional 

approval of military aid to Latin America, reasoning that by 

reducing their dependence on external arms suppliers and 

thereby increasing dependence on the united States, 

intrahemispheric cooperation would also be increased. Aid 

packages submitted in 1946 and 1947 failed to get 

congressional approval, but following the breakout of the 

Korean War, Congress approved $36 million and $51.5 million 

in direct military assistance for 1951 and 1952 respectively 

(Rabe, 1988). 

The problem as seen by many Latin Americans, was that 

Truman placed too much emphasis upon stability and 

hemispheric security, to the point of supporting right-wing 

dictatorships, and too little emphasis upon democracy and 

economic development. Dwight Eisenhower picked up on this 

frustration when he criticized Truman for having an 

ineffective and misguided Latin America foreign policy. But 

as it would turn out, this criticism was simply the rhetoric 

of presidential speech-making. 

1SThe Miller Doctrine is named after then Assistant 
Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs, Edward G. 
Miller. Miller argued that the Good Neighbor policy of the 
1930's combined with the fact that the U.S. was paying more 
attention to Latin America during that time, "had fostered an 
exaggerated and extreme sense of self-importance on the part 
of individuals connected with Latin American governments" 
(Rabe, p. 20). 
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The Eisenhower Administration 

In seizing upon the relative ineffectiveness of 

Truman's Latin American policy, Eisenhower promised to 

devote more attention to Latin America, perhaps implying a 

return to the ideals of the Good Neighbor policy. 

Eisenhower, of course, rode into office on a wave of 

virulent anticommunism in the United States. He promised a 

more activist policy against communism, to roll back the 

Iron Curtain (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1986). 

Eisenhower surrounded himself with like-minded 

advisors. Members of Eisenhower's foreign policy-making 

apparatus held strong beliefs about the nature of the 

postwar world and the role of Latin America within that 

world. Eisenhower appointed John Foster Dulles as Secretary 

of State and his brother, Allen Dulles, as director of the 

Central Intelligence Agency. The attitudes of the 

administration are summed up nicely by a statement of John 

Foster Dulles to Congress: 

In the old days, we used to be able to let 
South America go through the wringer of bad 
times, and when times would get better it was 
right there where it was; but the trouble is 
that now, when you put it through the wringer, 
it comes out red (Rabe, p. 31). 

This sentiment in many ways captures the views of 

Eisenhower's Latin American policy: A genuine belief that 



social and political disarray provided fertile ground for 

communist advances in the hemisphere. Therefore, the U.S. 

must respond decisively with a combination of military and 

economic assistance. Unfortunately this sentiment 

manifested itself in almost unwavering support for right

wing authoritarian regimes, and immediate suspicion of 

nationalist movements. Everything was framed within the 

context of superpower rivalry, a gain for one side 

automatically meant a loss for the other. Cole Blasier 

(1979) suggests that "Relations with Guatemala and Cuba 

were, probably, the two most important aspects of 

Eisenhower's Latin American policies" (p. 151). 

Guatemala 1954 
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Fear of communism accounts for Eisenhower's reaction 

to events in Guatemala in the early 1950's. Guatemalan 

politics had been undergoing fundamental change since the 

ousting of strongman Jose Ubico in 1944. In 1945 a 

progressive, Juan Jose Arevalo, was elected president. 

Arevalo, with the support of the left, launched a series of 

programs and policies intent on altering the longstanding 

political arrangements in Guatemala. These arrangements 

favored large landholding interests such as the United Fruit 

Company, a U.S. based mUltinational. Guatemalan politics 

under Arevalo were liberalized, political parties were 
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allowed to form, labor unions were encouraged, and freedoms 

of speech and press were largely respected (Blasier, 1979). 

Along with other parties, the Communist Party rapidly gained 

strength during Arevalo's tenure, having previously been 

outlawed under Ubico's authoritarian regime. At the same 

time relations with the United States began to sour, with 

the U.S. frequently alleging mistreatment of private 

business interests by the Guatemalan government. 

Although U.S. policy toward Guatemala grew increasingly 

hostile under the Truman administration, it was not until 

the Eisenhower administration that the U.S. devoted a great 

deal of attention to Guatemala. In 1951 Jacobo Arbenz 

Guzman succeeded Arevalo as president. A major concern of 

the Arbenz regime was land reform. Arbenz succeeded in 

pushing through the Agrarian Reform Law of 1952; it provided 

for the compensated expropriation of uncultivated land, and 

constituted a direct threat to powerful interests such as 

the United Fruit Company. 16 In response to the moves, the 

Eisenhower administration took the position that Arbenz and 

his legislation were both deeply influenced by the Soviet 

Union. 

Eisenhower's Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, 

16In fact United Fruit was most affected by this new law 
having 83,029 hectares of its 188,399 hectares, expropriated 
(Blasier, 1979). 
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was predisposed to seeing communist domination in Guatemala 

and along with his brother, Allen, counseled the president 

to take decisive action against the Arbenz regime. 17 

Pressure was heightened when in 1953, then assistant 

secretary for American republican affairs, John Moors Cabot 

charged that the Arbenz regime was part of "the 

international Communist conspiracy to destroy free 

governments" (Blasier, p. 160). All of this culminated 

ultimately in a plan, hatched by the CIA, to sponsor the 

overthrow of Arbenz and replace him with Castillo Armas, a 

Guatemalan opposition leader who had led a failed coup in 

1950. 

As reported to the American people at the time, a 

spontaneous indigenous uprising took place, led by Armas, to 

oust the unpopular Arbenz. Indeed, Arbenz did face serious 

internal opposition to his rule, but the uprising itself was 

the culmination of CIA sponsorship which gave arms and 

instruction to the Armas led coup. The result was the 

reinstallation of an authoritarian leader sympathetic to and 

supportive of the United States. It is probably fair to say 

that most conventional academic analysis in the United 

States considers the U.S. intervention in Guatemala as 

17It has been suggested by some that the Dulles brothers 
were motivated less by strategic concerns, and more by 
economic pressure applied by the United Fruit Company. See 
for example Schlesinger and Kinzer (1982). 
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overly reactive. Yes, there were indications of Soviet 

involvement in Guatemalan politics, but the Eisenhower 

administration overestimated the impact of communist 

invol vement . 18 

This reactive tendency on the part of U.S. foreign 

policy was driven in part by the conviction that left-wing 

movements must necessarily be externally sponsored. It was 

also a tendency to confuse nationalism with communism. 

These kinds of fundamental misinterpretations help explain 

U.S. reaction to Castro's Cuba in the late 1950's. 

Cuba 

When Fidel Castro finally came to power after toppling 

the authoritarian regime of Fulgencio Batista in 1959, the 

Eisenhower administration showed signs of uncertainty and 

weariness. During the previous year, while Castro's 

successes were becoming increasingly apparent, the 

administration was precariously balanced between the 

realization that Batista was on his way out, and not knowing 

how to respond to Castro. Clearly, however, Eisenhower and 

his advisors viewed Castro with suspicion, fearing that, if 

he had not already, he would soon ally himself with the 

18For an example of this reasoning see Blasier (1979). 
For a right of center interpretation see Dougherty and 
Pfaltzgraff (1986). 
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Soviet camp. 

Interpretations vary widely as to who to "blame" for 

Castro "going communist." One interpretation has it that 

Castro was a communist from the very beginning, and that he 

hid this fact from view until after he consolidated power. 

Advocates of this perspective point to, for example, Ernesto 

"Chen Guevara's close association with Castro as evidence of 

Castro's communist leanings. Another perspective argues 

that Castro rode to power on a wave of nationalist 

sentiment, and the Castro's attempts to assert Cuba's 

independence and autonomy from the U.S. were misinterpreted 

by U.S. foreign policy makers as a decision to ally Cuba 

with the Soviet Union. Insofar as this interpretation is 

accurate, it illustrates again the sort of zero-sum thinking 

characteristic of a U.S. foreign policy driven by 

anticommunism and containment of the Soviet Union. A loss 

for one side supposedly meant a gain for the other. From 

the perspective of a John Foster Dulles, in a tight bipolar 

world, no room existed in this hemisphere for neutrality and 

autonomy. 

Regardless of which of these two explanations is 

correct, the reactivity of U.S. foreign policy, driven by a 

fear of communism and a suspicion of reform-minded 

governments, continued to pervade successive 

administrations. Many of the attitudes and policies of the 



Eisenhower administration were carried into the Kennedy 

administration. The anticommunist ideological fervor was 

toned down, but the fundamental attitudes about the 

motivations behind reform and revolutionary movements in 

Latin America went largely unchallenged. 

The Kennedy Administration 
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Despite John F. Kennedy's putative idealism and 

intellectual prowess, he would be frustrated by many of the 

same challenges facing Latin America, as his predecessors 

were. When Kennedy assumed the Presidency in 1961, Cuba was 

only one of a number of pressing issues he was forced to 

confront. Although his basic attitudes toward communism and 

the Cold War did not vary significantly from his Republican 

predecessor, his prescriptions did. Borrowing from FDR's 

Good Neighbor policy, Kennedy announced his ~liance for 

Progress less than two months after his inauguration. Based 

upon his conviction that u.s. foreign policy had neglected 

the economic needs of Latin America, Kennedy and his 

advisors created a plan that they believed would foster 

economic and political development. But only one month 

after this important announcement, his administration faced 

a crisis in Cuba at the Bay of Pigs. 

The actual planning for a CIA sponsored invasion of 

Cuba had begun under the Eisenhower administration. The 
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plan called for a paramilitary invasion by u.s. trained 

Cuban nationals, and was guided by the assumption that Fidel 

Castro's power base was very unstable. Hence, planners 

believed, in both the Eisenhower and Kennedy 

administrations, that a small U.S. sponsored band of Cubans 

would ignite a popular uprising against Castro. As Kennedy 

would unfortunately discover, this reasoning was severely 

flawed - Castro's power base was considerably more stable 

than many had believed. The foreign policy fiasco which 

resulted at the Bay of Pigs seriously setback the Kennedy 

administration's Latin America policy, as well as Kennedy's 

domestic popularity. Nonetheless his administration 

recovered from this debacle, perhaps partly due to his 

willingness to publicly assume full responsibility, and 

continue with more constructive strategies. 

The Alliance for Progress was a well intentioned and 

well funded attempt at creating more mutually beneficial 

relations between the two Americas. Although as has been 

pointed out, the economic, social, and political problems 

facing Latin America, and indeed the rest of the developing 

world, would not be resolved by a mere ten or twelve year 

commitment to modernization (Williams and Wright, 1975). On 

the other hand, the official recognition that instability 

and turmoil are systematically related to poverty and 

inequality, was a major step forward. Unfortunately the 
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effects of the Alliance for Progress were not as far 

reaching as many had hoped. Which is not to say that no 

positive benefits accrued. The successes of the Alliance 

for Progress included: 

the construction of low-rent public housing, 
meal and textbook programs for schoolchildren, 
the creation of long-range planning mechanisms, 
and modest improvements in land use and 
distribution, tax laws, and public administrative 
efficiency (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p. 152). 

Unfortunately, the Alliance failed to achieve the more 

fundamental social and political changes that had been hoped 

for. But as noted above, the expectation that these changes 

could be wrought in such a short period of time and with 

relatively little effort, was born of a first world 

arrogance. 

The Cuban Missile Crisis was, according to most 

interpretations, one of the few clear successes of Kennedy's 

Latin American policy. If it is true, as many have 

suggested, that the world came closest to nuclear 

annihilation during the Cuban Missile Crisis, then averting 

war was a great success. Others have criticized Kennedy's 

decision making, arguing either that the U.s. sacrificed too 

much to achieve the Soviet pullout, or that Kennedy's 

brinkmanship was irresponsible and more prudent steps should 
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have been taken .19 

Whatever criticisms might be levelled against Kennedy's 

foreign policy, it is clear that he followed a fairly 

centrist course. He did not deviate significantly from the 

assumptions of his predecessors; although the tools changed, 

as in the past Cold War imperatives guided the Kennedy 

administration's approach to inter-American affairs. 

The Johnson Administration 

While no open animosity separated the two men, John 

Kennedy and Lyndon Johnson did not have a close 

relationship. And in fact open animosity did exist between 

Vice President Johnson and Attorney General Robert Kennedy. 

As well, during JFK's tenure, Johnson was viewed as an 

outsider by most of Kennedy's advisors; Johnson did not play 

an important role in any of Kennedy's major foreign policy 

decisions, including the Bay of Pigs and the Cuban Missile 

Crisis. For all of these reasons, the power transition 

following Kennedy's assassination was awkward. Although the 

transition was made easier by the willingness of many of 

Kennedy's advisors to stay on for the remainder of LBJ's 

term, Johnson had not much experience or interest in foreign 

19For an articulation of the first criticism see David 
Lowenthal (1963), examples of the second criticism include 
John Kenneth Galbraith (1970). 
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affairs. 

Five days after assuming the presidency, Lyndon Johnson 

stood before Congress and announced that the "theme of his 

administration would be continuity" (Hess, 1988, p. 88). 

This statement was reinforced by the fact that a number of 

Kennedy's foreign policy advisors agreed to work for the 

Johnson administration, including Dean Rusk, Robert 

McNamara, and McGeorge Bundy. This was fortuitous because, 

while LBJ was clearly an adroit politician and able 

legislator, he was not particularly inclined nor, as some 

have argued, did he possess the innate capacity to conduct 

foreign affairs (Hess, 1988). 

The major foreign policy preoccupation during LBJ's 

terms of office was the Vietnam War; or perhaps more 

precisely, the escalation of the Vietnam War. Although 

Kennedy bears the responsibility for initial escalation of 

manpower levels from 685 to over 16,000 advisors, during 

Johnson's tenure troop commitment reached an all-time high 

of approximately half of million in 1968 (Sullivan, 

1985) .20 This preoccupation with southeast Asia, combined 

with Johnson's predilection toward domestic issues such as 

his Great Society programs, left little time for inter-

2oparenthetically, many have hypothesized that had JFK not 
been shot in November of 1963, the Vietnam quagmire may have 
been avoided. It is of course impossible to know, but it does 
speak to the point of LBJ's inexperience in foreign affairs. 
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American affairs. 

Nonetheless, Johnson still faced challenges in Latin 

America, including crises in Panama and the Dominican 

Republic, as well as ongoing problems with Cuba. The 

Panamanian crisis occurred six weeks into Johnson's 

presidency, and involved a flare-up of simmering resentment 

toward the u.s. control of the Panama Canal. Ultimately 

Johnson agreed that the U.S. should consider negotiating a 

new canal treaty, eventually culminating in the Panama Canal 

Treaty of the Carter years. The crisis in the Dominican 

Republic was significantly more severe. 

Dominican Crisis 

Dominican politics experienced turbulence since the 

assassination of the right-wing dictator, Rafael Trujillo, 

in 1961. After a series of power shifts between leftist and 

rightist factions, violence came to a head in late April of 

1965 when factionalized fighting broke out in the streets of 

Santo Domingo. U.S. ambassador W. Tapley Bennet cabled 

President Johnson that American lives were endangered and 

counseled sending in the Marines. Johnson did just that, 

first sending in a contingent of 500 men, followed two weeks 

later by additional force of 21,000. Johnson's initial 

justification for direct military intervention was the 

protection of American lives. This justification was 



followed up a few days later by reference to an 

"international [communist] conspiracy" (Dougherty and 

Pfaltzgraff, p. 198). 
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Johnson's decision to send in the Marines represented 

the first American military intervention on Latin American 

soil since the 1925 invasion of Nicaragua, and he suffered 

severe criticism both inside and outside of Latin American. 

The Organization of American States members criticized 

Johnson's move as a hasty unilateral decision. Robert 

Kennedy and others involved in the creation of the Alliance 

for progress, also believed that Johnson acted hastily. 

These same people were also critical of other Latin American 

policies of the Johnson administration, including the 

handling of Panama and the U.S.'s quick recognition of the 

military junta which had installed itself after ousting Joao 

Goulart in 1964 (Dougherty and Pfaltzraff, p. 200). 

The Alliance for Progress continued under Johnson. In 

fact, bilateral economic aid allocations from the U.S. to 

Latin America reached their peak during his presidency. 

Nonetheless, LBJ's Latin American policy is probably better 

remembered for its rigidity and reactiveness, based upon 

persistent anticommunist sentiments and fear of the Soviet 

Union, then for its flexibility and far-sightedness. Hans 

Morganthau suggested that while LBJ had been a brilliant 

politician on the domestic front, he failed to "understand 
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that the international system is essentially different in 

its operational characteristics from the American democratic 

system" (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p. 239). 

The Nixon-Ford Administrations 

If Johnson's foreign policy making was hesitant and 

reactive, the foreign policy of the Nixon administration was 

incisive and deliberate. Richard Nixon assumed the 

presidency, after having gained significant foreign policy 

experience as Eisenhower's V.P., with specific ideas about 

the direction that u.s. foreign policy ought to take. with 

Henry Kissinger as his principle architect, Nixon did manage 

to make some rather dramatic changes in u.s. foreign policy, 

including the formal recognition of the Peoples Republic of 

China and the deescalation of the Vietnam War. He also 

articulated what became the Nixon Doctrine which attempted 

to reorient the emphasis of u.s. assistance, to reduce the 

u.s. commitment of personnel in favor of aid and arms to 

"friends and allies" (Kegley and Wittkopf, 1991, p. 126). 

The Nixon Doctrine had consequences for Latin America 

insofar as it reaffirmed the foreign policy utility of 

foreign aid, both military and economic. But the conditions 

in Latin America had changed dramatically since the 

inauguration of the Alliance for Progress. Cole Blasier 

writes: 



61 

By the time Richard Nixon became president, 
many of the popularly elected governments seeking 
social reform, which had been the great hope of 
the Alliance for Progress, had been succeeded 
by authoritarian regimes. The Alliance's original 
preoccupation with social reform . . . was non
existent under President Nixon (1976, p. 258). 

While the foreign policy of Nixon was, generally 

speaking, more dynamic than that of his predecessor, his 

Latin American policy was equally reactive. Nixon, as with 

those before him, insisted upon reacting to communist 

infiltration, both real and perceived, in a rather heavy 

handed fashion. Suggesting that, while Nixon did introduce 

some novel changes into u.S. foreign relations, his behavior 

toward Latin America exhibited characteristic patterns of 

interventionism. This behavior was evidenced in u.S. 

behavior toward Chile in 1973. 

Chile 

Salvadore Allende's election to the Chilean presidency 

in 1970 caused anxiety in the Nixon administration. 

Allende's electoral support came from the left, he called 

himself a Marxist, and he used the language of revolutionary 

socialism. In addition, Allende favored more centralized 

economic planning, criticized foreign investment, and 

received long-term loans from the Soviet Union and other 

socialist countries (Blasier, 1976). On the other hand 
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Allende was not insensitive to u.s. fears of strategic 

vulnerability. In response to these fears, Allende promised 

in 1971 never to allow a military base on Chilean soil "that 

might be used against the united States" as well as 

repudiating the notion that "the Chilean Revolution should 

be copied by other countries in South America" (Blasier, 

1976, p. 260). 

These statements were meant to assuage concern in the 

United States that Chile would follow Cuba's direction, and 

members of the U.S. foreign policy establishment themselves 

appeared confident in the sincerity of these assurances. 

For example, U.S. bilateral military aid continued to flow 

into the Chilean armed forces under Allende's rule. It is 

true that the U.S. also believed that the Chilean armed 

forces would not "allow Chile to fall under Soviet control" 

(Blasier, p. 260). If all of this is true, then it would 

seem, as Blasier and others have argued, that U.S. 

intervention in Chile had less to do with genuine threats to 

U.S. strategic security, and more to do with threats to U.S. 

economic interests. 21 Whether one interprets the 

intervention as economically based or strategically based, 

or some combination of the two, it is consistent with the 

21Blasier does say that Allende's ouster was a combination 
of serious domestic opposition and U.S. intervention, 
emphasizing the role of domestic factors. 



Realpolitik approach of Nixon administration; particularly 

as applied to the sphere of influence concept. In the 

administration of Jimmy Carter signs exist of something 

different at work. 

The carter Administration 
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Jimmy Carter is typically cast as an idealist. One of 

the commonly held perceptions of Carter's foreign policy, 

for example, is that it regularly emphasized humanitarian 

ideals at the expense of U.S. geopolitical interests. 

Carter's so-called human rights policy illustrates this 

reordering of priorities. Indeed Carter did come into 

office talking about the need to transform U.S. foreign 

policy to better reflect the new realities of the 

international political and economic system. He suggested 

shifting emphasis from security\military issues to economic 

and developmental issues. The characterization that 

commonly emerges portrays Carter as perhaps well 

intentioned but fundamentally naive about the nature of 

foreign affairs. In essence, this characterization suggests 

that Carter's unreasonable expectations of international 

politics were a function of his experiences in domestic 

politics. 

This perspective would seem to suggest that Carter's 

policy behavior was markedly distinct from his predecessors. 
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In some important ways it was. His decision-style, which 

was the focus of much criticism, took a micro-management 

approach. Carter insisted on participating in a whole range 

of decisions, all the way down to scheduling use of the 

White House tennis courts. He also held less hardline 

attitudes about communism than those of earlier presidents. 

On the other hand, the Carter years witnessed a souring of 

relations with the Soviet Union and the articulation of the 

Carter Doctrine, which was a clear manifestation of the 

containment doctrine. 22 

Beginning in the Carter years, Central American 

politics occupied an increasingly important role in the 

U.S.'s Latin American policy. The Carter administration 

faced a number of challenges in Central America, including 

the negotiation of the Panama Canal Treaty, unrest in EI 

Salvador, and the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua. 

Criticism of Carter's Latin American policy centers on his 

handling of these three challenges. Many have suggested 

that Carter's commitment to human rights served to confuse 

and confound U.S. policy in EI Salvador and Nicaragua. 

Others have argued that, regardless of the human rights 

issue, the administration policy was too often indecisive 

22The Carter Doctrine stated that "An attempt by any 
outside force to gain control of the Persian Gulf region will 
be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United 
States of America" (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p. 330). 
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and confused (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 1986). 

Nicaragua 

This indecision is apparent in the Carter 

administration's reaction to the Sandinista overthrow of the 

Somoza regime in Nicaragua. until the 1979 revolution, the 

Somoza family had been in power since the 1930's, and had 

been actively supported by the United States. In fact it 

was u.s. intervention in Nicaragua in the 1920's and 1930's 

that helped the senior Anastasio Somoza to power. And over 

the years the U.S. gave military assistance to the 

Nicaraguan National Guard through which the Somoza family 

maintained its grip on power. Because the United States had 

been so closely associated with the Somoza regime, the 

Sandinistas were deeply suspicious of the u.S. 

Carter was sympathetic to the change in power, but at 

the same time he was uncomfortable with the revolutionary 

ideals of the Sandinistas. His actions, consequently, 

reflected this ambivalence. For example, the administration 

supported "last minute efforts to save the National Guard so 

that order could be preserved" and attempted to "mobilize an 

OAS peace force to prevent the FSLN [Sandinistas] from 

taking full control" (Molineu, p. 194). This behavior 

fueled anti-U.S. sentiment in Nicaragua. On the other hand, 

Carter moved quickly to grant the new regime formal 
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diplomatic recognition, and secured congressional approval 

for $75 million in aid in May of 1980. Eventually, however, 

during the latter days of Carter's term relations with the 

Sandinista government deteriorated over allegations of 

Soviet intervention and support for guerrilla movements 

throughout Central America. 

The Carter administration's behavior toward El 

Salvador, angering critics in this country on both the left 

and the right, also reflects policy ambiguity. Perhaps, as 

has been frequently suggested, Carter's problem was that of 

a "person who, preoccupied with the trees, can't see the 

expanse of the forest" (Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, p. 336). 

This suggests that he gave too much attention to tactics and 

not enough to II grand strategy" (ibid). Or perhaps he was 

overwhelmed by the confluence of foreign policy crises, 

including the Iranian Hostage Crisis, the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan, and the Nicaraguan Revolution. Whatever the 

cause, the result was popular discontent with Carter's 

policies, which ultimately translated into Ronald Reagan's 

electoral victory. 

The Reagan Administration 

In contrast to Carter's ambiguity, Ronald Reagan had 

very clear ideas about what U.S. policy ought to be toward 

Latin America. With Reagan, U.S. foreign policy came full 
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circle back to the containment doctrine enunciated during 

the Truman years. For Reagan and his advisors the principle 

issue of inter-American affairs was the strategic threat 

posed by the Soviet Union. In fact the Reagan 

administration would become increasingly preoccupied with 

real and imagined Soviet threats to hemispheric security vis 

a vis involvement in Central America. 

This preoccupation manifested itself in billions of 

dollars in economic and military aid to EI Salvador, 

Guatemala, and Honduras. 23 Reagan's commitment to the 

Nicaraguan Contras and their attempts to destabilize the 

Sandinistas became an important symbolic (as well as 

material) component of Reagan foreign policy. For example, 

in his 1987 State of the Union Message, Reagan devoted 

approximately twenty percent of his discussion of foreign 

affairs to the Nicaraguan issue. This symbolic commitment 

is reinforced by the fact that, even in the face of 

dramatically improved U.S.-Soviet relations, Reagan 

maintained his staunch support for the Contra resistance to 

the end of his presidency. 

Abraham Lowenthal points out that despite substantial 

changes in Latin American politics and economics since the 

23In fact, EI Salvador received approximately $649 million 
of the $1225 million in bilateral military aid alone which 
flowed to Latin America from 1984 to 1988. 
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early 1960's, u.s. foreign policy remains preoccupied with 

national security interests. Hence the Reagan 

administration continued to focus upon issues of containment 

and anticommunism, diverting attention away from what 

Lowenthal rightly labels positive developments in Latin 

America, including "economic growth, industrialization, and 

turns toward democratic politics and pragmatic policy 

making" (p. ix, 1987). The Reagan administration's Central 

American imbroglio set the tone for inter-American relations 

in the 1980's, eclipsing some of the more affirmative 

developments in hemispheric politics. 

Conclusion 

Indeed, Reagan's Latin America policy provides a nice 

capstone for concluding this discussion of postwar Inter

American affairs. This is so because the Reagan 

administration's policy is the embodiment of characteristic 

and persistent themes of U.S. foreign policy toward Latin 

America. These themes have been mentioned periodically 

throughout this chapter, but to restate they include 

anticommunism, containment of the Soviet Union, aid to 

dictatorships, and interventionism. Over and over again 

these themes are reflected in U.S. behavior toward Latin 

America in the postwar period; from the Miller Doctrine of 

the Truman Years all the way through the Reagan Doctrine. 



In between, presidents of varying ideologies, experiences, 

and expectations have resorted to similar behavior toward 

Latin America, returning one to the question of how much 

presidents matter in the making of foreign policy. 
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Presidential variation in a broad sense is evident when 

one thinks of JFK's New Alliance or Reagan's Caribbean Basin 

Initiative. But it is not immediately evident that these 

sorts of initiatives systematically or clearly distinguish 

one presidency from another at the empirical level. 

Referring to alternating periods of attention and neglect, 

Robert Pastor writes that "The nations to the south of the 

United States have functioned as a kind of whirlpool that 

periodically draws Washington into its center" (p. 18, 

1992). But again it is not clear if this periodization 

coincides with alternating presidencies or if other dynamics 

are at work. Chapter three confronts the more general issue 

of presidential succession effects methodologically by 

outlining the dissertation's research design. 
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CHAPTER THREE 

Introduction 

This project measures and evaluates the influence of 

changing presidencies upon selected patterns of United 

States foreign policy behavior. The analysis encompasses 

thirty years of U.S.-Latin American relations of the postwar 

period, focusing specifically upon five distinct dimensions 

of America's Latin American policy. These dimensions are 

U.S. bilateral economic and military aid, bilateral 

international agreements, symbolic attention toward Latin 

America, and U.S political use of force. 

The analysis centers upon nation to nation relations, 

also known as dyadic interaction exemplified by bilateral 

aid policy, as well as upon U.S. relations with Latin 

America as a regional whole, illustrated by symbolic 

attention to Latin America. The dyadic analysis 

concentrates upon nineteen nations which gained independence 

prior to 1948. 24 This criteria accepts that official 

interstate relations, by definition, cannot be conducted 

with officially dependent entities, such as territories or 

colonies. It also happens that rich data sources exist for 

24Cuba was eliminated from the sample due to the absence 
of reliable data after 1960. 
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Before turning to a 

more detailed discussion of each foreign policy dimension, 

several issues regarding case selection and design require 

attention. 

First, the decision to focus upon U.S. foreign policy 

toward Latin America requires justification. This study is 

fundamentally about presidential effects on U.S. foreign 

policy, with Latin America serving as a testing ground for 

these effects. However, focusing upon Latin America offers 

advantages making it a particularly good choice for this 

study. 

First, the United States possesses longstanding 

relationships with every nation in the sample (up to 165 

years in 18 out of 19 cases) contributing toward a deeper 

understanding of the character and evolution of U.S. foreign 

policy behavior. Even though the period under study 

concerns only the last forty years, the history of 

U.S.-Latin American relations provides a depth of 

understanding absent in regions with a shorter or less 

intensive history of U.S. involvement. Second, the shear 

volume of inter-American relations is relatively large, 

allowing for more precise empirical measurement and 

estimation. This steady stream of U.S-Latin American 

25The list of nations may be found in the appendix. 
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postwar interaction reduces the problem of missing data. 26 

The second general point regards the design of this 

investigation. This design entails first identifying a 

variety of u.s. foreign policies related to inter-American 

affairs. Explanatory models of each of these foreign 

policies are then constructed, through which the impact of 

executive transition can be measured. These particular 

foreign policy areas were consciously selected for the 

following reasons. 

First, each are clearly salient for understanding 

U.S.-Latin American relations insofar as they constitute 

much of what has been important to these relations in the 

postwar period. Second, presidents and their advisors 

potentially exercise significant influence over all five 

aspects of U.S. foreign policy. While presidents do not act 

autonomously in, for example the allocation of bilateral 

aid, they do represent the single most important influence 

on such decision-making. 27 It would clearly be illogical 

and unproductive to test for the effects of presidential 

26For example between 1949 and 1983 Mexico and the US 
entered into 333 international agreements of various types, 
making Mexico the most frequent international agreement 
partner of the U.S. 

27A relative ranking of the potential for presidential 
influence from most to least might look like this: symbolic 
attention, international agreements, political uses of force, 
economic and military aid. 
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influence upon policy areas largely outside the control of 

the executive or over which they exercise only nominal 

influence. Third, available empirical data exists for 

measuring these foreign policy behaviors. Data availability 

is of course of crucial importance, without which precise 

measurement is impossible. Finally, it is possible to 

parsimoniously model each foreign policy dimension to 

function as theoretical templates through which the impact 

of individual presidencies may be estimated. 

The final general point is that several of the measures 

of the foreign policies are aggregated: Economic and 

military aid and international agreements are actually 

composed of multiple dimensions collapsed into single 

measures. While this is a conventional treatment, an 

alternative approach would break down each variable into 

their constituent parts. However given the absence of any 

theoretical reason for disaggregation, the variables will 

remain aggregated. If, on the other hand, disaggregation 

appears theoretically useful, it can be undertaken at a 

later point. 

The question of how the presidency affects foreign 

policy is admittedly an old question. Broadly speaking, 

numerous academicians, journalists, and even politicians 

have focused their attention on the problem of discerning 

the president's role in the making of American foreign 



policy. Interdisciplinary methods have typically included 

historical analysis, case study techniques, and the 

narrative\personal accounts of policymakers. 28 These 

methods have clearly contributed significantly to a 
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cumulative understanding of the president's role in foreign 

policy making. However this research project takes a 

distinctive approach to probing the relationship between 

leadership change and foreign policy behavior, utilizing 

strategies absent in these earlier efforts. The 

construction of cross-time and cross-sectional baseline 

models of each foreign policy dimension allows for the 

precise determination of when, how, and under what 

conditions presidents affect foreign policy. This design 

also makes possible future comparisons with presidential 

effects on policy in other regions of the world, or for 

alternate time periods. 

Illustration of Method 

As stated earlier, this study is an effort to measure 

the impact of the presidency upon U.S.-Latin American 

policy. More specifically, however, this study's design 

28Important examples of these approaches include: 
Barilleaux (1985), Corwin (1940), Destler (1972), Falk (1969), 
Goldsmith (1974), Halberstam (1979), Hamilton (1978), Hess 
(1976), Kissinger (1979), Neustadt (1990), Rossiter (1960), 
and Schlesinger (1989). 
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allows for the estimation of the impact of presidential 

policy-making behavior upon key factors critical to each 

policy area. Thus the focus is upon how different 

administrations manipulate or rely upon the variety of 

factors which constitute the baseline explanations of each 

of the five foreign policy behaviors. The methodological 

procedures for investigating these linkages are not readily 

apparent, requiring additional attention. This section 

demonstrates explicitly the technique which will be used to 

test for presidential effects upon U.S. foreign policy 

behavior. 

One way to illustrate the estimation procedures is to 

draw upon an example mentioned in chapter one involving the 

human rights policies of the Carter and Reagan 

administrations. It is widely believed that the Carter 

presidency emphasized human rights considerations in its 

foreign policy decisions, while the Reagan presidency 

eschewed these considerations in favor of a Realpolitik 

approach. Consequently, the widely held picture that 

emerges is one of a idealist if slightly naive Carter 

juxtaposed to a realistic Reagan. 29 This characterization, 

while partly based upon journalistic accounts, is embraced 

by the public and within broad political and policy domains 

29For an example of this interpretation see Dougherty and 
Pfaltzgraff (1986). 
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as well. It is clearly a broadly perceived idea, but at 

least as it regards Latin America, it is not clear that this 

is an accurate depiction. 30 

The following example illustrates how this proposition 

might be tested. If, as is alleged, the Carter commitment 

to human rights was more than simply presidential rhetoric, 

than evidence of it should be manifested in U.S. foreign 

policy behavior, particularly in the allocation of economic 

aid. One means of testing for this effect would be to 

construct a model which portrays bilateral economic aid as a 

function of the recipient country's human rights record. 

For the sake of illustration it is assumed that the 

recipient countries are of equal need. Obviously this is 

not the case, but it makes the illustration of the modelling 

procedure more understandable. With this simplification in 

place, the proposition is that a poor human rights record 

will result in a reduction in U.S. bilateral aid to that 

country. This model may appear as follows: 

AIDit = a + bjHRit + e [1] 

The dependent variable in this equation is simply the 

amount of bilateral economic aid received by recipient 

country i at time t. The independent variable, HRit , 

30For example see Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson (1984). 
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represents the human rights record of country i at time 

t. 31 The impact of HR is carried by the b term. The 

constant, a, captures the long-term flow of economic 

assistance. This long-term constant represents, in effect, 

the average amount of bilateral economic aid flowing between 

the U.S. and a given Latin American recipient nation. As 

presented, this model assumes that these two parameters are 

immune to presidential change; that is, neither a nor b will 

be affected by presidential variation. Equation one then, 

suggests that economic aid is a function of some overall 

average amount of aid in addition to the impact of the 

recipient country's human rights record. Hence respect for 

human rights is predicted to be related positively to the 

amount of aid received. 

However it is possible that these parameters are not 

immutable, but rather may vary across different 

presidencies. Some presidents may be predisposed to using 

human rights as a guidepost for the allocation of economic 

aid, while others may not. 32 In addition, the baseline 

31Again, for purposes of illustration, we can assume that 
HR is a reliable measure of human rights. 

32To say that administrations may rely upon a nation's 
human rights record to determine aid allocation to that 
nation, is not meant to suggest that presidents and their 
advisors deliberately and consciously decide to employ (or not 
employ) this parameter in aid allocation decisions. Rather, 
it means that these factors may be statistically associated 
with U.S. aid allocation. It leaves open the possibility that 
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amount of economic aid may also fluctuate across 

presidencies, perhaps due to the deterioration or 

improvement of economic conditions within the target nation. 

Thus the next step is to observe the influence of different 

presidencies on these terms. Doing this requires the 

elaboration of two more equations, which are actually 

decompositions of the two terms from equation one. Equation 

two decomposes the beta (B): 

Equation two demonstrates that B is actually a function of 

some average use of HR (Bo) across all presidencies, 

combined with each president's predisposition or reliance 

upon human rights respect as a criteria for allocating aid 

(BjP j ) .33 The administration indicator variables P j 

represent each presidential administration from Eisenhower 

through Reagan. Model two is proposing that the B term is 

actually a combination of some average use of HR across all 

presidencies, plus the differing presidential 

predispositions to use HR as a criteria. 

these factors may interact differently with different 
administrations. 

33The summation sign or sigma (~) is a shorthand method 
of indicating the evaluation of the interaction of not just 
one president, but all seven presidencies (omitting one for 
effect-coding purposes). The alternative, to list each 
interaction term for each president, would be too cumbersome. 
It should also be noted that j indexes postwar presidential 
administrations. 
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The presidency indicator variables, P j , are 

incorporated into the analysis through an effect coding 

scheme. Like the more common dummy variable approach, 

effect coding is a technique for conveying interval level 

properties onto nominal classifications by generating k 

variables, where k equals the number of distinct categories 

minus one. So, presidencies are coded as a one when in 

office and zero when out of office. Where effect scoring 

differs from dummy scoring is in the treatment of the 

omitted category, and the subsequent interpretation of the 

coefficients. 

In dummy coding the omitted category is scored 0, in 

effect coding the omitted category is scored -1. The 

advantage of an effect scoring system is in the 

interpretation of the coefficients that result from 

regressing a dependent variable on effect-coded independent 

variables. Unlike dummy variable coefficients, which are 

interpreted as contrasts only to the omitted category, 

effect coefficients are interpreted as contrasts to all 

groups taken together (Cohen and Cohen, 1983). In other 

words, in effect coding all the presidencies are reflected 

in that which constitutes the overall average behavior. In 

dummy coding the average level of behavior reflects only the 

omitted category. Effect coding is ideally suited to the 

present analysis because the baseline for comparison can be 
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interpreted as an overall average encompassing all 

administrations (rather than only the omitted presidency, as 

with dummy coding). 

The third equation results from the decomposition of 

the constant term a. Again the purpose of doing this is to 

observe what influence, if any, presidents have on this 

long-term baseline character of economic aid. The previous 

equation allows one to observe presidential effects on HR, 

equation three allows one to observe presidential influence 

on the constant term: 

a = <Xa + llijP j [3] 

Again, a represents a baseline level or average amount 

of aid between the United States and Latin American 

recipient nations. The purpose of equation three is to 

suggest that presidential change also influences that 

baseline level of economic aid, quite apart from the 

influence of changing presidencies on human rights. As with 

equation three, ao represents a baseline level of economic 

aid immune from the impact of presidential variation, while 

llijP j is intended to measure the impact of presidential 

variation upon that baseline level. 

Again, the idea underlying equation one is that the 

amount of aid delivered by the U.S. to a particular Latin 

American nation may be portrayed as a function of two 

factors: Respect for human rights and some long-term 
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baseline average amount of economic aid. Equations two and 

three suggest that these two parameters may vary across 

different presidential administrations. 

If the elaborated terms of equations two and three are 

substituted back into equation one, the following equation 

results: 

A = a o + llijP j + BOG1t + };BjP jG1t + e [4] 

Fully elaborated, model four tests for the effects of 

presidential change on the constant (ajP j ) and upon reliance 

on human rights records as a criteria for allocating 

economic aid (BjPjGit). The multiplicative term, P j G1t is a 

product of HR multiplied by the P j variables for that period 

(Friedrich, 1982). Also called an interaction term, it is 

intended to measure changes in the use of HR as a guide for 

the distribution of aid. That is, it is expected that some 

presidents may use respect for human rights as a criteria 

(e.g. Carter) while others may rely less upon it, or perhaps 

ignore it altogether (e.g. Reagan). 

Using a simplified model for international agreements, 

effect coding (ones and zeros), and multiplicative terms to 

measure interaction, the impact of changing presidencies 

upon both a long-term average and on the impact of a 

country's human rights record, may be estimated. Model 

number one can be thought of as the baseline model, models 

two and three elaborating on the terms from model one, and 
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model four factoring in the effects of presidential 

adjustments to that baseline model. This method is the same 

method which will be used to estimate the impact of 

presidential succession on the five dimensions of u.s. 

foreign policy behavior. 

The following section discusses in more detail each of 

these dimensions of U.S foreign policy under investigation. 

This discussion briefly presents the baseline models of each 

behavior through which the effects of changing presidencies 

may be estimated. Although subsequent chapters will treat 

these models in more detail, they are introduced here. 

Depictions of each model may be found in appendix A. 

Dimensions of United States Foreign Policy 

U.S. Economic Aid 

The bilateral allocation of U.S. economic aid has since 

World War II been a vital instrument of u.s. foreign policy. 

From 1946 to 1988 the United States distributed 

approximately 212 billion dollars in bilateral economic aid 

throughout the world. In 1988 alone, Latin America received 

approximately 1.3 billion u.s. dollars in various types of 

economic aid, or about ten percent of total U.S. bilateral 

economic aid for 1988 (Statistical Abstract for the United 

States, 1990). As an instrument of foreign policy, the 

allocation of economic aid has been used as both a carrot 
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and a stick, both to induce and reward behavior in the 

recipient nations. McKinley and Little (1977) have 

developed a model portraying aid allocations as being 

driven by the interests of the donor rather than the 

recipient country. This model predicts that the U.S. 

decision to provide aid, and the levels of aid given, are 

based first and foremost upon the strategic and political 

interests of the United States, and less upon the economic 

need of the recipient nation. However, given that consensus 

does not exist on this matter, the model proposed here 

builds upon both the McKinley/Mughan (1984) model as well 

as the expectation that allocations are also driven by the 

recipient needs. 

Although this model incorporates elements of both 

theories, it emphasizes the role of strategic and political 

concerns. U.S. bilateral economic aid is predicted to be a 

function of the size and level of development of the 

recipient nation (GDP and GDP per-capita), U.S. trade 

relations with the recipient nation (U.S. exports), and 

previous U.S. bilateral economic aid. The size and trade 

variables reflect the donor interest model, and level of 

development concern draws upon the recipient need model. 

Previous aid allocated is included as a measure of 

bureaucratic inertia. 

Empirical support for this model includes Cingranelli 
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and Pasquarello (1985), McKinley and Mughan (1984), and 

McKinley and Little (1979 and 1977). The latter two works 

test the recipient need model against the donor interest 

model and find more support for the donor interest model. 

Cingranelli and Pasquarello, on the other hand, find less 

support for geo-political interests and more support for 

human rights and level of development interests. The model 

offered here, concentrates upon those variables which are 

found to be more strongly correlated with aid allocation 

decisions. 

o. s. Military Aid 

The bilateral allocation of military aid also 

constitutes an important instrument of U.S. foreign policy. 

Admittedly, military assistance flows to Latin American 

have tended to be dwarfed by military assistance to such 

regions as the Middle East. Nonetheless military aid has 

played a significant part in American foreign relations with 

Latin America. During Reagan's second term in office, for 

example, military assistance to the Latin American region 

amounted to approximately 866 million dollars. In 1984 alone 

(not included in this figure) the U.S. delivered 359 million 

dollars in military aid to Latin America. Thus even though 

military aid to the Middle East surpasses aid to Latin 

America, various Latin American nations receive enormous 
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sums of assistance. 34 

The model proposed here to account for U.S. military 

aid decisions is quite similar to the economic aid model. 

The volume of U.S. bilateral military aid is predicted to 

be a function of the size of the recipient nation, level of 

development, previous military aid allocation, as well as 

perceived threats to U.S. security (U.S. estimates of 

communist party memberships) . 

Bilateral International Agreements 

Bilateral international agreements constitute another 

important dimension of inter-American relations in the 

postwar period. International agreements include executive 

agreements, treaties, protocols, and conventions. The 

focus here is not upon the content of these agreements, but 

rather upon the volume of international agreements. 

International agreements constitute a salient element 

of U.S.-Latin American relations. For example, worldwide 

the most frequent international agreement partner with the 

United States between 1949 and 1983 was Mexico with 333 

such agreements. Brazil (173), Chile (100), Colombia (138), 

and Peru (113) also accounted for a relatively large share 

34In fact, EI Salvador alone received approximately $649 
million of the $1225 million which flowed to Latin America 
from 1984 to 1988, or 57% of total military aid during these 
five years. 
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of international agreements entered into by the u.s. 

The model proposed to account for international 

agreements mirrors earlier models by employing size, level 

of development, u.s. trade, and the number of agreements in 

the previous year to account for the current year's number 

of agreements. 

u.s. Symbolic Attention 

It is widely understood and accepted that a nation's 

foreign policy may be tracked not only through the overt 

actions such as the allocation of aid but also through the 

verbal statements of its leaders. Numerous researchers have 

used this in their foreign policy analysis (Holmes 1985; 

Klingberg 1952; Sullivan 1982 and 1985; Volgy and Kenski 

1982). The research cited here uses the verbal output of 

U.S. presidents to assess the qualitative and quantitative 

nature of attention directed at various objects of U.S. 

foreign policy. 

Conceptually, symbolic attention refers here to the 

amount of interest a president shows toward Latin America. 

Operationally symbolic attention refers to the amount of 

space in the President's State of the Union Address devoted 

to Latin American affairs. More specifically it is 

measured as a percentage of total space allotted to foreign 

policy issues within the Address. This is a simple measure 
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of foreign policy behavior, and it provides revealing 

insight into the intentions of executives. Chief 

executives use State of the Union messages to signal their 

intentions and desires. Consequently, their composition 

typically involves considerable deliberation and reflection 

to achieve a balance devoted to given topics. Hence, the 

amount of space given to foreign policy issues, or more to 

the point, Latin American foreign policy issues, is very 

likely to possess political significance. Thus content 

analysis of The State of the Union Message will be used to 

reveal symbolic attention to Latin America. 

The variables identified here accounting for the level 

of symbolic attention to Latin America are U.S. bilateral 

economic aid, and U.S. security concerns represented by U.S. 

estimates of communist party membership. 

u.s. Political Uses of Force 

One of the most persistent characteristics of U.S. 

postwar foreign policy is the use of military force as a 

political instrument. That is to say that military force, 

and the threat of military force, has frequently been 

invoked by the United States to serve political ends. One 

scholar recently observed that U.S. forces have been engaged 

in combat somewhere in the world almost every single year 

since 1945 (Barnet, 1991). Probably nowhere is the 
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political use of force by the U.S. more evident than in 

Latin America. Indeed, the last 45 years have witnessed 

numerous U.S. military interventions in Latin American 

politics. The spirit of the Monroe Doctrine has justified 

U.S. uses of force ranging from the covert overthrow of 

Jacobo Arbenz of Guatemala in 1954, to the most recent 

invasion of Panama and the forcible extradition of its head 

of state. The use of such metaphors as the "hovering giant" 

to describe the America's role in relationship to Latin 

America, underscores the American predilection for military 

intervention. 

The concept of political use of force is somewhat 

narrower, however, than the range of those situations 

referred to above. Political uses of force describes a 

particular type of foreign policy behavior involving "overt 

policy acts directed by the U.S. president that fall 

somewhere between acts of diplomacy and intentional [and 

extended] uses of military power such as Korea and Vietnam" 

(Ostrom and Job, 1986, pp. 541-42). This conceptualization 

would include the most recent invasion of Panama, but not, 

because of its covert nature, the CIA sponsored overthrow 

of Jacobo Arbenz. Blechman and Kaplan (1978) are credited 

with both developing and refining the concept as well as 

building a data set on political uses of force. Attempts to 

model this foreign policy behavior are surprisingly limited 



to three notables: James and Oneal (1991), Ostrom and Job 

(1986), and Stoll (1984). 
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Based upon their work, the model developed for use in 

this project is composed of security interest variables. 

The model is intended to suggest that u.S. decisions to use 

force are a function of previous u.S. uses of force in the 

region, u.S. military aid, and u.S. military expenditures. 

This model then, incorporates important elements of 

incrementalism, predicting that what the u.S. does today is 

partially explained by what it did yesterday. 

Conclusion 

Each of the dependent variables proposed for this 

study, economic aid, military aid, symbolic attention, 

international agreements, and political use of force, are 

integral to U.S.-Latin American relations in the postwar 

period. Each also constitute behavior over which u.S. 

presidents and their advisors have the potential to exercise 

an enormous amount of influence. These two reasons make 

them excellent choices for the assessment of presidential 

effects on U.S. foreign policy toward Latin America. 

Evaluating the effects of presidential change upon each of 

these five foreign policy outputs requires the construction 

of parsimonious models of each. 

These models are not intended as complete or exhaustive 
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explanations of each foreign policy behavior. Given the 

complexity of these relationships, this would naturally 

involve larger, less parsimonious models. The nature of 

this design necessitates that the number of independent 

variables be limited to the most salient few. The purpose 

of these baseline models is to function as convincing and 

non-controversial explanations through which the effects of 

presidential change can be measured. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 

Introduction 

Jimmy Carter and Ronald Reagan approached American 

foreign policy from conspicuously different standpoints. 

Both in tone and attitude these two presidencies differ 

perhaps more than any other administrations of the postwar 

era. Popular characterizations describe Reagan as the 

hawkish player of Realpolitik verses the Carter 

administration's more dovish approach to foreign policy with 

its emphasis upon humanitarian considerations. Yet, it is 

not entirely clear if these disparate characterizations 

translate into distinctive foreign policy behavior. For 

example one of the often cited differences between the 

foreign policy positions of the Carter and Reagan 

presidencies was the relative emphasis each placed upon 

humanitarian and strategic objectives. Jimmy Carter 

advanced a foreign policy platform which attempted to 

integrate and elevate human rights concerns. On the other 

hand Ronald Reagan was swept into office with a renewed 

emphasis upon strategic political and military foreign 

policy goals, criticizing Carter's preoccupation with human 

rights as misplaced and naive. The characterization which 

emerged depicted an idealistic if somewhat naive Carter 



contrasted with a realistic if ideological Reagan. 

Characterizations of this sort emphasize the differences 

between the two men, ignoring any similarities in foreign 

policy behavior, thereby reinforcing the commonly held 

notion that presidential succession and foreign policy 

change are intimately linked. 
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The aim of this chapter is to systematically examine 

the effects of changing presidencies upon the bilateral 

allocation of economic and military aid to nineteen Latin 

American nations from 1961 through 1986. The next section 

aims to establish a historical and theoretical context of 

U.S. aid policy toward Latin America. This effort is 

followed by the construction of models to serve as partial 

explanations of the bilateral aid allocation process. These 

models function as theoretical lenses through which the 

potentially varying effects of changing presidencies may be 

measured. Once these models are in place attention turns to 

the research design, where the tests for presidential change 

are explained. Finally, the last section presents the 

results of analysis and speculates upon the theoretical 

implications of these findings. 

Aid ~location 

United States economic and military aid has been an 

important facet of American foreign policy for most of the 
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postwar period, serving as a carrot on a stick in pursuit of 

u.s. foreign policy goals. Billions of dollars in bilateral 

economic assistance have flowed to Latin American nations 

and while the United State's Latin American military aid is 

dwarfed by military assistance to such regions as the 

Middle East, military aid also played an important role in 

American foreign relations with Latin America. During 

Reagan's second term in office, for example, military 

assistance to the Latin American region amounted to 

approximately 866 million dollars. In 1984 alone (not 

included in this figure) the U.S. delivered 359 million 

dollars worth of military aid to Latin America. Thus even 

though military aid to the Middle East surpasses aid to 

Latin America, various Latin American nations receive 

enormous sums of assistance. 35 

Foreign assistance in the form of either military or 

economic aid became particularly consequential for U.S. -

Latin American relations in the 1960's under the Kennedy 

administration. Dramatic increases in both economic aid 

(manifested in JFK's Alliance for Progress) and military aid 

are correctly interpreted as direct responses to 

revolutionary change in Latin America, particularly Fidel 

35In fact, EI Salvador alone received approximately $649 
million of the $1225 million which flowed to Latin America 
from 1984 to 1988, or 57% of total military aid during these 
five years. 



Castro's alliance with the Soviet Union. It is no 

coincidence that Castro's alliance in 1959 was followed by 

huge increases in U.S. foreign assistance to Latin 

America. 36 Thus U. S. foreign assistance policy has been 
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driven in large part by the idea that conditions of poverty, 

exploitation, and want provide fertile ground for communist 

penetration. Amelioration of these conditions is believed 

to protect U.S. security and economic interests in the 

region. 37 Ultimately then, as with most U.S. foreign 

policy directed at Latin America in the postwar period, the 

containment of communism and fear of Soviet penetration 

underlay much of postwar U.S. aid policy. 

The literature on aid allocation exhibits some 

theoretical disagreement over whether aid allocations are 

better explained by the interests of the donor or recipient 

nation, although the bulk of the empirical evidence supports 

a donor interest model. In addition to the work of McKinlay 

36From 1953 to 1961, bilateral military aid to Latin 
America averaged $65.58 million annually. From 1962 to 1965 
military aid averaged $172.3 million annually. During the 
Eisenhower administration, economic aid averaged $204 million 
a year. This number more than quadrupled to $1.3 billion 
annually from 1962 to 1965 (Molineu, 1990). 

37A more recent manifestation of this idea is seen in 
Ronald Reagan's Caribbean Basin Initiative, which attempted to 
increase economic development through the promotion of trade 
and private foreign investment. Articulated soon after 
assuming office in 1982, it too should be interpreted as a 
reaction to the Sandinista victory in Nicaragua in 1979. 
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and Little (1977, 1979) and McKinlay and Mughan (1984), 

numerous others have found that U.S. aid decisions are based 

first and foremost upon the strategic and political 

interests of the United States, and less upon the economic 

need of the recipient nation or their human rights 

record. 38 Both the initial decision to give aid as well as 

the amounts of aid allocated are in large part a function of 

donor interests not recipient needs. While this is the 

predominant view of aid allocation, a dissenting viewpoint 

argues that recipient nation's needs drive aid decisions. 

This perspective is represented in the work of Cingranelli 

and Pasquarello (1985) and Poe (1992), who find evidence 

that human rights records and level of development effect 

aid levels. 39 

Given the predominantly global focus of the bulk of 

this research, it is important to tailor the aid models to 

the Latin American context. Thus the models reflect both a 

sensitivity to these controversies in the aid literature as 

well as an awareness of the nature of postwar inter-American 

relations. The initial construction of the models drew upon 

38Empirical support for this position includes Carleton 
and Stohl (1987), McCormick and Mitchell (1988), Schoultz 
(1980), Stohl and Carleton (1985), and Stohl, Carleton, and 
Johnson (1984). 

39This approach is known as the recipient need model of 
foreign aid allocation. 
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existing research, but was also informed by an appreciation 

of the unique qualities of U.S. - Latin American relations. 

Partial Theories of Aid ~location 

While individual factors may have a greater or lesser 

impact on aid distributions during some administrations than 

others, it seems likely that similar factors will influence 

both economic and military aid allocation. It is expected 

that both types will positively covary with the size of the 

recipient nation. This is a probable relationship for two 

reasons. First, larger Latin American nations have tended 

to have more consequential relations with the U.S. along a 

wide range of issue from trade to private foreign investment 

to security. U.S. military and economic assistance to such 

nations are frequently designed to maintain such relations 

(Blasier, 1976; Molineu, 1990). Second, the larger a 

nation's economy and\or population, the more aid dollars may 

be needed to satisfy the goals of U.S. foreign assistance 

policy (Poe, 1992). On the other hand the "recipient need" 

perspective predicts that both aid types will covary 

negatively with level of development. The reasoning behind 

this expectation is simple: Bilateral aid responds to 

conditions of poverty and inequality in pursuit of both 

humanitarian and strategic-security interests. Economic 

assistance is employed to ameliorate conditions of want 
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which may strengthen appeals by leftists movements, and u.s. 

military aid is an attempt to curb the success or potential 

successes of these movements (Williams, 1971). 

It is also expected that both types of aid will be 

influenced by a third variable - namely bureaucratic 

inertia. Chapter one discussed how U.S. foreign policy 

decisions are heavily influenced by past decisions. In fact 

the concept of incrementalism informs not only research into 

foreign policy, but domestic policy research as well 

(Allison, 1969 and 1971; Lindblom, 1959; Ostrom and Marra, 

1986). It seems likely that decisions to allocate both 

economic and military aid will have an incremental component 

to them - ceteris paribus decision-makers often use last 

year's authorizations as a guidepost for next year's 

authorizations. For this reason, a bureaucratic inertia 

component is included in both aid models. 

While both aid types possess certain similarities, they 

also reveal different aims. On the one hand, significant 

portions of U.S. bilateral aid is allocated with the 

explicit understanding that it be used for the purchase of 

U.S. exports. 40 For example loans from the export-import 

40Molineu (1990) points out that "Congress normally 
requires that goods and services bought with U. S. aid be 
purchased in the United States. An estimated 80 to 90 percent 
of U. S. economic assistance funds are spent in the United 
States, thus benefiting U. S. companies as much as Latin 
America" (p. 101). 



98 

bank are given with the proviso that they be used to 

purchase U.S. goods. Consequently a U.S. trade variable 

measuring U.S. exports to each recipient nation is included 

in the economic aid model. Military assistance, on the 

other hand, was distributed with security interests in mind. 

Foremost among these interests was the containment of 

communism. 41 Thus the military aid model includes a 

variable designed to capture this element of military aid 

policy. 

It should be stressed that these models reflect 

simplifications of an admittedly more complicated aid 

allocation picture. But they do capture, in a parsimonious 

fashion, what appear to be the essential qualities of U.S.-

Latin American aid allocation decisions. With this caveat 

in place, the models of economic and military assistance 

appear as follows, beginning with the military aid model: 

Military aid is represented by MA, it seems likely that 

military assistance will positively covary with the size 

(measured by gross domestic product- G), and negatively by 

level of development (measured by GDP percapita- Ge) of the 

recipient nation. 

41Kegley and Wittkopf point out that "Fear of communism 
(and rejection of it) comprises another recurrent theme and 
defining attribute of postwar American foreign policy" (1991, 
p. 45). 
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CPM in the military aid model represents U.S. estimates 

of communist party membership in country i at time t, 

suggesting that larger parties pose greater threats to U.S. 

national security interests. The accuracy or objective 

validity of the estimates is not as important as is the 

perception by U.S. policy-makers of communist party support. 

A positive relationship is predicted for level of communist 

party membership. 

Finally, the model includes a lagged dependent 

variable capturing the idea of bureaucratic inertia and 

incremental decision making (MAi,t-I). Large bureaucratized 

organizations such as the U.S. foreign policy establishment 

tend to adopt standardized procedures and to resist change 

of established routine. Lagging the dependent variable by 

one time interval (one year) is meant to get at this idea of 

incremental decision making. 

The economic aid model appears as follows: 

EAit = a + bIG1t -b2GCit +b3USX1t +b4EAit- 1 + e [2] 

Again, EA represents bilateral economic aid, and is also 

predicted to covary positively with size and negatively with 

level of development of the recipient nation. OSX refers to 

U.S. exports to nation i at time t, suggesting that trade is 

positively related to economic assistance. Finally, as with 

the previous model, the dependent variable is lagged one 

year and included as an independent variable measuring 



100 

bureaucratic inertia. 

Design and Measurement 

With specification of the baseline models now complete 

it is possible to move on to the next step of analysis, the 

test for presidential effects upon u.s. foreign assistance 

policy. As presently formulated these aid models assume a 

long-term constancy, immune from the potentially varying 

effects of presidential change. These models will now serve 

as baseline against which to test alternative versions 

modified to allow variance across successive 

administrations. These alternative models are the key to 

testing for the effects of presidential succession upon u.s. 

foreign policy. 

While the parameters of the baseline or restricted 

models elaborated above assume a long-term constancy, it is 

entirely possible that these parameters are not immutable 

but rather vary across different presidencies. For example 

the recipient nation's size may tend to influence aid 

allocation under some presidencies, while other 

administrations' aid decisions may be influenced by u.s. 

export volume or level of development. In addition, the 

baseline amount of aid may fluctuate systematically across 

presidencies, due perhaps to an increasing Soviet presence 
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in the region. 42 Consequently it is necessary to observe 

the influence of changing presidencies on these terms. Doing 

this requires the elaboration of two more equations which 

are actually decompositions of the intercept (a) and slope 

(b) from the economic aid models. 43 

First, the decomposition of the slope (b): 

b = B 0 + ~B ! P j + e [ 3 ] 

Equation three demonstrates that the b is actually a 

function of some average use of the parameters represented 

by Bo, combined with each administration's predisposition 

or reliance upon these parameters as criteria for aid 

allocation - ~B!P j. 44 The administration indicator 

variables P j represent each presidential administration from 

Kennedy through Reagan. Because the P j terms are effect 

42This was suggested earlier in chapter two's discussion 
of U.S. responses to Cuba (1959) and Nicaragua (1979). 

43This is an illustration of the economic aid model, but 
applies equally well to the military aid model. This 
decomposition procedure follows Dixon and Gaarder (1992). 

44The summation sign or sigma (~) is a shorthand method 
of indicating that interaction is evaluated on not just one 
president, but all five presidencies (omitting one for effect
coding purposes). The alternative, to list each interaction 
term for each president, is too cumbersome. It should also be 
noted that the j indexes postwar presidential administrations 
and that B. represents all independent variables from model 
one. 
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coded variables the adjustments are made automatically.45 

Thus model three is proposing that the b term is actually a 

combination of some average utilization of the models' 

parameters across all presidencies, plus these parameters' 

varying interaction with different presidencies. 

The next equation results from the decomposition of the 

constant term a. Again the purpose of doing this is to 

observe what influence presidents have on this long-term 

baseline character of foreign assistance. The previous 

equation allows one to observe presidential effects on the 

independent variables or parameters of the two models, 

equation four allows for observation of presidential effects 

on the constant terms of the two models: 

Again, a represents a baseline level of economic aid. 

The purpose of equation four is to suggest that presidential 

change may also influence that baseline, quite apart from 

the possible influence of changing presidencies on the 

independent variables. Again understanding that the 

baseline represents the longterm allocation of aid. As 

45Effect coded variables mean that an administration is 
coded 1 when in office and 0 when out of office, as with dummy 
coded variables. Effect coding differs from dummy coding in 
that the omitted category is coded -1, as opposed to 0 in 
dummy coding. Chapter three provided a more detailed 
discussion of effect coding and its advantages over dummy 
coding. 
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with equation one, ao represents a baseline level of aid 

immune from the impact of presidential variation. 

Additionally, each of the alphas (~i) corresponding to each 

president (P j) are adjustments to the baseline model of 

economic aid. 

To restate, the idea underlying equation one is that 

economic aid allocated to a particular Latin American nation 

may be portrayed as a function of five factors: GDP, GDP 

percapita, U.S. exports, economic aid allocated in the 

previous year, and some long-term average amount of aid. 

Equations three and four suggest that these parameters may 

vary across presidential administrations. Substituting the 

elaborated terms of equations three and four back into 

equation one, results in the following equation: 

EAit = ao+ ~iPj + [5] 

Bo+l:Bl (Pj*Git ) -l:B2 (Pj*GCit ) +1:B3 (Pj*USXit ) +l:B4 (Pj*EAit_1 ) +e 

Fully elaborated, model five tests for the effects of 

presidential change on the baseline (~iPj)' and upon 

reliance on the predictor variables for economic aid 

allocation (B.). The multiplicative terms from line two of 

model five, such as l:Bl (Pj*GCit ), are a product of the 

predictor variables multiplied by the P9 variables for that 

period (Friedrich, 1982). Also called interaction terms, 

they are intended to measure changes in the use of the 

predictor variables as guides for aid allocation. That is, 
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economic size may more strongly effect the aid allocation 

decisions of some administrations, while other presidencies 

may be influenced by the level of U.S. exports. 46 

Using a partial model of economic aid, effect coding 

(ones and zeros), and multiplicative terms to measure 

interaction, the impact of changing presidencies upon both a 

long-term average amount of aid, and upon the independent 

variables may be estimated. Model one can be thought of as a 

baseline model, models three and four elaborating on the 

terms from model one, and model five factoring in the 

effects of presidential adjustments to that baseline model. 

Data has been collected over both recipient nations and 

years, and analysis utilizes a pooled time-series approach, 

which measures variation across both time and space. 47 

Analysis 

Analysis proceeds in two stages to answer two related 

46Suggesting that administrations my rely upon size, 
development, trade with the U.S., or past behavior, does not 
mean that presidents and their advisors deliberately and 
consciously decide to employ (or not employ) these indicators 
in aid allocation decisions. Rather, it means that these 
factors may be statistically associated with U.S. aid 
allocation. It leaves open the possibility that these factors 
may interact differently with different presidencies. 

47The analysis encompasses 494 cases, the combination of 
nineteen nations observed over twenty-six years. For a 
detailed discussion of the pooled time-series method see 
Stimson (1986). 



105 

but fundamentally different questions regarding presidential 

succession effects on U.S. foreign policy behavior. The 

first concentrates on the theoretical issue of whether or 

not presidency adjustments are required for proper 

specification of the economic and military aid models. This 

part of the analysis focuses upon the overall impact of 

elite change and is less concerned with the influence of 

individual presidencies. The second stage of analysis 

shifts to a more descriptive style by illuminating 

distinctive patterns that may be characteristic of 

individual administrations. 

Discussion of the role of the presidency in foreign aid 

allocation begins with results of regression analysis and 

significance testing reported in table 4.1.48 The 

restricted models for military and economic aid, equations 

one and two, are estimated first. This initial estimation 

is followed by successive estimations incorporating sets of 

independent variables carrying differential presidency 

effects. For each estimation a Wald-type test of 

significance is calculated, in order to assess the increase 

in explanatory power associated with the additional 

48All tables are found at the end of the chapter. 
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regressors. 49 Table 4.1 presents summary results for this 

series of regressions. 

The first entry in table 4.1 summarizes the fit of the 

restricted model of economic and military aid allocation, 

and serves as a baseline against which to compare the 

contribution of presidency effect terms. The next entry adds 

to the restricted model the set of five effect coded 

indicator variables (EBiP j ) from equation five representing 

adjustments to long-term memory for each presidential 

administration from Johnson through Reagan (with Kennedy the 

omitted category). The robust Chi-square statistics from 

this estimation indicates that, particularly in the case of 

economic aid, the indicator variables as a set do offer a 

substantial improvement over the basic models. 

The remaining five entries in table 4.1 retain the 

presidency effect variables, while adding additional 

adjustments of each model's independent variables. These 

sets of adjustments are constructed as multiplicative 

interactions between presidency effect variables and the 

four independent variables of each model. With the 

exception of GDP percapita and communist party membership, 

49Resul ts of the Wald-type significance test may be 
interpreted as one would interpret Chi-square results. 
Specifics of the Wald-type test may be found in Engle (1984). 
The author gratefully acknowledges the efforts of Michael 
Sobel and William Dixon for customizing and programming, 
respectively, the Wald-type test for this analysis. 
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it is clear that both models are improved by the addition of 

these adjustments. Results from this analysis suggest that 

economic and military aid policies have been influenced by 

the personalities and policies associated with succeeding 

presidential administrations. The evidence indicates that, 

for both types of aid, there exist significant presidency 

effects upon both gross domestic product and short-term 

memory (represented by the lagged Y adjustment). As well, 

the fit of the economic aid model is improved by the 

inclusion of U.S. exports. Given the plethora of research 

findings pointing toward foreign policy persistence, these 

results are somewhat surprising, and as such require a 

closer look, focusing first upon military aid. 

Military Aid 

Table 4.2 displays individual parameter estimates from 

the successive regressions of the military aid model 

summarized in table 4.1. 50 Restricted model estimates are 

presented under the result labeled 2.1 , with the asterisk 

marking those coefficients with a t-ratio of 2.0 or greater. 

50As noted in the discussion above and displayed in table 
4.1, neither GDP percapita nor communist party membership 
achieve significance. Because they are insignificant, 
following the protected t-test these regressors are dropped 
from the successive regressions reflected in tables 4.2 and 
4.3. Because GDP percapita proved insignificant in the 
economic aid model, the same applies to tables 4.5 and 4.6 
(Cohen and Cohen, 1983). 
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The next column of the table, labeled 2.2, enters the five 

effect-coded presidency indicator variables into the basic 

equation. Only the Reagan and Carter administrations 

achieve magnitudes twice their standard error, reflecting 

the relatively small chi-square value of 17.06 (table 4.1) 

achieved by adding presidential adjustments to the basic 

model. Because these entries represent effect-coded 

variables they should be interpreted as adjustments to the 

average long-term amount of aid distributed over all 

presidencies taken together as indicated by the regression 

constant. Thus, under the heading of 2.2, the Carter 

coefficient of -.52 signifies a slightly more restrictive 

tendency toward the allocation of .military aid than either 

his predecessor or successor. While the estimates in table 

4.2 of Ford, Nixon, and Johnson mean that the average long

term amount of aid carried by the constant term adequately 

characterizes these presidencies. 

The next column, 2.3, extends the analysis to economic 

size of the recipient nation by adding a series of product 

terms constructed from gross domestic product and presidency 

effect variables. It is clear from the previous analysis in 

table 4.1 that collectively these GDP adjustments add 

significantly to the explanatory power of the model. Indeed 

only Nixon and Ford fail to reach significance. It is of 

further interest to note that the direction of the signs are 
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negative for both Reagan and Carter and positive for 

Johnson, indicating that size and aid allocation were more 

weakly related during the Carter and Reagan presidencies and 

more strongly related during the Johnson presidency.51 

Again the failure of the Nixon and Ford presidencies to 

achieve significance means that their behavior is captured 

by the overall value of .82. 

Given the relatively robust results reported in table 

4.1 for the lagged dependent variable, the results listed 

under column 2.4 are unexpected. Short-term memory becomes 

a significant influence in the allocation of military aid 

only under the presidencies of Reagan and Carter. This is 

despite that fact that the short-term memory adjustment adds 

most significantly to the explanatory power of the full 

model. 

However results reported in column 2.5 reinforce 

somewhat the importance of short-term memory on military aid 

allocation by the addition of the significant coefficient 

for the Ford presidency. Column 2.5 enters all the 

adjustment terms from the preceding three columns to help 

construct an overall equation that adequately describes 

51It is important to understand that the signs of the 
adjustments by themselves cannot indicate a positive or 
negative influence on aid. These are adjustments because they 
adjust the overall parameter. So a negative coefficient may 
weaken a positive overall parameter but may not reverse it. 
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presidential variations in the military aid allocation 

process. The results for military aid vary some from 

previous analysis. Both economic size and short-term memory 

are important to the Reagan, Carter, and Ford 

administrations. On the other hand, both the Nixon and 

Johnson administrations fit the overall pattern, requiring 

no adjustment. 

By eliminating variables whose entries in column 2.5 

reveal no need for individual adjustment to the overall 

average, a trimmed-down equation may be constructed. This 

equation is displayed in table 4.3. The estimates presented 

here represent the most parsimonious descriptions of U.S. 

bilateral military aid allocation to Latin America. 52 The 

first line of this table lists estimates for average long-

term memory (-11.96), size (+.84), level of development (

.0002), communist party membership (+.0002), and short-term 

memory (+.71). The remaining lines list the relevant 

adjustments to these averages for individual presidencies. 

The Reagan administration requires adjustment along 

three elements of the aid allocation process - long-term 

memory, size, and short-term memory, exhibiting the greatest 

divergence of any of the presidencies. The correction in 

52In effect, table 4.3 is the result of having run a new 
regression on the significant variables from column 2.5 of 
table 4.2. 
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long-term memory of 11.52 indicates a propensity toward 

higher allocations of military aid than is captured by the 

postwar average. The Carter and Ford presidencies also 

require adjustment along these three dimensions, although 

they are somewhat closer to the long-term average military 

aid allocation. Interestingly, these two administrations 

manifest almost exactly the same variance from this long

term average. As well their adjustments on size are 

identical (-.41). The Johnson administration diverges from 

the postwar average only along the long-term memory 

component. No adjustment is required for the Nixon 

administration as it does not diverge from the postwar 

averages listed on line one. 

Although the estimates presented in table 4.3 

delineate relevant presidency effects upon the military aid 

allocation process, they are awkward for characterizing 

individual presidencies. For this remaining task, attention 

turns to the analytic estimates displayed in table 4.4. The 

first equation labeled postwar average simply reproduces the 

estimates for long-term memory, size, level of development, 

communist part~ membership, and short-term memory to serve 

as a baseline for comparison. Following this baseline, 

equations are displayed for each presidential administration 

in reverse chronological order. These are called analytical 

estimates because they are calculated from the products of 
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the empirical estimates in tables 4.3 and the known scores 

on the effect-coded presidency indicators. For example, 

referring back to table 4.3 the Nixon period is coded 0 on 

each of the estimated presidency variables included in the 

table so their associated coefficients, as well as any 

product term coefficients, are multiplied by 0 and simply 

drop away leaving an equation identical to the postwar 

average. 53 

A special word about the Kennedy administration is in 

order. As the omitted category in the effect-coding scheme, 

the Kennedy period is scored -1 on all presidency effect 

indicators. To arrive at estimates for Kennedy, it is 

necessary to take account of all the empirical estimates in 

table 4.3 by multiplying them times -1 and collecting terms. 

Thus the Kennedy long-term memory coefficient of 1.42 in 

table 4.4 is calculated as the sum of the regression 

constant and the estimated presidency effects after their 

signs are reversed by multiplying times _1. 54 Likewise the 

Kennedy short-term memory of -2.37 is simply the addition of 

53In other words the values for the individual 
presidencies are adjusted for variance from the postwar 
average values. So, for example, the long-term value for the 
Johnson administration is derived adding a -.05 to a -11.96, 
to arrive at -12.01. 

54That is, sum together +11.96 (for the constant), -11.52 
(for Reagan), -5.52 (Carter), -5.51 (Ford), +11.96 (Nixon), 
and +.05 (for Johnson) . 
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presidencies. 
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Table 4.4 presents some interesting findings. Perhaps 

most surprising, the administration best fitting the overall 

postwar average was presided over by Richard Nixon. Nixon 

converges completely with the postwar average on all 

dimensions. On the other hand, the presidencies diverging 

most significantly from the overall average were the Reagan 

and Kennedy administrations, two administrations frequently 

mentioned for their foreign policy initiatives. The Carter 

and Ford presidencies also require adjustment along the same 

three dimensions, although not as much. It is interesting 

to note that the Reagan presidency shows a significantly 

higher tendency to rely upon past decisions for future 

decisions (+1.1 on short-term memory), while the Kennedy 

administration's (-2.37) propensity toward incrementalism is 

much lower than the postwar average. 

The components displaying the most regularity were 

level of development and communist party membership, the two 

which failed to add significantly to the restricted model. 

Only the Kennedy administration diverged slightly from the 

overall values. The long-term memory component showed the 

most irregularity, with the Reagan and Kennedy 

administrations diverging most significantly. Kennedy 

showed the greatest propensity toward increased allocations 
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of military assistance, with Reagan following close behind. 

Overall, this finding suggests that long-term average 

amounts of military aid did fluctuate across the six 

presidential administrations. 

Economic Aid 

Attention now turns to analysis of the economic aid 

estimations. Discussion follows exactly along the lines of 

the previous section. Table 4.5 reports the individual 

parameter estimates from the regressions described in table 

4.1. Again, restricted model estimates are displayed under 

5.2, with the asterisk indicating coefficients with a t

ratio of 2.0 or greater. Under 5.2, the only effect-coded 

indicator variable failing to achieve significance 

represents the Nixon administration. The next column of 

table 4.5, advances the analysis to economic size of the 

recipient nation. Again, analysis reported in table 4.1 

indicates that collectively these GDP adjustments add 

significantly to the explanatory power of the model. As 

with military aid, only Nixon and Ford fail to reach 

significance, and the signs are negative for Reagan and 

Carter and positive for Johnson. Hence, with economic aid 

too, size was inversely related to allocation under Carter 

and Reagan and positively related under the Johnson 

administration. Once more, the Nixon and Ford 
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administrations' failure to achieve significance means that 

their behavior is reflected in the overall constant term of 

10.21. 

Column 5.4 removes GDP adjustments and replaces them 

with u.s. export adjustments. Only Johnson achieves 

significance, but the positive adjustment factor of 5.16 

suggests that during the mid-1960's, U.S. economic aid to 

Latin America was quite importantly influenced by u.s. 

exports to that region. This is perhaps due to Alliance for 

Progress policies explicitly linking u.s. economic 

assistance to the purchase of U.S. goods (Molineu , 1990). 

Column 5.5 shows again, surprisingly, that, given the 

robust chi-square reported in table 4.1, it is only under 

the Johnson administration that short-term memory becomes a 

significant influence in the allocation of economic aid. 

Finally, column 5.6 enters all the adjustment terms from the 

preceding three columns to help construct an overall 

equation that describes presidential variations in the 

economic aid allocation process. The results for economic 

aid are noticeably distinct from those of military aid 

analyses. Only the GDP product term under the Reagan and 

the short-term memory product term under Johnson remain 

robust. 

Table 4.6 reports on the trimmed down equations for 

economic aid. Line one lists estimates for average long-
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term memory (-157.53), size (10.24), level of development 

(.007), U.S. exports (5.86), and short-term memory (.39). 

Again, the Reagan and Johnson administrations diverge most 

significantly from these values, both requiring adjustments 

in long-term memory, as well as size and short-term memory 

respectively. The Carter and Ford administrations only 

require adjustments in their long-term memory. The absence 

of any entry for the Nixon administration indicates that 

during this period, U.s. behavior conformed reasonably well 

to these average postwar values. 

The analytic estimates are reported in table 4.7. 

Again the first equation reproduces the estimates for long-

term memory, size, level of development, U.s. exports, and 

short-term memory, which act as the baseline for 

comparison. 55 The individual estimates of table 4.7 

reveal an interesting picture of bilateral economic aid 

allocation to Latin America. It appears that the Nixon 

administration best exemplified the overall aid allocation 

behavior of the United States. All of the administrations 

conformed to this baseline behavior to some degree, with the 

Kennedy administration exhibiting the greatest divergence. 

In fact the Kennedy administration's long-term memory 

55 The explanation of how these estimates are constructed 
will not be repeated here because it can be found in the 
previous discussion of military aid. 
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coefficient of 463.62 indicates a much higher propensity 

toward allocating economic aid, reflecting the fact that 

economic aid flows increased dramatically under Kennedy's 

Alliance for Progress programs. The most consistent 

regularity is found in u.s. exports and level of economic 

development. The least regularity was exhibited by long

term memory, with the Nixon administration demonstrating no 

effect. 

Conclusions 

These results are relevant for both theory and for 

understanding the recent past. The results of the first 

stage of analysis focused on presidency effects in general 

and indicate that, on the whole, presidential succession 

does effect aid allocation behavior. Changes in leadership 

do appear to be associated with long-term changes in the 

allocation of military and economic aid. The fit of both 

the military and economic aid models was improved by the 

inclusion of presidential adjustments. While this clarifies 

the role of presidency effects in general, it fails to 

illuminate the impact of individual presidencies upon aid 

policy. 

It is clear from the second stage of analysis that 

presidency effects depended upon the type of aid being 

allocated. Military aid allocation appears to be more 
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sensitive to the influence of individual presidencies. 

However, although there was more divergence from the postwar 

pattern of military aid allocation, the Carter and Ford 

administrations diverged in a remarkably similar fashion. 

Economic aid allocation appears to exhibit more regularity 

across administrations than military aid. This regularity 

is evidenced most clearly in the persistently positive 

influence of U.S. economic interests, as measured by U.S. 

exports, the negative influence of level of development, and 

the largely positive impact of short-term behavior. 

Although military aid allocation also exhibits remarkable 

constancy along the development (GDP per-capita) and 

security interests (CPM) variables, these findings seem to 

confirm the importance of economic and security issues to 

bilateral aid allocation in Latin America and ultimately to 

the calculation of U.S. foreign policy interests. 

It appears as if the allocation of bilateral economic 

aid enjoys more regularity and persistence across 

administrations than does the military aid allocation 

process. One probable explanation for this may rest upon 

the distinction made between so-called high and low 

politics, which implies that the stakes are higher and the 

risks greater in military\security issues than in economic 

issues. Hence responses to high politics issues, such as 

perceived threats to U.S. national security, are more likely 
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to invoke individualistic strategies than are those 

involving the so-called low politics issue of economic 

development. One might expect to see less regularity 

across administrations in the allocation of military aid and 

more regularity in the allocation of economic aid. In 

support of this explanation, it is interesting to note that 

short-term memory exhibits much greater regularity in the 

economic aid estimates than in the military aid estimates, 

suggesting that incrementalism is less important to 

allocation of military aid than to economic aid. 

This analysis of economic aid, and less so for military 

aid, lend qualified support to Kegley and Wittkopf's (1991, 

p. 4) conclusion that u.s. foreign policy is characterized 

more by continuity than change. While stage one results 

point to the importance of presidency effects in general, 

more detailed analyses reveal that these effects were not 

systematically related to aid allocation. It is clear that 

some attention must be paid to the role of presidential 

change in aid allocation policy. But at the same time it 

would be easy to overstate this role. Yes, presidential 

change effects aid allocation, but not typically in a 

patterned or systematic way. 

Finally, these results need to be qualified by noting 

that the analysis is restricted to two dimensions of 

America's inter-American policy. Thus to confirm the 
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generalizability of these findings, it is necessary to 

examine additional foreign policy dimensions, which are 

less institutionalized than foreign aid. Chapters five and 

six advance this analysis, focusing upon political attention 

and political uses of force. 



Table 4.1 

Wald-Type Tests for Differential Presidency Effects 
Added to Restricted Model of U.S. Bilateral Aid, 

1960-1986 

Terms in Mili tary Aid Economic Aid 
Model 

cbP R2 ChI2 R2 

Restricted model .58 .48 

Restricted model 
+presidential 17.06** .61 25.62** .45 
adjustments (PA) 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+GDP adjustment 31.21** .65 23.23** .47 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+GDP percapita 8.71 .59 4.61 .46 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+lagged Y 50.48** .66 25.44** .48 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+US exports 11.41* .45 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+CPM 10.03 .60 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+all adjustments 140.56** .75 74.23** .55 

**p~.Ol, df=5. 
*p~.05, df=5. 
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Table 4.2 

Regressions of Differential Presidency Effects Added 
to Restricted Model of Bilateral Military Aid 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 

Variable 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.4 2.5 

Constant -2.21 -5.40* -11. 02* -7.57* -13.38* 
GOP .19* .38* .82* .54* .93* 
GOP\pc .0002* .0002* -.0002* -.0002* -.0002* 
CPM .03* .02* .01 .006 -.001 
Lagged aid .67* .72* .61* .71* .77* 

Reagan -.31* 13.53* -.46* 14.36* 

GOP -.86* -.93* 
Lagged aid .30* .41* 

Carter -.52* 10.12* -.11 8.67* 
GOP -.67* -.67* 
Lagged aid -.34* -.28* 

Ford -.03 -2.22 -.32 9.32* 
GOP .12 -.64* 
Lagged aid .11 .25* 

Nixon .02 -2.22 .12 -2.57 
GOP .11 .14 
Lagged aid -.12 -.09 

Johnson .21 -7.22* .11 -7.19 
GOP .52* .46 
Lagged aid .12 -.05 

Adjusted R' . .580 .605 .647 .657 .741 

*t-ratio~2.0. P j GOP MAIO t _ 1 ALL 



Table 4.3 

Final Estimated Bilateral 
Military Aid Model 

(t-ratios in parentheses) 

MAlt = -11.96 + .84Glt -.0002GClt +.0002CPMit +.71MAit_ 1 
(-5.11) (5.25) (-2.12) (.04) (21.02) 

11.52 Reagan - .81 (Reagan*Glt ) +.39 (Reagan*MAlt_1 ) 

(3.62) (-3.78) (7.45) 

5.52 Carter .41 (Carter*Glt ) -.32 (Carter*MAit_ 1 ) 

(1.63) (-1.73) (-4.64) 

5.51 Ford 
(1. 22) 

-.05 Johnson 
(-.33) 

Adjusted R2 = .73 

- .41 (Ford*Git ) 

(-1.41) 

SE = .61 

+.17 (Ford*MAlt_1 ) 

(2.00) 

Chi2 = 114.45 
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Table 4.4 

Analytical Military Aid Estimates 
for Postwar Presidencies 

Postwar Average 
-11. 96+ .84 Git- .0002 GCit+ .0002 CPMit+ .71 MAit- 1 

Reagan 
-.44+ .03 Git- .0002 GCit+ .0002 CPMit+ 1.10 MAit- 1 

Carter 
-6.44+ .43 Git- .0002 GCit+ .0002 CPMit+ .39 MAit- 1 

Ford 
-6.45+ .43 Git- .0002 GCit+ .0002 CPMit+ .88 MAit- 1 

Nixon 
-11. 96+ .84 Git- .0002 GC!t+ .0002 CPMit+ .71 MAit- 1 

Johnson 
-12.01+ .84 Git- .0002 GCit+ .0002 CPMit+ .71 MAit- 1 

Kennedy 
+1. 42- .89 Git+ .0012 GCit- .0012 CPMit- 2.37 MAit- 1 
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Table 4.5 

Regressions of Differential Presidency Effects Added 
to Restricted Model of Bilateral Economic Aid 

Variable 5.1 

Constant-78.99* 
GOP 5.01* 
GOP\pc -.006* 
US exports 5.41* 
Lagged aid .52* 

Reagan 
GOP 
US exports 
Lagged aid 

Carter 
GOP 
US exports 
Lagged aid 

Ford 
GOP 
US exports 
Lagged aid 

Nixon 
GOP 
US exports 
Lagged aid 

Johnson 
GOP 
US exports 
Lagged aid 

Adjusted R·. 475 

*t-ratio~2.0. 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 

5.2 

-133.40* 
8.76* 
-.008* 

5.75* 
.43* 

-4.80* 

-4.81* 

-5.62* 

-1.25 

5.3 

-157.14* 
10.21* 
-.007* 

5.76* 
.41* 

109.17* 
-7.12* 

71.47* 
-4.91* 

37.99 
-2.84 

-5.45 
.21 

5.4 

-137.47* 
8.72* 
-.64* 

6.10* 
.42* 

5.49 

-2.22 

12.81 

-3.87 

12.34 

-4.05 

3.63 

-1. 26 

6.11* -80.02* -17.02 
5.46* 

5.16* 

.452 .466 .452 

GOP usx 

5.5 

-141.52* 
9.23* 
-.84* 

6.26* 
.35* 

-2.82 

-.13 

-1. 79 

-.19 

-3.55 

.01 

2.64 

-.14 

-.36 

.25* 

5.6 

-186.7* 
12.71* 
-.009* 

4.53* 
.35* 

185.21* 
-13.36* 

3.66 
.03 

47.13 
-3.83 

1.59 
-.21 

66.05 
-4.45 
-2.16 

.10 

-84.16 
6.27 

-2.69 
-.17 

-5.56 
.58 

-.43 
.28* 

.478 .545 

EAIOi,t_l ALL 



Table 4.6 

Final Estimated Bilateral 
Economic Aid Model 

(t-ratios in parentheses) 

EAit = -157.53 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit +.39 EAi,t-l 

(9.06) 
(-6.01) (5.35) (-4.96) (3.99) 

-134.84 Reagan -8.63 (Reagan * Git ) 
(4.49) (-4.59) 

-7.68 Carter 
(-3.79) 

-6.39 Ford 
(-2.97) 

0.35 Johnson 
(0.15) 

+ .134 (Johnson * EAi,t-l) 
(2.71) 

Adjusted R2 = . 47 SE = .72 Chi2 = 42.74 

126 



127 

Table 4.7 

Analytical Economic Aid Estimates 
for Postwar Presidencies 

Postwar Average 
-157.53 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit .39 EAit_ 1 

Reagan 
-22.69 + 1. 61 Git -.007 GCit 5.86 USXit +.39 EAit- 1 

Carter 
-165.21 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit +.39 EA

it
_

1 

Ford 
-163.92 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit +.39 EA

it
_

1 

Nixon 
-157.53 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit +.39 EA

it
_

1 

Johnson 
-157.18 +10.24 Git -.007 GCit +5.86 USXit +.524 EA

it
_

1 

Kennedy: 
+463.62 -42.57 Git +.042 GCit -35.16 USXit -2.08 EAit_ 1 
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CHAPTER FIVE 

Introduction 

Chapter two focused attention on the historical 

evolution of inter-American relations. Among other things, 

this portrait revealed that while Latin America's political 

importance for the u.s. alternated between periods of 

relatively intense attention to those of relative 

inattention, at some base level Latin America has always 

been important to the United States. Since at least the 

time of the enunciation of the Monroe Doctrine, and probably 

before, the United States and countries of Latin America 

have engaged in sometimes warm, sometimes benign, and often 

times hostile relations with one another. These alternating 

faces of Inter-American relations are, at the presidential 

level, sharply exemplified by contrasting Jimmy Carter's 

humanitarian approach with Ronald Reagan's emphasis upon the 

lessons of Realpolitik, or Eisenhower's somewhat neglectful 

approach to Kennedy's "New Alliance." 

This chapter focuses upon two dimensions of U.S. 

foreign policy reflective of changing levels of U.S. 

interest and involvement in Latin America. Taken together, 

international agreements and symbolic attention, capture 

what is called political attention to Latin America. In 



this context, political attention is defined as political 

involvement and interest in Latin American affairs. 
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Changing levels of U.S. political attention are observed 

over time using two foreign policy outputs; the number of 

bilateral international agreements and symbolic presidential 

attention to Latin America. Both track the flow of 

political attention toward Latin America, but they do this 

in different ways. Hence each requires a separate 

explanatory model. The distinction is somewhat analogous to 

the distinction between military and economic aid and the 

subsequent development of separate models portraying 

military and economic aid allocation. Both aid types are 

generally reflective of an underlying U.S. commitment to 

Latin America, but of course manifested quite differently. 

As with the distinction between aid types, speeches and 

agreements are two separate means of reflecting political 

attention and as such require distinctive models. 

Chapter four's modelling of aid allocation extracted 

much from the existing work on aid distribution because a 

well developed body of research existed to draw upon. 

However, neither bilateral international agreements nor 

symbolic attention have been the foci of systematic research 

in the manner of other foreign policy behaviors such as aid 

allocation and political use of force. While they are often 

the focus of informed discussion, there have been no 
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systematic attempts to model their behavior. And, when they 

are found in the literature, they are typically utilized as 

independent variables used to explain other foreign policy 

behaviors. 56 

Here they are treated as dependent variables, and the 

discussion that follows attempts to build convincing 

explanations of each, through which the effects of 

presidential succession can be tested. The remainder of 

this chapter unfolds much as the previous chapter, 

commencing with discussions of international agreements and 

symbolic attention, followed by an elaboration of the two 

models, and concluding with analysis of empirical 

estimations and results. 

International Agreements 

From 1960 and 1988, the united States entered into many 

hundreds of bilateral international agreements with Latin 

American partner nations. This chapter's analysis 

concentrates on two principal types of international 

agreements, over which chief executives may exercise 

considerable authority: executive agreements and treaties, 

protocols, and conventions. King and Ragsdale (1988) point 

out that the difference between executive agreements and 

56See, for example, Volgy and Kenski (1976 and 1982) . 
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treaties "is not the substance of policy proposals but 

rather the process through which the proposals do or do not 

go" (p. 109). Treaties, and the related agreements of 

protocols and conventions ultimately require the consent of 

the Senate, while executive agreements do not. However 

executive agreements cover issues just as consequential as 

those that are dealt with by treaties. The point being that 

these types of international agreements are typically 

vaguely defined and that presidents enjoy considerable 

discretion in determining their use. 57 

Congressional participation in the creation of 

treaties, protocols, and conventions, means that individual 

presidents may not enjoy as much influence in these areas of 

international agreements. And it might be argued that 

congressional involvement dilutes the utility of agreements 

as a measure of presidential action. However, two facts 

ameliorate this concern. First, the president remains the 

chief architect and principal political actor in the 

creation of such agreements. These agreements are initiated 

by the executive branch, and while requiring legislative 

consent, would not exist without the presidency. Second, 

the vast majority of the international agreements studied 

57With regard to protocols and conventions, King and 
Ragsdale (1988) point out that there are no "hard and fast 
rules about the names to use, and even the most recent 
tendencies are often violated" (p. 129). 
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here are comprised of executive agreements, not treaties, 

protocols, or conventions. More than 90% of the 

approximately 1100 agreements analyzed between 1960 and 1986 

are executive agreements over which the presidency exercises 

exclusive control. 

Symbolic Attention 

Another means of tracking a nation's political 

attention is by looking at the verbal statements of its 

leaders. Here, the speeches of U.S. presidents are used to 

measure changing levels of symbolic attention to Latin 

America. This is a common approach to foreign policy 

analysis in which the speeches of U.S. presidents are used 

to assess the qualitative and quantitative nature of 

attention directed at various objects of U.S. foreign 

policy.58 Conceptually, symbolic attention refers to the 

amount of interest a president shows toward Latin American 

affairs. Operationally it involves the amount of space 

devoted to Latin America in the President's annual State of 

the Union Address. 

While this is a simple measure it does offer revealing 

insight into the foreign policy orientations and intentions 

58Recalling from chapter three, this work includes Holmes 
(1985), Klingberg (1952), Sullivan (1982,1985), and Volgy and 
Kenski (1982). 
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of chief executives. It is widely acknowledged that much 

conscious consideration and intention contributes to the 

making of the State of the Union Message, as well as many 

other important speeches. Political elites use major 

speeches as opportunities to signal their intentions and 

desires to other elites as well as to the public at large. 

Thus it is possible to infer meaning from the amount of 

space devoted to given topics. In this case the amount of 

space given over to Latin American issues as a proportion of 

general foreign policy issues provides a meaningful que to 

the President's concern and interest with Latin American 

affairs. 

The next section describes the explanatory models put 

forward to account for the U.S. decision to make an 

international agreement as well as the amount of symbolic 

attention devoted to Latin American issues. The same caveat 

is offered as was invoked for the aid models, namely that 

these are necessarily simplifications of a more complex 

reality, but they do tap important underlying tendencies. 

Partial Theories of Political Attention 

International Agreements 

Bilateral international agreements comprised of 

executive agreements, treaties, protocols and conventions 

constitute the dependent variable measuring U.S. political 
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attention to Latin America. The history of Inter-American 

relations, particularly after the turn of the century, is 

marked with literally thousands of international agreements. 

These range in importance and magnitude from the fixing of 

postal rates to the annexation of Texas. This international 

agreements data-set is drawn chiefly from King and 

Ragsdale's compilation which relies upon the u.s. State 

Department's Treaties and Other International Agreements of 

the United States of America. 59 Their data was updated for 

1984 to 1986 using this same source. 

Table 5.1 provides some basic descriptive statistics on 

the international agreements data-set used here. The first 

line lists the mean and standard deviation for yearly 

international agreements with a given partner-nation. Also 

listed are total numbers of agreements for the entire time 

period for each country. 

The creation of a model accounting for the number of 

international agreements enacted began with several 

assumptions about the impetus for international agreements. 

First and foremost among these was that it seemed likely, 

indeed commonsensical, that both size and level of 

development of the Latin American partner nation would be 

related to the number international agreements entered into. 

59The author gratefully acknowledges their generosity for 
sharing this data-set. 
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Larger Latin American partner nations tend to have more 

consequential relations with the U.S. across a variety of 

socio-political, commercial, and military issues. The 

United States government is more likely to interact through 

international agreements with larger nations than with 

smaller nations simply because more opportunities exist for 

this sort of interaction. 

It was also expected that the number of agreements 

entered into by the U.S. will positively vary with its 

partner nation's level of development. Typically, as 

nations develop economically, so too do their needs for 

commercial and economic agreements with other nations, 

governing such things as trade and investment. 

The third variable, total trade with the U.S. is also 

expected to vary positively with the enactment of 

international agreements. Trade involves commercial and 

economic ties which frequently necessitate bilateral 

international agreements. A final variable is included to 

get at the notion that the very act of making international 

agreements paves the road for future agreements. In effect, 

international agreements may tend to spawn further 

~greements to clarify and extend them. And as nations 

engage in agreement building they may break down barriers, 

thereby facilitating more agreements. 

Again, as with the aid allocation models of the last 
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chapter, this international agreements model relies upon 

simplifications of a more complicated reality. With this 

caveat in place, the international agreements model appears 

as follows; 

AUS- 1 ,t = a +G1t +GCit +TUS- 1 ,t +AUS- 1 ,t-l + e [1] 

Bilateral international agreements are represented by A, and 

varies positively by size (measured by gross domestic 

product -G), and positively by the level of development 

(measured by gross domestic product per-capita - GC) of the 

partner nation. Trade with the United States is represented 

by T and the lagged dependent variable, AuS-l,t-lf captures 

bureaucratic inertia. 

Symbolic Attention 

State of the Union messages allow presidents an 

opportunity to signal their foreign policy agenda and as 

such reflect the symbolic importance of a given region. 

Symbolic attention is measured for the entire region, rather 

than country by country. This is a departure from the 

measurement of pooled time-series approach to agreements as 

well as aid in the previous chapter. The reason for this is 

simply that too little across-country variation exists to 

justify using a pooled approach. Consequently this design 

uses a simple time-series approach. 

Content analysis relies upon two sources for State of 
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the Union messages. For 1956 through 1969 messages were 

drawn from a compilation entitled State of the Union 

Messages, while the 1970 through 1986 period relied upon The 

Public Papers of the Presidents. The size of the print 

varied both across time as well as between sources, but this 

problem was solved by measuring attention as a proportion 

figure. The amount of space devoted to Latin American 

issues was calculated as a percentage of total space devoted 

to U. s. foreign policy issues. 60 A breakdown yearly 

totals for symbolic attention is provided in table 5.2. 

These numbers illustrate the ebb and flow of symbolic 

attention, with the first half of the 1960's and 1980's 

evidencing considerable attention, and attention slacking 

off in the second half of the 1960's and first half of the 

1970's. The increased attention coincides with Kennedy's 

Alliance for Progress programs and Reagan's preoccupation 

with Central America and the Caribbean. The relative 

inattention in the late sixties and early seventies is 

likely due to America's preoccupation with the Vietnam war. 

60The actual measurement used vertical centimeters, and 
while this method typically involves some error, it was 
minimized in this case by the deliberate character of the 
material being analyzed. The transition from one topic to 
another tended to be easily identifiable. Measurement began 
at the first mention of a Latin American subject and ended at 
the last mention, whether at the beginning or middle of a 
paragraph. If the beginning or ending of a sentence covered 
at least one half of a column or paragraph it was included in 
the measurement. 
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The construction of the symbolic attention model takes 

a somewhat different approach from the previous model. u.s. 

bilateral economic aid is expected to co-vary positively 

with the level of symbolic attention: economic aid reflects 

a commitment of a particular region which may be reflected 

in presidential speech-making. This expectation is based 

upon the understanding that during much of the postwar era 

of Inter-American affairs, development issues dominated much 

of the dialogue and focus of U.S. attention, illustrated by 

Eisenhower's Mutual Security Act, Kennedy's Alliance for 

Progress or the Mutual, and Reagan's Caribbean Basin 

Initiative. All placed emphasis on, among other things, 

economic development strategies for Latin America. Thus, as 

economic aid increases, presidents may tend to pay more 

attention to and reflect upon U.S.-Latin American relations. 

U.S. estimates of communist party membership aggregated 

to the regional level are also predicted to co-vary 

positively with the level of symbolic attention to Latin 

America. U.S. presidential administrations during the 

coldwar period were preoccupied with communist incursions 

into Latin America. Containment of the Soviet Union and 

anti-communism in general focused considerable attention on 

Latin American political events. 

This model does not utilize a lagged dependent variable 

used in the previous models. This decision was based upon 
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the personalistic nature of State of the Union messages. It 

is in these speeches that chief executives distinguish their 

own vision from their predecessors. Speeches do focus on 

the highlights of the past year, so there is probably some 

building on past behavior. However speeches are also 

forward-looking, establishing new policies and priorities, 

suggesting less reliance on the past. And since presidents 

tend to shy away from building on their predecessors 

policies, a strong short-term memory component is unlikely. 

This expectation was borne out by initial analyses. 

With these considerations in mind, the explanatory 

model for symbolic attention to Latin America appears as 

follows: 

SAus,t = a + EAIDus,t + CPMt + e [2] 

SA represent symbolic attention toward Latin America, EAID 

represents U.S. bilateral economic aid, and CPM represents 

communist party membership. Subscripts denote that in this 

model data analysis shifts from a pooled time-series design 

of earlier models to a standard time-series analysis. 61 

61Cross-sectional analysis is replaced by aggregate 
analysis, so the economic aid and communist party membership 
data are summed across country (section) for each year. The 
total number of cases is equal to the number of years, 1956-
1986, or 31 cases. 
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Analysis 

As with bilateral aid, analysis proceeds in two stages 

in response to two related questions regarding presidential 

succession effects upon political attention to Latin 

America. 62 To restate, the first stage focuses on 

presidency effects in general to determine whether or not 

presidency adjustments are required for proper specification 

of each of the two models. Stage two takes on a more 

descriptive approach by highlighting distinctive patterns 

that may characterize individual presidencies. Discussion 

focuses first upon estimations of the international 

agreements model, followed by the symbolic attention 

model. 63 

International Agreements 

Results of regression analysis and significance testing 

for the international agreements model are listed in table 

62To determine more precisely how the two measures of 
political attention are related, agreements were aggregated by 
year and correlated with symbolic attention. The resulting 
correlation coefficient of -.16 reveals a negligible 
relationship between the two and confirms the earlier decision 
to treat these two dimensions separately. 

63The reader is reminded that the time periods vary 
slightly between the two models. Measurement for the speech 
model begins in 1956, while the agreements model begins in 
1960. The reason has simply to do with the availability of 
data. But the consequence is that Eisenhower is included in 
the speech estimates and not in the agreements estimates. 
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5.3. The restricted model is estimated first, and followed 

by successive estimations incorporating sets of independent 

variables carrying differential presidency effects. For 

each estimation a Wald-type test of significance is 

calculated; this test assesses the increase in explanatory 

power associated with additional regressors. Table 5.3 

presents summary results for this series of regressions. 64 

Line one of table 5.3 summarizes the fit of the 

restricted model of international agreements and serves as a 

baseline against which to compare the contribution of 

presidency effect terms. The next entry adds to the 

restricted model the set of six effect coded indicator 

variables (~BiPj) from equation one representing adjustments 

to long-term memory for each presidential administration 

from Johnson through Reagan (with Kennedy the omitted 

category). The robust Chi-square statistic from this 

estimation indicates that the indicator variables as a set 

do offer a substantial improvement over the restricted or 

basic model. 

The remaining five entries in table 5.3 retain the 

presidency effect variables, while adding additional 

adjustments of the model's independent variables. These 

64As with the aid models of chapter four, results of the 
Wald-type significance test may be interpreted as one would 
interpret Chi-square results. 
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sets of adjustments are constructed as multiplicative 

interactions between presidency effect variables and the 

four independent variables of the model. With the exception 

of gross domestic product and U.S. trade, the model is 

improved by the addition of these adjustments. These 

results indicate that there exist significant presidency 

effects upon both GOP per-capita and short-term memory (Ail~ 

1)' It should be noted however that they are significant at 

the less rigorous .05 level. Nonetheless these results are 

interesting and deserve a closer look. 

Table 5.4 displays individual parameter estimates from 

the successive regressions of the international agreements 

model summarized in the previous table. 65 Restricted model 

estimates are presented under the results labeled 4.1, with 

an asterisk denoting those coefficients with a t-ratio of 

2.0 or greater. The one unexpected finding is the negative 

coefficient on GOP per-capita. This finding indicates that 

level of development is inversely related to the number of 

international agreements. This may be picking up the fact 

that the u.s. has comparatively few agreements with a number 

of relatively high GOP per-capita countries such as 

Argentina (45), Chile (54), and Venezuela (31), and 

65Because neither GOP nor trade achieve significance, the 
protected t-test requires that these regressors be dropped 
from the successive estimations represented in tables 5.2 and 
5.3 (Cohen and Cohen). 
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comparatively large number of agreements with less developed 

countries such as the Dominican Republic (63), Haiti (39), 

and Panama (53). 

The next column of the table, labeled 4.2, enters the 

five effect-coded presidency indicator variables into the 

basic equation. The Reagan, Nixon and Johnson 

administrations all achieve magnitudes twice their standard 

error, reflecting the relatively robust Chi-square value of 

20.33 (table 5.3) achieved by adding presidential 

adjustments to the basic model. The estimates in table 5.4 

of the Carter and Ford administrations mean that the average 

long-term level of agreements carried by the constant term 

adequately characterizes these presidencies. 

The next column, 4.3, extends the analysis to the 

partner nation's level of development by adding a series of 

product terms constructed from gross domestic product per

capita and presidency effect variables. It is clear from 

the previous analysis of table 5.3 that collectively these 

GDP per-capita adjustments add significantly to the 

explanatory power of the model. However column 4.3 of table 

5.4 reveals a different picture. All presidencies, with the 

exception of Reagan fail to reach magnitudes twice their 

standard error, suggesting that the behavior of these 

presidencies is captured by the overall value of -.0003. 

Column 4.4 also reveals a very different picture of 
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individual presidencies from the presidency effect in 

general. This marked contrast is manifested in the fact that 

only under the Carter administration does short-term memory 

become a significant influence in the formulation of 

bilateral international agreements. Again, the behavior of 

the remaining four presidencies is captured by the overall 

value of .33. 

Column 4.5 enters all the adjustment terms from the 

preceding three columns to help construct an overall 

equation that adequately describes presidential variations 

in the formulation of international agreements. Results 

from this final column reveal a persistent pattern in the 

behavior of individual presidencies; the significance of GDP 

per-capita for Reagan drops out leaving only the Carter 

short-term memory coefficient as the only significant 

interaction. 

By eliminating variables whose entries in column 4.5 

indicate no need for individual adjustment to the overall 

average, a trimmed-down equation may be constructed. This 

equation is displayed in table 5.5. The estimates presented 

here represent the most parsimonious descriptions of u.s. 

bilateral international agreements with Latin America. 66 

66In essence, the estimates reported in table 5.3 are the 
product of estimating a new regression on the significant 
variables from column 2.5 of table 5.2. 
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The first line of this table lists estimates for average 

long-term memory (-2.29), size (.24), level of development 

(-.0002), total trade with the U.S. (.0001) and short-term 

memory (.37). The remaining lines list the relevant 

adjustments to these averages for individual presidencies. 

The Ford administration requires no adjustment along 

any dimensions of the international agreements process. On 

the other hand, the Carter administration diverges more than 

any other administration, both in long-term memory as well 

as short-term memory. The remaining administrations require 

adjustment only in their long-term memory component. 

Interestingly, the Nixon administration diverged most 

significantly in its average long-term disposition toward 

the formulation of international agreements of any of the 

postwar presidencies. The Nixon administration showed a 

somewhat higher propensity toward the formulation of 

agreements than either its predecessors or successors. 

Because the estimates reported in table 5.5 are 

somewhat awkward for characterizing individual presidencies, 

attention now turns to the analytic estimates displayed in 

table 5.6. The first equation labeled postwar average 

simply reproduces the estimates for long-term memory, size, 

level of development, trade with U.S., and short-term memory 

to serve as a baseline for comparison. Following this 

baseline, equations are displayed for each presidential 
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administration in reverse chronological order. Again, these 

are called analytical estimates because they are calculated 

from the products of the empirical estimates in table 5.5 

and the known scores on the effect-coded presidency 

indicators. 67 

Table 5.6 presents some interesting findings. First, 

the administration best fitting the overall postwar average 

was presided over by Gerald Ford. Ford converges completely 

on all dimensions. This appears consistent with what many 

viewed as largely a care-taker administration, making 

significant policy shifts unlikely. On the other hand, the 

presidencies diverging most significantly from the overall 

average were the Carter and Kennedy administrations, two 

administrations cited for their foreign policy 

distinctiveness. Kennedy diverges particularly strongly 

form the postwar average, likely reflecting the programs and 

policies of the Alliance for Progress. The Nixon and 

Johnson administration only require adjustment along their 

long-term memory components. Overall, the findings point in 

the direction of persistence in international agreement 

formulation. 

Discussion of Symbolic Attention 

67The same procedures used for the calculation of the 
analytical aid estimates (tables 4.4 and 4.7) apply here. 
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Attention now turns to analysis of the symbolic 

attention estimations. Table 5.7 presents results of 

regression analysis and significance testing for the 

symbolic attention model. The restricted model is estimated 

first, followed by successive estimations incorporating sets 

of independent variables carrying differential presidency 

effects. 

Line one of table 5.7 summarizes the fit of the 

restricted model of symbolic attention and serves as a 

baseline against which to compare the contribution of 

presidency effect terms. The next entry adds to the 

restricted model the set of seven effect coded indicator 

variables from equation two representing adjustments to 

long-term memory for each presidential administration from 

Kennedy through Reagan (with Eisenhower the omitted 

category). The Chi-square statistic from this estimation 

indicates that the indicator variables as a set do offer a 

significant improvement over the restricted model. The 

remaining two entries in table 5.7 retain the presidency 

effect variables, while adding additional adjustments of the 

model's independent variables. Neither of these additions 

improves the fit of the basic model. 

Table 5.8 displays individual parameter estimates from 

the successive regressions of the symbolic attention model 

summarized in the previous table. Restricted model 
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estimates are displayed under column 8.1, again with an 

asterisk denoting those coefficients with a t-ratio of 2.0 

or greater. Column 8.2 enters the seven effect-coded 

presidency indicator variables into the basic equation. 68 

Only the Ford and Kennedy administrations achieve 

significance, reflecting the relatively mild Chi-square 

significance level of 14.33 (table 5.5). The estimates of 

the Reagan, Carter, Nixon, and Johnson administrations mean 

that the average long-term level of symbolic attention 

carried by the constant term adequately characterizes these 

presidencies. 

In column 8.3 analysis is extended to economic aid. 

Analysis reported in table 5.7 indicated that collectively 

these aid adjustments fail to add significantly to the 

explanatory power of the model. This finding is reflected 

in column 8.3 in which none of the administration indicators 

or interaction terms achieve magnitudes twice their standard 

error. 

Column 8.4 drops out the economic aid estimates and 

replaces them with communist party membership estimates. 

Again, all of the presidency indicator variables and 

interaction terms conform to the baseline average. This is 

68The reader will notice that the speech analysis extends 
to the second term of the Eisenhower administration, excluded 
from agreements analysis. This is simply a function of data 
availability. 
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consistent with the findings reported in table 5.7 for 

communist party membership, which revealed a Chi-square of 

3.56. 

Finally, column 8.5 enters all the significant 

adjustment term from the preceding three columns to help 

construct an overall equation that describes presidential 

variation in symbolic attention to Latin America. None of 

the estimate listed in column 8.5 achieve magnitudes twice 

their standard error. 

Table 5.9 reports on the trimmed down equation for 

symbolic attention. Line one lists estimates for average 

long-term memory (-4.42), economic aid (.01), and communist 

party membership (.03). Only two adjustments are required 

to these overall averages and both are adjustments to long

term memory, measuring the disposition of a given presidency 

toward symbolic attention. Adjustments are required for 

only the Ford and Kennedy administrations. 

The analytic estimates are reported in table 5.10. 

Line one lists estimates for long-term memory, economic aid 

and communist party membership. The individual estimates 

demonstrate that all of the administrations conformed to 

this baseline to a high degree, with the exception of the 

Eisenhower administration. They also reveal that the Ford, 

Kennedy, and Eisenhower administrations diverged from the 

overall average level of symbolic attention in their long-



term memory. The Ford administration shows a noticeably 

lesser tendency toward symbolic attention and the Kennedy 

administration a somewhat greater tendency. 

Conclusion 
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Results from the first stage of analysis indicate that 

generally presidential succession does effect presidential 

attention to Latin America, manifested in the number of 

bilateral international agreements as well as the level of 

symbolic attention given over to Latin American issues. 

However, this relationship between executive transition and 

foreign policy behavior is more strongly evidenced in 

international agreements than in symbolic attention. That 

is to say that the fit of the international agreements model 

was improved more consistently and significantly by the 

inclusion of the presidential adjustments than was the 

symbolic attention model. 

The results from the second stage of analysis reveal 

this contrast to be minimal. It is clear from the analysis 

of individual presidencies that neither symbolic attention 

nor the formulation of agreements is particularly sensitive 

to the influence of individual presidencies. Both reveal 

remarkable persistence across differing presidential 

administrations. 

Symbolic attention to Latin America exhibits more 
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regularity across administrations than international 

agreements. This regularity is evidenced quite clearly in 

the persistently positive influences of bilateral economic 

aid and communist party membership. The only divergence 

from the overall pattern of symbolic attention is in the 

long-term memory of the Ford and Kennedy administrations, 

which picks up long-term shifts in symbolic attention toward 

Latin America. It is worth noting that the Kennedy 

administration's symbolic attention is significantly more 

than the overall average, most likely reflecting the 

administration's renewed emphasis upon Inter-American 

relations manifested in the New Alliance for Progress. 

The formulation of international agreements also 

remains remarkably constant across successive presidential 

administrations. With the exception of Carter's short-term 

memory, the only divergence is in the long-term memory of 

the Reagan, Carter, Nixon, and Johnson administrations. 

Otherwise there exists a persistent regularity manifested in 

the continuously positive influence of size, negative 

influence of development, positive influence of trade with 

the u.s. and positive influence of short-term memory. 

Again, it is noteworthy that the Nixon administration 

evidences a significantly more positive inclination toward 

the formulation of international agreements than any of its 

predecessors or successors. 



152 

Overall, political attention to Latin America, measured 

both in terms of the number of bilateral international 

agreements as well as the level of symbolic attention 

exhibits remarkable persistence and constancy across 

changing presidencies. Where divergence from the overall 

postwar pattern does occur it is where it seems most 

likely - in the propensities of individual presidencies to 

pay greater or lesser attention to Latin America or to 

formulate more or less agreements with Latin American 

partner nations, represented in the longterm memory 

component. Otherwise both forms of political attention 

manifest striking regularity in the face of changing 

presidential administrations. 



country 

Table 5.1 

country Totals for International 
Agreements 
1960-1986 

Agreements 

Argentina------------------------45 
Bolivia--------------------------59 
Brazil---------------------------122 
Chile----------------------------54 
Colombia-------------------------97 
Costa Rica-----------------------31 
Dominican Republic---------------63 
Ecuador--------------------------43 
El Salvador----------------------28 
Guatemala------------------------32 
Haiti----------------------------39 
Honduras-------------------------36 
Mexico---------------------------271 
Nicaragua------------------------20 
Panama---------------------------53 
Paraguay-------------------------37 
Peru-----------------------------55 
Uruguay--------------------------28 
Venezuela------------------------31 

Total 1,144 
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Table 5.2 

Yearly Totals for Symbolic Attention 

1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
1960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 
1965 
1966 
1967 
1968 
1969 
1970 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 

Amount 

1.4 
3.2 
o 
3.0 
o 

11.2 
9.4 
8.9 
5.7 
8.2 
1.0 
6.2 
1.5 
o 
3.8 
3.4 
o 
3 
o 
o 
0.3 
0.8 

14.2 
1.5 
o 
4.4 
8 
8.2 
4.3 
9 

12.5 

*These numbers represent the amount of space allocated to Latin America 
as percentage of total foreign policy attention. 

**Inter-coder reliability efforts support the accuracy of 
these estimates. 
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Table 5.3 

Wald-Type test for Differential Presidency Effects 
Added to Restricted Model of U.S. Bilateral International 

Agreements, 1960-1986 

Terms in 
Model 

Restricted model 

Restricted model 
+presidential 
adjustments (PA) 

Full model 
+PA 
+GDP adjustment 

Full model 
+PA 
+GDP per-capita 

adjustment 

Full model 
+PA 
+U.S. trade 
adjustment 

Full model 
+PA 
+lagged Y 
adjustment 

Full model 
+all adjustments 

**pS.01, df=5 
*pS.05, df=5 

Chi-square R-square 

.32 

20.33** .35 

1.28 .34 

9.66* .37 

5.84 .33 

11. 66* .33 

72.83** .35 
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Table 5.4 

Regressions of Differential Presidency Effects Added 
to Restricted Model of Bilateral International 

Agreements 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 

Variable 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 

Constant -1.94 -2.31* -2.72* -2.25* -3.25* 
GDP .20* .24* .32* .24* .33* 
GDP\pc -.0002* -.0003* -.0003* -.0003* -.0004* 
US trade .00009* .0001* .0001* .0002* .00009* 
Lagged agr. .44* .38* .42* .33* .23* 

Reagan -.34* .93* -.20 2.22 
GDP\pc .002* -.22 
Lagged agr. -.12 .04 

Carter -.06 .05 -.45* 5.26 
GDP\pc -.00002 -.00003 
Lagged agr. .20* .21* 

Ford -.10 -.08 .01 2.89 
GDP\pc .000003 .0001 
Lagged agr. -.09 .01 

Nixon .34* .24 .32 4.78 
GDP\pc .00004 .0003 
Lagged agr. .06 .11 

Johnson -.40* -.59* -.28 -4.82 
GDP\pc .00009 -.0001 
Lagged agr. -.06 -.12 

Adjusted R2 .32 .35 .37 .34 .35 

*t-ratio=~2.0. 



Table 5.5 

Final Estimated Bilateral 
International Agreements Model 

(t-ratios in parentheses) 
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Ait = - 2.29 + .24 Git - .0002 GCit + .0001 TUS-i,t + .37 A it- 1 
(-2.04) (3.17) (-4.15) (2.96) (9.46) 

-.37 Reagan 
(-3.24) 

-.36 Carter 
(-2.12) 

.29 Nixon 
(2.33) 

-.42 Johnson 
(-3.34) 

Adjusted R2 = .33 SE = .78 

+ .12 (Carter*A!t_l) 
(2.16) 

Chi 2 = 34.81 



158 

Table 5.6 

Analytical International Agreements Estimates 
for Postwar Presidencies 

Postwar Average 
-2.29 + .24 G1t - .0002 GC1t + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .37 Ait- 1 

Reagan 
-2.66 + .24 G1t - .0002 GCit + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .37 A1t- 1 

Carter 
-2.65 + .24 G1t - .0002 GC1t + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .49 A1t- 1 

Ford 
-2.29 + .24 G1t - .0002 GCit + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .37 Ait- 1 

Nixon 
-2.00 + .24 G1t - .0002 GC1t + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .37 A1t- 1 

Johnson 
-2.71 + .24 Git - .0002 GC1t + .0001 TUS- 1,t + .37 A1t- 1 

Kennedy 
+5.44 - 1. 44 G1t + .0012 GC1t - .0006 TUS- 1,t - 1. 97 Ait- 1 



Table 5.7 

Wald-Type test for Differential Presidency Effects 
Added to Restricted Model of Symbolic Attention to 

Latin America, 1956-1986 

Terms in 
Model. 

Restricted model 

Restricted model 
+presidential 
adjustments (PA) 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+EAID adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+CPM 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+selected significant 
adjustments 

**p~.01, df=5 
*p~.05, df=5 

Chi-square R-square 

.30 

14.33* .40 

4.01 .29 

3.56 .31 
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Table 5.8 

Regressions of Differential Presidency Effects Added 
to Restricted Model of Symbolic Attention to 

Latin America 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 

Variable 8.1 8.2 8.3 8.4 8.5 

Constant -6.42 3.07 -2.98 2.38 15.72 

EAID 0.007* .006* .008 .01* .01 
CPM .03* .02 .03 -.01 -.61 

Reagan .46 .06 16.63 -5.52 

EAID -.003 .01 
CPM -.11 -.03 

Carter .06 3.13 -7.73 -19.31 
EAID -.02 -.02 
CPM .04 .10 

Ford 3.88* -11.89 28.67 -12.84 
EAID .02 .13 
CPM -.11 - .11 

Nixon 1.53 -4.98 -1. 34 -9.12 
EAID .002 .01 
CPM -.01 -.0001 

Johnson -.33 13.35 -8.82 -1.84 
EAID -.02 -.03 
CPM .03 .17 

Kenned~ 6.00* 8.57 -14.74 91. 43 
EAID -.01 -.62 
CPM .11 -.28 

Adjusted R2 .30 .40 .29 .31 .12 
*t-ratio-~2.0. 



Table 5.9 

Final Estimated Symbolic Attention Model 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

SAt = -4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 
(-1.43) (3.35) (2.03 ) 

- 3.99 Ford 
(-2.26) 

+ 5.87 Kennedy 
(2.94) 

Adjusted R2 = .43 SE = 3.31 Chi 2 = 11.11 
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Table 5.10 

Analytical Symbolic Attention Estimates 
for Postwar Presidencies 

Postwar Average 
-4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Reagan 
-4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Carter 
-4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Ford 
-8.41 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Nixon 
-4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Johnson 
-4.42 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Kenned~ 
1. 45 + .01 EAIDt + .03 CPMt 

Eisenhower 
20.22 - .07 EAIDt - .21 CPMt 
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CHAPTER SIX 

Introduction 

The resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis represents 

to many the greatest single U.S. foreign policy success of 

the Cold War period. This is so not only because nuclear 

war was averted, but because the Kennedy administration 

successfully employed a strategy - a naval blockade - which 

averted the use of force. The Soviets were convinced to 

remove their missiles through a combination of negotiation 

and arm twisting backed up by the threat of military force. 

This scenario is a classic case of what has come to be 

called the political use of military force. Defined by 

Blechman and Kaplan, it means "a deliberate attempt to 

influence, or to be prepared to influence, specific behavior 

of individuals in another nation without engaging in a 

continuing contest of violence" (Blechman and Kaplan, 1978, 

p. 12). 

By definition, a political use of the armed forces is 

designed to avoid a prolonged military intervention, or in 

their words a "continuing contest of violence," in favor of 

the threat of violence, or presumably brief military 

engagement. The recent U.S. invasion of Panama would not 

fit this definition because U.S. combat troops engaged in a 

large scale prolonged military invasion resulting in a 
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continuing contest of violence. In fact, in the Panamanian 

case, the threat of military force by itself failed to 

achieve u.s. objectives - the removal of Manuel Noriega -

causing u.s. decision-makers to step up to a higher level of 

commitment. On the other hand, the 1982 invasion of Grenada 

does fit within the confines of their definition, not 

because military operations were on a significantly smaller 

scale, but more importantly because it signalled to 

Nicaragua, and perhaps ultimately the Soviet Union, the 

U.S.'s commitment to the region. Outside the Latin American 

context the recent deployment of troops to Somalia would 

also appear to fit within the confines of political use of 

force. Philip Zelikow (1987) points out that it "has long 

been recognized that military power is used most 

successfully when soldiers do not fight" and that U.S. 

postwar strategy has "relied upon the psychological 

dimension of power" (pp. 32-33). 

Even the casual observer of historical relations 

between the U.S. and Latin America is struck by the 

frequency with which military force or the threat of 

military force is used to pursue political ends. Indeed, 

military force, as well as threats of military force, have 

frequently been invoked by the U.S. to serve political ends. 

Throughout the mid-1980's the Reagan administration used the 

U.S. armed forces on numerous occasions to pursue policy 
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objectives in Central America. In fact, over the last 

thirty years the U.S. military has been used as an 

instrument of policy some 64 times. 69 

In earlier times this sort of behavior was called 

gunboat diplomacy, although political uses of force means 

something more precise than simply military force. It 

describes a particular type of foreign policy behavior 

involving "overt policy acts directed by the U.S. president 

that fall somewhere between acts of diplomacy and 

intentional (and extended) uses of military power such as 

Korea and Vietnam" (Ostrom and Job, 1986, pp. 541-42). 

Again, while this conceptualization includes the U.S. 

invasion of Grenada, it would not include, because of its 

covert nature, the CIA sponsored overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz, 

nor the more recent Panamanian intervention. Blechman and 

Kaplan (1978) and later Kaplan's (1982) compilations of U.S. 

and Soviet political uses of force, stand as benchmarks of 

data conceptualizations and collection on this subject. 

However further contributions to data collection and 

attempts to model this behavior are limited to four 

notables, Stoll (1984), Ostrom and Job (1986), Zelikow 

(1987), and James and Oneal (1991). 

69Taken from Blechman and Kaplan and the author's update 
of their dataset. This number refers to those incidents which 
conform to the definition of political use of force. 
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Blechman and Kaplan and Zelikow, in his extension of 

their dataset, agree that political use of force cannot 

include all military actions but only those which involve 

discrete military action designed to influence a particular 

situation and which meet the following criteria: The 

military forces had to experience some change in their 

physical disposition; there had to have been an intentional 

conscious political purpose to the military action; and the 

force must have been used to influence some specific conduct 

of individuals in other nations (Blechman and Kaplan, 1978, 

pp. 21-15). To qualify as a political use of force the 

action need not have been successful, only meet these 

criteria. 

This chapter builds upon this research by constructing 

a model of U.S. uses of force in Latin America, through 

which the impact of executive transition on political uses 

of force may be evaluated. The remainder of this chapter 

unfolds as follows. The next section presents the 

theoretical justification for the force model and reviews 

the relevant literature on the subject. Section three 

presents and discusses results of analysis. Summary and 

conclusions follow in section four. 

A Partial Theory of Use of Force 

The existing research on the political use of force 
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offers a springboard for constructing a model portraying 

u.s. decisions to engage in force or the threat of force. 

The original work of Blechman and Kaplan fix the conceptual 

basis of political uses of force and offer theoretical 

insight into the decision by the U.S. to use force. Later 

work by James and Oneal (1991), Ostrom and Job (1986), and 

Stoll (1984) extend the theoretical work to test competing 

explanations of the Presidential decisions to use force. 

All of these works offer conceptualizations of force 

compatible with Blechman and Kaplan's, and all rely upon 

their original collection of incidents. 

It would be hard to argue that the literature offers 

any consensus as to why presidents decide to use force. It 

can however reasonably be argued that the terrain of the 

current debate involves the relative importance of domestic 

verses international factors. One perspective argues that 

international considerations, superpower conflict and 

perceived threats to national security best explain 

presidential decisions to use force. This perspective is 

represented in the work of Blechman and Kaplan (1978), 

Kaplan (1981), and Zelikow (1987). An alternative approach 

centers its attention on domestic political explanations 

such as presidential popularity or electoral politics. 

James and Oneal, Ostrom and Job, and Stoll all represent 

this alternative perspective. On a broader level, these 
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alternative approaches are represented in the classic schism 

between realism's unitary actor approach with its emphasis 

upon power politics, and those efforts which look inside the 

nation-state. 

James and Oneal (1991) point out that Blechman and 

Kaplan (1978) assume that the state is a "unitary actor that 

uses the military in Clausewitzian fashion to advance its 

objectives (p. 310). Zelikow's (1987) work, which updates 

Blechman and Kaplan's dataset, also places primary emphasis 

upon international factors, suggesting that strategic

security considerations motivate decision to threaten or use 

force. 

Ostrom and Job (1986) challenge the realist when they 

argue that internal domestic and political considerations in 

combination with international factors function to limit any 

administration's ability to use force as a political 

instrument. Such limiting factors include u.S. involvement 

in war (international), the condition of the domestic 

economy (domestic), and position on the electoral calendar 

(political). They find that a president's decision to use 

force is based upon factors from all three areas. James and 

Oneal's work, which builds upon Ostrom and Job's efforts, 

find domestic political factors to be more salient to the 

president's use of force. 

Stoll's (1984) choice of indicators is more evenly 
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balance between domestic and international factors. He is 

primarily concerned with demonstrating a linkage between the 

use of force and the presidential election cycle, arguing 

that during presidential election seasons the U.S. is more 

likely to use force or threaten force. 

This research on political uses of force offers some 

help in constructing a baseline model to account for such 

behavior. The ultimate aim of this model is not to provide 

an exhaustive explanation of the presidential use of 

political force. Rather, as with the previous models, it is 

to construct a reliable, relatively parsimonious and non

controversial model through which the impact of presidential 

succession may be observed. Toward this goal it is 

necessary to take account of controversies in the research 

as well as the peculiarities of inter-American relations. 

U.S. bilateral military aid is included because it 

represents an effort to influence, through military means, 

Latin American politics. As discussed in chapter four, U.S. 

military aid is motivated by, among other factors, strategic 

security considerations. Thus the provision of military 

assistance implies a predisposition toward using military 

means to achieve political goals, such as the containment of 

communism. For this reason, a predictor variable measuring 

annual military assistance to Latin America, lagged one 

year, is included in the model. 
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Using the threat of military force for political 

purposes is clear a risky proposition. Evidence indicates 

that in environments of risk and uncertainty, decision

makers often turn to past behavior to guide them through 

current problems (Allison, 1969; 1971). For this reason it 

seems appropriate to include an independent variable 

measuring incremental behavior. This is accomplished by 

simply lagging the dependent variable by one year. As with 

previous models, it is expected that bureaucratic inertia 

and incrementalism may characterize the decision-process of 

if and when to use force. 

A third and final variable measuring u.s. military 

expenditures is included in the model. Military capability, 

measured by military expenditures, is precisely what allows 

nations to pursue policy with military means. Political 

uses of force also provide decision-makers an opportunity to 

test their military resources, short of prolonged conflict 

or war, and in this way may even encourage the muscle

flexing inherent in threats of force. 

with these considerations in mind, the baseline model 

of the political use of force appears as follows: 

PUFus,t= a + MAIDus,t-l+ PUFUS,t-l+ MEXPus,t_l+ e 

PUF represents the political use of force by the United 

States at time t. MAID denotes U.S. bilateral military aid. 

Lagged one time period, it is predicted to covary positively 
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with the use of force. POFUS,t-l represents the political use 

of force lagged one year, and is also expected to covary 

positively with force. Also predicted to covary positively 

is MEXP, which symbolizes u.s. military expenditures. 7o 

With the force model in place it is now time to turn to the 

point of this analysis, testing for the effects of 

presidential succession upon the political use of force. 71 

Data Analysis 

Table 6.1 provides yearly totals of the political uses 

of force and reflects some interesting patterns. The use of 

force was relatively high during the early sixties and early 

eighties coinciding with considerable political turbulence 

in the region and in u.s. - Latin American relations. The 

relatively low incidence of force in the late sixties and 

early seventies reflects U.S. preoccupation with the Vietnam 

war, conforming to the pattern of symbolic attention from 

the previous chapter. 

Results of regression analysis and significance testing 

for the force model are listed in table 6.2. The restricted 

70Sources for each of these variables is listed in the 
appendix to this chapter. Note that U.S. military 
expenditures are measured as a percentage of GDP. 

71The reader should be aware that, as with the symbolic 
attention model, this model is a regional model. An 
insufficient number of uses or force per country exist to 
enable a cross-sectional approach. 
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model is estimated first, followed by successive estimations 

incorporating variables carrying differential presidency 

effects. For each estimation a Wald-type test of 

significance is calculated to assess the increase in 

explanatory power associated with additional regressors. 72 

Line one of table 6.2 summarizes the fit of the 

restricted force model and serves as a baseline against 

which to measure the contribution of presidency effect 

terms. The next entry adds to the restricted model the set 

of seven effect-coded indicator variables representing 

adjustments to long-term memory for each presidential 

administration from Kennedy through Reagan (with Eisenhower 

the omitted category). The Chi-square statistic indicates 

significance at the .05 level, demonstrating that the 

presidential indicator variables as a set to offer a 

substantial improvement over the restricted or basic model. 

The remaining three entries in table 6.2 retain the 

presidency effect variables, while adding additional 

adjustments to the model's independent variables. As with 

past models, these sets of adjustments are constructed as 

multiplicative interactions between presidency effect 

variables and the three independent variables of the model. 

With the exception of u.s. military expenditures, the model 

72As with previous models, Wald-type significance test 
results should be interpreted as Chi-square results. 
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is not improved by the addition of these adjustments. 

However, the results do indicate that there exists 

significant presidency effects upon military expenditures, 

although it is significant at the less rigorous .05 level. 

Attention now shifts to the second stage of analysis. 

Table 6.3 displays individual parameter estimates from 

the successive regressions of the force model. 73 

Restricted model estimates are presented under the results 

labeled 3.1, with an asterisk denoting those coefficients 

with a t-ratio of 2.0 or greater. The next column of the 

table, labeled 3.2, enters the five effect-coded presidency 

indicator variables into the basic equation. All of the 

administrations, with the exception of Johnson, achieve 

magnitudes twice their standard error, reflecting the 

significant Chi-square value of 14.13 (table 6.2) achieved 

by adding presidential adjustments to the basic model. The 

estimates in table 6.3 for the Johnson administration means 

that the average long-term predisposition to use force 

carried by the constant term adequately captures his 

administration. 

The next column, 3.3, extends that analysis to military 

expenditures by adding a series of product terms constructed 

73Because neither military aid or short-term memory 
achieve significance, following the protected t-test, these 
regressors are dropped from the successive estimations in 
tables 6.3 and 6.4 (Cohen and Cohen) . 
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from U.S. military expenditures and presidency effect 

variables. It is clear from the previous analysis in table 

6.2 that collectively these military expenditure adjustments 

add significantly to the explanatory power of the model. 

The picture revealed in column 3.3 is not consistent with 

this finding. All of the presidency interaction terms, 

with the exception of Johnson, fail to reach significance at 

magnitudes twice their standard error, suggesting that the 

behavior of these presidencies is best captured by the 

overall value of 1.87. 

Column 3.3 enters also represent an overall equation 

that adequately describes presidential variation in the 

political use of force. By eliminating variables whole 

entries in column 3.3 reveal no need for individual 

adjustment to the overall average, a trimmed-down equation 

may be constructed. This equation is displayed in table 

6.4. The estimates presented here represent the most 

parsimonious description of the U.S. use of force in Latin 

America. 74 The first line lists estimates for average 

long-term memory (-6.58), military assistance (-.04), short-

term memory (.79), and military expenditures (1.36). The 

remaining lines list the relevant adjustments to these 

74As with the previous models, the estimates reported in 
table 6.4 are the result of estimating a new regression on the 
significant variables from column 3.3 of table 6.3. 
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averages for individual presidencies. 

All six administrations diverge in their long-term 

memory from the postwar average. And all, with the 

exception of Johnson, show a greater tendency to engage in 

the use of force, than is reflected in the overall average. 

The Johnson administration's long-term average use of force 

in Latin America is noticeably less than the overall 

average. It is also the only administration to diverge 

significantly from any other of the model's parameters, 

requiring adjustment on the military expenditure variable. 

Because the estimates reported in table 6.4 are 

inconvenient for characterizing individual presidencies, 

attention turns now to the analytical estimates reported in 

table 6.5. The first equation labeled postwar average 

simply reproduces the estimates for long-term memory, 

military aid, short-term memory, and military expenditures 

to serve as a baseline for comparison. Following this 

baseline, equations are displayed for each presidential 

administration in reverse chronological order. Again, these 

are called analytical estimates because they are calculated 

from the products of the empirical estimates in table 6.4 

and the known scores on the effect-coded presidency 
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indicators. 75 

Table 6.5 displays some noteworthy findings. The 

administration which diverged most sharply from the overall 

postwar average was the Eisenhower administration, which 

deviates from the postwar average on all five elements. 

Johnson diverges on two of the five elements, and shows a 

remarkably constrained tendency to use force in Latin 

America, perhaps due to the administration's preoccupation 

with the Vietnam war. Overall, however, the findings 

reflect persistence across administrations in the political 

use of force in Latin America. 

Conclusion 

Results from the first stage of analysis indicate that 

presidential uses of force do vary by presidential change. 

The number of times force is used as a political instrument 

depends upon the administration in power. In other words, 

the fit of the restricted model was significantly improved 

by including the presidential adjustments. 

However, results of the second stage of analysis reveal 

these general tendencies to be minimal. It is clear from 

75The same procedures used to calculate the analytical 
estimates in the aid, agreements, and speech models apply 
hear. 
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the analysis of individual presidencies that political use 

of force is not particularly sensitive to the influence of 

changing presidencies. There exists remarkable persistence 

and continuity across different presidential 

administrations. 

This regularity was evidenced most clearly in the 

persistently negative influence of military assistance and 

positive influence of short-term memory. The only 

divergence outside of long-term memory was in the Johnson 

administration's reliance on military expenditures, and, 

with the exception of long-term memory, these findings 

clearly point in the direction of foreign policy persistence 

and continuity. 

It is important to acknowledge this variation in long

term memory, reflecting the propensities of each 

administration to engage in force. None of the previous 

findings of the previous models show so much variation on 

this dimension, underscoring the non-routine nature of 

decisions to engage in force. 
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Table 6.1 

Yearly Totals for Political Uses of Force 

~ Amount 

1956 0 
1957 1 
1958 4 
1959 4 
1960 6 
1961 5 
1962 5 
1963 6 
1964 9 
1965 4 
1966 0 
1967 0 
1968 0 
1969 0 
1970 2 
1971 1 
1972 1 
1973 0 
1974 0 
1975 0 
1976 0 
1977 0 
1978 2 
1979 1 
1980 0 
1981 3 
1982 3 
1983 6 
1984 6 
1985 1 
1986 1 



Table 6.2 

Wald-Type test for Differential Presidency Effects 
Added to Restricted Model of Political Force 

in Latin America, 1956-1986 

Terms in 
Model 

Restricted model 

Restricted model 
+presidential 
adjustments (PA) 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+MAID adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+Lagged Force 
adjustment 

Restricted model 
+PA 
+Military expenditure 
adjustment 

**p$;.Ol, df=5 
*p$;.05, df=5 

Chi-square R-square 

.59 

14.13* .65 

4.78 .63 

5.85 .63 

14.20* .75 
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Table 6.3 

Regressions of Differential Presidency Effects Added 
to Restricted Model of Political Force 

in Latin America 

Unstandardized Regression Coefficients 

Variable 3.1 3.2 3.3 

Constant -.55 -10.63* -7.92 
LMAID -.03* -.04* -.11* 
LFORCE .74* .74* .59* 
LMEXP .43* 1. 89* 1.87* 

Reagan 2.17* -6.62 
LMEXP 1.16 

Carter 3.30* -6.62 
LMEXP 1. 45 

Ford 2.59* 3.34 
LMEXP -.44 

Nixon -2.19* 5.34 
LMEXP -1.13 

Johnson -.28 -16.59* 
LMEXP 1.92* 

Kenned~ -2.20* -21. 42 
LMEXP 1. 96 

Adjusted R2 .59 .65 .75 

*t-ratio=~2.0. 
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Table 6.4 

Final Estimated Political Force Model 
(t-ratios in parentheses) 

FORCEt = -6.58 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1.36 LMEXP t 
(-2.0) (-4.41) (7.29) (2.93) 

+ 1.04 Reagan 
(1.21) 

+ 1.94 Carter 
(1.69) 

+ 1.56 Ford 
(1. 62) 

- 2.22 Nixon 
(-3.82) 

- 17.44 Johnson 
(-2.52) 

- 2.26 Kennedy 
(-2.44) 

Adjusted R2 = . 72 SE = 1.34 

+ 2.02 Johnson*LMEXP 
(2.45) 

Chi2 = 24.85 
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Table 6.5 

Analytical Political Force Estimates 
for Postwar Presidencies 

Postwar Average 
-6.58 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1. 36 LMEXPt 

Reagan 
-5.54 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1. 36 LMEXP t 

Carter 
-4.64 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1. 36 LMEXP t 

Ford 
-5.02 - .04 LMAID t + .79 LFORCE t + 1.36 LMEXP t 

Nixon 
-8.88 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1. 36 LMEXP t 

Johnson 
-24.02 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 3.38 LMEXPt 

Kennedy: 
-8.84 - .04 LMAIDt + .79 LFORCEt + 1. 36 LMEXP t 

Eisenhower 
23.96 + .24 LMAIDt - 4. 74 LFORCEt - 8.82 LMEXP t 
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CHAPTER SEVEN 

Introduction 

When Bill Clinton assumed the office of the Presidency, 

in mid-January of 1993, he did so in the face of enormous 

flux and change in world politics. And in the days leading 

up to his inauguration, the President-elect publicly 

reversed himself on his position regarding Haitian refugees, 

realigning with the Bush administration policy; supported 

Bush's bombing of Iraq; reaffirmed his commitment to a 

continued u.s. military presence in Somalia; and even hinted 

at the possible use of force in the former Yugoslavia. The 

new administration's emphasis upon continuity in response to 

uncertain and dangerous global events is not particularly 

surprising. 76 But what is remarkable is that President-

elect Clinton took these positions despite the fact that he 

ran and was elected on a platform advocating both change and 

a reorientation of the nation's energies from foreign policy 

to domestic policy. While these early signs point in the 

direction of foreign policy continuity, they also illustrate 

how enormously difficult it is to change either the means or 

goals of U.S. foreign policy. 

760ne commentator did respond with the rhetorical query, 
"what can continuity possibly mean in a world of turmoil?" 
(Barnet, February 1993). 
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These examples, while admittedly anecdotal, underscore 

the pressures constraining presidential action. 

Bureaucratic inertia, the uncertainty of external events, 

and the use of incrementalism to minimize the risk implicit 

in this uncertainty, all function to delimit the range of 

possibilities available to the executive. Clinton's wary 

and cautious approach to issues of U.S. foreign policy is a 

product of this environment and is consistent with the 

dissertation's findings, generally sustaining a picture of 

an enduring and persistent U.S. foreign policy. 

More important than recent current events is how these 

findings square with theoretical and historical portraits of 

postwar U.S. Latin American policy. Before probing these 

linkages further, it would be helpful to summarize the major 

results. The next section summarizes the empirical 

findings, followed by an effort to situate these results and 

findings within the contemporary historical understanding of 

postwar U.S. Latin American policy. Finally, the conclusion 

follows up on this by assessing how this study's findings 

relate to the ongoing theoretical debate regarding the 

influence of leadership change on foreign policy behavior. 

Research Design Revisited 

The analysis proceeded to answer two related but 

fundamentally different questions regarding presidential 
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succession effects on U.S. foreign policy behavior. The 

first stage concentrated on the theoretical issue of whether 

or not presidency adjustments were required for accurate 

specification of the baseline models of foreign policy 

behavior. This part of the analysis was less concerned with 

individual presidencies than with presidency effects in 

general. The second stage shifted to a more descriptive 

mode by illuminating distinctive patterns characteristic of 

individual presidential administrations. The first phase 

emphasized the theoretical status of leadership change by 

examining its overall empirical contribution to each of the 

five foreign policy models while the second highlighted the 

idiosyncratic role of particular presidents. 

The preceding chapters have already presented detailed 

discussion and analysis of their results. Consequently, the 

discussion which follows sketches a summary of overall 

findings in an effort to render a comprehensive 

understanding of presidential succession effects on U.S. 

foreign policy. This includes highlighting the cases in 

which foreign policy behavior was significantly influenced 

by presidential changes, and contrasting these with those 

behaviors relatively immune from the effects of executive 

transition. As with earlier analysis, this discussion also 

divides into two steps, focusing first upon presidency 

effects in general and second upon the idiosyncratic impact 
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of individual presidencies. 

stage One 

Changes in leadership do appear to be associated with 

long-term changes in the allocation of military and economic 

aid. The fit of all five models was improved by the 

inclusion of the presidential adjustments. These findings 

point particularly to the persistently significant 

consequences of presidential succession on long-term memory. 

It is not surprising that the analysis identified 

significant variations in long-term memory. Chapter two 

pointed out that the tenor of inter-American affairs has 

drifted in and out of periods of relative inattention to 

periods of relatively intense attention, or what one 

observer recently described as "cycles of panicky 

intervention and benign neglect" (Krauss, 1993). This 

dynamic is captured by the long-term memory component. 

Overall results indicate that the theoretical issue of 

leadership change is important to understanding patterns of 

U.S. foreign policy behavior toward Latin America in the 

postwar period. However the importance of leadership 

transition did depend upon the foreign policy issue area, 

exerting more impact upon military and economic aid 

allocations and less upon political attention toward Latin 

America. 
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Findings from phase one analysis of all five models 

indicate that to varying degrees executive transition does 

tend to influence foreign policy behavior. Taken 

collectively the baseline models are improved when 

presidency indicators are included. But while this reflects 

the summary impact of all presidencies from either 

Eisenhower or Kennedy through Reagan, it does not reveal 

anything about the role of individual presidencies. Stage 

one can be thought of as a sort of rough overview of the 

role of presidential succession, stage two takes closer look 

at these linkages in an effort to uncover the more subtle 

effects of leadership change, and focuses on uncovering 

distinctive patterns characteristic of individual 

presidential administrations. 

Stage Two 

The original research design was based upon the 

construction of baseline models of each foreign policy 

behavior. Once the models were in place it was possible to 

test for the effects of presidential succession upon not 

only the foreign policy outputs, but also upon the key 

parameters that constitute the baseline explanations of each 

of these outputs. Again, these models served as theoretical 

templates through which the potentially varying effects of 

presidential succession may be measured. Thus not only did 
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the models measure across-administration variation in the 

flow of, for example, economic aid, they more importantly 

enabled the estimation of presidential interaction on the 

model's parameters. This distinction, discussed in detail 

in chapter three was critical to the research design and 

interpretation of results. 

To aid in the overall interpretation of results, 

attention turns to table 7.1. Table 7.1 represents a broad 

overview of results by providing summary listings of 

adjustments required to each model. Adjustments to the 

baseline models are required when individual administrations 

significantly diverge from an overall average level of 

behavior on a given parameter. The number of required 

adjustments reflects the influence of presidential 

succession on a given foreign policy dimension. The results 

reported in table 7.1 allow the reader to determine at a 

glance which foreign policy outputs were more susceptible to 

presidential change and which were more immune from such 

change. 77 

Column one of table 7.1 lists the total number of 

potential adjustments and is simply a product of the number 

of parameters in each baseline model multiplied by number of 

77To aid the interpretation the dimensions or parameters 
of each model are ordered by their relative susceptibility to 
executive transition, instead of the order presented in the 
dissertation. 
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presidency indicator variables. So, for example, the 

military aid model is composed of five baseline parameters 

(including the constant term) multiplied by the six 

presidential adjustments, offering 30 possible adjustment 

combinations. Column two lists the number of actual 

adjustments required to each model. Column three converts 

columns one and two to percentage form. The higher the 

percentage figure the greater the effect of presidential 

succession on a given foreign policy dimension. Column four 

lists the proportion of adjustments accounted for by long-

term memory. This last column of the table presents the 

number of adjustments to long-term memory as a proportion of 

total required adjustments. 78 

Table 7.1 offers some revealing comparisons. First, 

illustrates that the dimension most vulnerable to 

presidential change was military assistance, followed 

closely behind by political use of force, then economic aid, 

international agreements, and finally symbolic attention. 

The two foreign policy dimensions most closely associated 

with military and security issues, military aid and 

political use of force, are the two most sensitive to 

78To reiterate, long-term memory, carried by the constant 
term, captures the overall average level of each behavior 
whether it be foreign assistance or international agreements. 
Adjustments to this reflect the influence of individual 
presidencies on these average levels of behavior. 
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changing presidencies. Individual administrations are more 

likely to leave an imprint in these two areas than in any 

others. On the other hand, the dimension most impervious to 

presidential change was symbolic attention to Latin America. 

International agreements also shows considerable 

invulnerability to executive transition. Economic aid is as 

well remarkably immune from the effects of changing 

presidencies. 

However, with the exception of military aid, the bulk 

of the adjustments are made to the long-term memory 

component of each model, precisely where one would most 

expect variation across presidencies. 79 Which is to say 

that long-term fluctuations in the flow of foreign policy 

outputs, such as economic aid, are likely to occur quite 

apart from the impact of the foreign policy inputs. Thus, 

although force ranks relatively high on the number of 

adjustments required, approximately 86 percent of those 

adjustments were made to long-term memory. All of the 

presidential adjustments to symbolic attention were made to 

the long-term memory component. Thus while long-term 

behavior does exhibit irregularity, the variables or inputs 

constituting each model remain remarkably persistent across 

79This finding is consistent with earlier research focused 
upon presidential succession and U.S.-Soviet interaction. See 
Dixon and Gaarder (1992). 
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themselves exhibit notable impersistence, the factors 

affecting those outputs exhibit remarkable persistence. 
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Results from stage one analysis point to the importance 

of leadership change on foreign policy behavior. But when 

attention is focused on the more idiosyncratic patterns of 

presidential change which emerged from stage two analysis, 

findings point toward foreign policy regularity and 

continuity. Attention now turns to determining how these 

statistical patterns square with the accumulated historical 

knowledge of presidential influence on foreign policy in the 

postwar period. 

Descriptive Patterns 

Chapter two described presidential efforts to shape 

inter-American relations in the postwar period. It 

concluded that while U.S. foreign policy experienced some 

variation, it was fundamentally shaped by underlying 

currents of persistence and regularity. This view is 

essentially consistent with results from stage two of 

analysis. While some notable variation emerged from the 

analysis of the role of individual presidencies, on the 

whole results supported a picture of foreign policy 

regularity. The next section situates the accumulated 

statistical evidence derived from the last three chapters 
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into a broader historical perspective by focusing upon and 

discussing cases that both diverged from and conformed to 

the conventional historical understanding in important ways. 

To aid in this effort, table 7.2 summarizes the number 

of adjustments required for each presidential administration 

for all five models, and provides a starting point for this 

discussion. As with table 7.1, this table is limited in 

purpose, providing a rough depiction of presidential 

variation in overall postwar patterns. But insofar as it 

enables a broad overview of results it is useful. 

Whereas table 7.1 summarized the number of adjustments 

on a per-model basis, table 7.2 summarizes adjustments on a 

per-presidency basis. Line one lists the number of 

adjustments required for each presidency in military aid 

allocation, line two in economic aid allocation, and so on. 

Line six lists the total number of adjustments required 

across all models for each presidency. Given the important 

differences in design and measurement across models some 

caution should be used in interpreting these numbers. But 

in a limited and rather general fashion, table 7.2 does 

reveal some interesting patterns. The two presidencies 

requiring the largest number of adjustments were the Reagan 

and Carter presidencies, followed closely by Ford with six, 
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Johnson with five, and Nixon and Kennedy with two apiece. so 

It also reveals, as did table 7.1 that most divergence 

occurred in military aid allocation and political use of 

force. 

While this depiction provides a general overview of 

presidential variation in foreign policy behavior, it fails 

to illuminate distinctive patterns characteristic of 

individual administrations. For this task attention turns 

to a descriptive analysis of postwar presidencies to assess 

how well these statistical patterns square with accumulated 

historical knowledge. 

Individual Presidencies 

The reorientation of policy under the Reagan 

administration reflected a return to the containment 

doctrine of the nineteen-fifties. The historical record 

demonstrates that military aid allocation to Latin America, 

and particularly to Central America, increased dramatically 

under the Reagan administration. This increase is clearly 

reflected by the statistical data. For Reagan and his 

SOThe Kennedy figures highlight the limitations of this 
table. Namely that while the analytical estimates established 
the Kennedy administration's regular divergence from postwar 
patterns, because it served as the omitted category for effect 
coding purposes this divergence is not represented in this 
summary listing. The Eisenhower administration is the omitted 
category in the Attention and Force models and is also not 
represented in table 7.2. 
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advisors the principal issue of inter-American affairs was 

the strategic threat posed by the Soviet Union. 

This preoccupation manifested itself in billions of 

dollars in both military and economic assistance, aimed 

particularly at countries of Central America. Reagan's 

commitment to the Nicaraguan Contras and their attempts to 

destabilize the Sandinistas became an important component of 

his foreign policy. The fact that such a large proportion 

of aid dollars flowed into small Central American nations 

perhaps accounts for the administration's decreased reliance 

upon economic size as a criteria for aid allocation. As 

well, the dedication to military assistance was reinforced 

by an increased tendency toward incrementalism, suggesting 

that the Reagan administration manifested a marked 

willingness to build upon its own past behavior. This seems 

consistent with a hindsight view of the Reagan 

administration in which policies and programs, once 

initiated, continue under their own steam powered by a sort 

of inertial momentum. 

Interestingly, neither this reliance upon short-term 

memory or the administration's anti-leftist commitment is 

reflected in the statistical patterns of symbolic attention. 

Although there is evidence of this orientation in the 

political force estimations, reflecting a greater propensity 

on the part of the Reagan administration to engage in the 
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political use of force in Latin America, again, most often 

in Central America. Finally, the Reagan administration 

evidences a slightly increased tendency toward the creation 

of international agreements, again indicative of a marked 

concern with Latin American politics. 

The Carter administration closely mirrors statistical 

patterns of the Reagan administration in some interesting 

ways. The Carter presidency also showed increased 

propensities in the allocation of both military and economic 

assistance, an almost identical tendency toward 

international agreements, and a slightly greater propensity 

to use force than the Reagan administration. The Carter 

administration evidences no unique inclination toward 

symbolic attention. 

Clearly, the rhetoric which undergirded Reagan's Latin 

American policies was absent in the Carter administration, 

but remarkable similarities still exist in their behavior. 

Indeed Carter came into office speaking of the need to 

transform U.S. foreign policy to better reflect the new 

realities of the international political and economic 

system. He suggested shifting emphasis from security and 

military issues to economic and developmental issues. This 

ostensible shift away from military issues is not supported 
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by the statistical evidence. 81 While Carter does show a 

significantly increased propensity toward the use of 

economic aid, military aid also diverges positively from the 

overall postwar average. 

Central American politics occupied an increasingly 

important role in u.s. foreign policy beginning in the 

Carter years. His administration faced a number of 

challenges in Central America, including the negotiation of 

the Panama Canal Treaty, unrest in El Salvador, and 

revolution in Nicaragua. Criticism of Carter's foreign 

policy centers on his response to these challenges, arguing 

that Carter administration policy was too often indecisive 

and confused. For example, Carter was sympathetic to the 

change in power in Nicaragua but at the same time 

uncomfortable with the revolutionary ideals of the 

Sandinistas. This discomfort fueled an overall ambivalence 

perhaps reflecting the statistical evidence presented here. 

This interpretation is supported by the Carter 

administration's disinclination to build upon its own past 

military aid allocation behavior. Finally, it is again 

interesting to note that Carter's symbolic attention to 

Latin American conforms to the average level of attention. 

81Stohl, Carleton, and Johnson (1984) also find the shift 
away from military/security issues toward humanitarian 
concerns to be one largely of rhetoric not substance. 



This may be best explained by the fact that Carter's 

attention was diverged to other hot-spots including the 

Middle East and Afghanistan, drawing attention away from 

Latin American concerns. 
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The Ford presidency is commonly characterized as 

largely unremarkable, partly because of his brief tenure, 

and partially due to the absence of any clearly articulated 

foreign policy vision. Despite this unflattering reputation 

the Ford presidency did leave some interesting statistical 

traces of its influence, not the least of which includes 

its mild influence upon military aid, symbolic attention, 

and political uses of force. Its strongest impact was upon 

the long-term allocation of economic assistance and symbolic 

attention to Latin America. The Ford administration had no 

distinct influence upon the creation of bilateral 

international agreements and minimal influences upon 

military aid allocation and political uses of force. And 

while the administration evidences a slightly increased 

incremental in the allocation of military aid, the overall 

statistical evidence supports this descriptive historical 

interpretation of the Ford presidency. 

The Nixon administration conforms most completely to 

the overall postwar patterns of any presidency. Nixon 

policies leave no imprint upon either military or economic 

assistance, nor symbolic attention. However, the Nixon 
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administration foreign policy does diverge significantly in 

the creation of agreements and the use of force. 

Chapter two pointed out that when Richard Nixon assumed 

the presidency, he did so with specific ideas about that 

u.s. foreign policy ought to take. But while he made some 

rather dramatic changes in American foreign policy, 

including formally recognizing China and deescalating the 

Vietnam War, he devoted relatively little attention to 

inter-American affairs. And while Nixon's foreign policy 

was generally more dynamic then his predecessors, his 

behavior toward Latin America conformed to characteristic 

patterns across all five dimensions of foreign policy 

reasonably well. 

Five days after assuming the office of the presidency, 

Lyndon Johnson announced that the "theme of his 

administration would be continuity" (Hess, 1988, p.88). 

Indeed, Johnson convinced several key Kennedy foreign policy 

officials to continue working for his new administration. 

This continuity is reflected in the statistical evidence; 

the impact of the Johnson administration is largely felt in 

the long-term flows of foreign policy behavior. The 

administration fails to exert any consistent or systematic 

influence upon the five foreign policy outputs. The fact 

that the Johnson administration shows an increased tendency 

toward incrementalism in economic aid allocation supports 
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this characterization of consistency. 

The major foreign preoccupation during LBJ's tenure was 

the Vietnam War. This preoccupation, combined with 

Johnson's predilection toward domestic issues such as his 

Great Society programs, left little time for inter-American 

affairs. Nonetheless, Johnson still faced challenges in 

Latin America, including crises in Panama and the Dominican 

Republic, as well as ongoing problems with Cuba. This 

perhaps accounts for the fact that the force model was most 

significantly influenced by the Johnson administration, in 

both long-term memory and the use of military 

expenditures. 82 Thus the statistical evidence supports the 

descriptive characterization of Johnson's Latin American 

policy as one of rigidity and reactivity. 

Clearly the Kennedy administration reoriented u.S. 

foreign policy toward Latin American affairs. Two months 

after his inauguration Kennedy articulated his Alliance for 

Progress as a plan to foster economic and political 

development across Latin America. One month after that 

announcement, he faced the Bay of Pigs crisis, and less than 

a year later the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

The statistical evidence supports this view, evidencing 

higher military and economic aid allocations, as well as 

82The Johnson administration use force as a political 
instrument more times than any other postwar administration. 



higher levels of international agreements and symbolic 

attention. Only on the use of force dimension does the 

Kennedy administration evidence lower levels of than the 

postwar average, perhaps reflecting his brief tenure in 

office. 
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The Eisenhower administration was examined only along 

the dimensions of symbolic attention and use of force. Thus 

conclusions are limited to these two outputs. The 

statistical findings are fairly consistent with what is 

known historically of the Eisenhower administration's 

disposition toward Latin America. In seizing upon the 

relative ineffectiveness of Truman's Latin American policy, 

Eisenhower promised to devote more attention to Latin 

America. Eisenhower was elected to the presidency on a tide 

of virulent anticommunism and promised a more activist 

policy against communism. This is reflected in the 

Eisenhower administration's imprint on both uses of force 

and symbolic attention. 

This previous discussion highlighted those cases that 

clearly diverged from the overall postwar patterns of 

behavior. But in doing so one risks overstating the 

influence of changing leadership on these foreign policy 

patterns. There is no question that individual presidencies 

have at times effected foreign policy behavior in 

distinctive ways. However the evidence does not support a 
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conclusion that U.S. foreign policy toward Latin America in 

the postwar period is widely susceptible to leadership 

change. Instead, it demonstrates that on the whole, U.S. 

foreign policy has been characterized by the absence of 

fundamental change despite regular changes in leadership. 

Attention now turns to situating these findings into the 

broader context of theory. 

Conclusions and Theoretical Implications 

While the results do not lend themselves to a neat and 

tidy characterization of the relationship between 

presidential succession and U.S. Latin American policy, it 

is clear that the most frequent and persistent divergence 

tended to occur in the long-term flows of foreign policy 

behavior. Presidential impact upon parameters other than 

long-term, and in some cases, short-term memory are 

relatively rare. 

The first stage of analysis did indicate that 

leadership change on the whole contributes to fluctuations 

in U.S. foreign policy. But again, this portion of the 

analysis was less concerned with individual presidencies, 

concentrating instead upon the overall impact of executive 

transition. Nonetheless in a rather general sense 

presidential variation is related to foreign policy 

variation. 
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The second stage of analysis shifted attention from 

this macro perspective to a detailed investigation of the 

influence of individual presidencies. The real meat of the 

analysis is at this level. It demonstrated that the 

political use of force is largely immune from the effects of 

presidential change, the allocation of economic aid as well 

as the creation of international agreements and symbolic 

attention all appear minimally susceptible to presidential 

change. Military aid allocation, on the other hand is 

noticeably sensitive to changes in political leadership. 

Clearly the presidency remains the single most 

important foreign policy actor in the united States. 

Presidents and their advisors play critical and dominant 

roles in foreign policy making. However evidence reported 

in this study suggests that presidential dominance in 

foreign policy behavior does not necessarily translate into 

distinctive foreign policies. The findings generally 

support Kegley and Wittkopf's contention that u.S. foreign 

policy is more accurately characterized by continuity than 

by change. 

Chapter one's review or competing and loosely 

structured approaches to foreign policy behavior served as a 

sort of launching pad for this study's research questions. 

The review focused on different theoretical approaches to 

international relations theory offering competing 
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evaluations of the relationship between leadership change 

and foreign policy behavior. The elite change perspective 

argues that changes in leadership will tend to produce 

significant foreign policy change. On the other hand, 

theories of decision-making, realism, and structural realism 

subordinates the role of individual leaders and their 

advisors to state and systemic influences. 

The results of this analysis do not definitively 

support anyone of these perspectives. However the general 

findings of foreign policy persistence and continuity, while 

they should not obscure the existence of some presidential 

variation in foreign policy, lend credence to decision

making theories and theories of realism and structural 

realism which point toward constraints which inhibit change 

or restructuring. 



Table 7.1 
Summary Listing of Adjustments Required 

to Each Model 

Potential 
Model Adjustments 
Military 
Aid 30 

Political 
Use of Force 28 

Economic 
Aid 30 

International 
Agreements 30 

Symbolic 
Attention 21 

Actual 
Adjustments 

10 

7 

6 

5 

2 

Percentage 
Adjustments 

33% 

25% 

20% 

17% 

10% 

204 

Longterm 
Memory(%) 

40% 

86% 

67% 

80% 

100% 
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Table 7.2 

Summary Listing of Adjustments Required 
to Each Presidency 

Model Reagan Carter Ford Nixon Johnson Kennedy 
Military 3 3 3 0 1 * 
Aid 

Economic 2 1 1 0 2 * 
Aid 

International 1 2 0 1 1 * 
Agreements 

Symbolic 0 0 1 0 0 1 
Attention 

Political 1 1 1 1 2 1 
Use of Force 

Total 7 7 6 2 5 2 
Adjustments 
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APPENDIX A 

Dissertation Models 

[1] Economic Aid Mode1: 

Where: 

USXUS_it 
EUS-i,t 

EUS-it=Git -GCit +USXUS_it + EUS-i, t-l 

= US bilateral economic aid. 
= Gross domestic product of recipient 

nation. 
= Percapita gross domestic product of the 

recipient nation. 
= US exports to recipient nation. 
= US bilateral economic aid, lagged one 

period. 

[2] ~litary Aid Model: 

Where: 

Mus-i,t 

MUS-it=Git -GC!t +CPMit +Mus-i, t-l 

= US bilateral military aid. 
= Gross domestic product of recipient nation. 
= Percapital gross domestic product of the 

recipient nation. 
= Communist party membership of recipient 

nation. 
= US bilateral military aid, lagged one 

period. 

[3] International Agreements Model: 

Where: 

Tus-i,t 
AUS-i,t-l 

= Number of international agreements. 
= Gross domestic product of partner nation. 
= Percapita gross domestic product of 

partner nation. 
= Total trade with United States. 

= Number of international agreements in 
previous time period. 
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[4] Symbolic Attention Model: 

Where: 
SAus,t 

EAIDus,t 
CPMt 

SAus, t=EAIDus, t +CPMt 

= Symbolic attention devoted to Latin America 
(aggregrate) 

= u.S. bilateral economic aid (aggregate) 
= Regional communist party membership. 

[5] Political Uses of Force Model: 

Where: 
PUFus,t 
MAIDuS,t_l 

PUFUS,t-l 
MEXPUS,t_l 

PUF us, t=MAIDus, t-l +PUF us, t-l +MEXPus, t-l 

= Political use of US military force. 
= U.S. bilateral military aid, lagged one 

time period. 
= US use of force, lagged one time period. 
= US military expenditures, lagged one time 

period. 
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APPENDIX B 

Data Sources 

u.s. Bilateral Economic Aid to Latin America: 
u.s. Overseas Loans and Grants, published by the u.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID). 1956-1986 

u.s. Bilateral ~litary Aid to Latin America: 
u.S. Overseas Loans and Grants, published by the u.S. 
Agency for International Development (USAID). 1956-1986 

Gross Domestic Product and Gross Domestic Product percapita: 
Penn World Tables, Mark V, compiled by Robert Summers and 
Alan Heston, University of Pennsylvania. 1960-1986 

u.s. Trade (exports & imports) with Latin America: 
Statistical Abstract of the United States, published by 
the u.S. Department of Commerce. 1960-1986 

U.S. Estimates of Communist Party Membership: 
Statistical Abstract for Latin America, 1991. 1956-1986 

Los Angeles: University of California, Los Angeles. 

Bilateral International Agreements between US and Latin 
America: 1960-1984 
King, Gary and Lynn Ragsdale. 1988. The Elusive Executive 

Data set updated through 1986 using Current Treaty Index. 

Symbolic Attention to Latin America: 
The State of the Union Messages of the Presidents, 1790-

1966. New York: Chelsea House. 1966 1956-1966 
The Public Papers of The Presidents, 1967-1986. 

Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Political Uses of Force: 
Force Without War, Blechman and Kaplan, 1956-1977. 
The U.S. and Use of Force, Zelikow, 1978-1984. 
New York Times, Los Angeles TImes, Strategic Survey, 
1985-1986. 



APPENDIX C 

Case List 

Country Independence 

Argentina-------------------------------------1816 
Bolivia---------------------------------------1825 
Brazil----------------------------------------1822 
Chile-----------------------------------------1818 
Colombia--------------------------------------1824 
Costa Rica------------------------------------1821 
Dominican Republic----------------------------1821 
Ecuador---------------------------------------1822 
El Salvador-----------------------------------1821 
Guatemala-------------------------------------1821 
Haiti-----------------------------------------1804 
Honduras--------------------------------------1827 
Mexico----------------------------------------1821 
Nicaragua-------------------------------------1821 
Panama----------------------------------------1903 
Paraguay--------------------------------------1811 
Peru------------------------------------------1824 
Uruguay---------------------------------------1814 
Venezuela-------------------------------------1821 
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