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Crioryueni lllTatu — 11e OCHOBHUI Y4acHUK OibIIOCTI
MDKHapOJHUX OpraHi3aliifi 3 MUTaHb IpaB JIOJUHU 1
noctitiamii wien Pagu besmeku OOH. Ilo cyrti, BakiuBO,
00 Mi>kHapoaHa mositrka CIIIA 3 muTaHb paB JTHOAUHH
CIIyryBaJia MPUKJIAJI0M JIIS 1HIIUX KpaiH, sKi O MpUHHIIA
i HacmigyBamu ii. HamporuBary, icropis mokasye, mo
cBoero iHo3eMHOI gomnomororo  CIIIA  mpomoBxkye
MiATPUMYBATH TOPYIIHHUKIB MPAaB JIIOAWHH, HE3BAKAIOUH
Ha Te, IO 3aKOHM Ta 3aKOHOJAaBUi aKTH 3a00pOHSIOTH
TaKy NPaKTHKY.

CripoOyro BiAMOBICTH HA MHUTAaHHS. YOMY MIKHapOJHa
nomituka CIIIA 3 nuTasp npaB JIOIUHU 10 OJJHUX KpaiH
OUThII TOONAXKIMBA, HDK M0 IHIMUX? 30KpeMma, MEHe
uikaButh nuraHHg: uu nomituka CHIA 3 nutans npas
JIOJWHA MOONAaXIHBA MO BiJHOIICHHIO 10 Kpain (1)
Oaratux Ha TpupomHi pecypcu i (2) 3 BHCOKMMH
CTparTerivyHUMHU LiHHOCTAMU. [lJisi pO3yMIHHSI IHTaHHS
«robnaxknuBocti  moiituku  CIIIA 3 mnwurane 1paB
JIIOIMHN», 32 MIPHJIO s TIPHHSIIA TBOCTOPOHHIO 1HO3EMHY
miarpumky CIHA: 3akonomaBctBo CIIIA 3abopownsie
pO3IIOAIN  1HO3EMHOI JIOIOMOT'M MiX KpaiHamH, sIKi
«3JIICHO TIOPYIIYIOTH» IpaBa CBOIX TPOMaJIsH.

51 BBaxkaro, 1o nomituka CIIA 3 nutaHp NpaB JTIOIUMHU
Oyne nobnaxkugimio (tooro CHIA BuminaTuMe Oibiie
JIOMIOMOTHM) TI0 BIiJHOIICHHIO 10 KpaiH, OaraTux Ha
MPUPOAHI PECYpPCH Ta CTPATEriuyHi AaKTHBH, OCKUIBKU
MMUTAHHS EKOHOMIKM 1 Oe3leKH MaioTh BeJMYe3He
3HAYEHHs JIJIs 3aXHCTY MPaB i1HO3eMHUX OCiO.

Y 1upOMy [OCTIDKEHHI BHKOPHCTOBYIOTHCS —JIaHi,
3i0paHi y MDKHApOAHUX YPSIOBHX 1 HaI[lOHAJIBHUX
oprasizarisx mpotarom 29 pokie (1980-2009) y 177
kpainax. CBOIO TillOTe3y 5 MEpeBips0, BUKOPUCTOBYIOUU
YOTHPH MOJAENI perpecii 1 TOXO/PKY BHCHOBKY, IO
nomituka CHIA 3 nutanbs npaB JIOJUHU € TPOXU OUIBII
MOOJIAXIIMBOIO 10 KpaiH, OaraTMX Ha CHEPreTUYHI
pecypcu. 1 Takox BBaXkalo, W0 JEpXKaBHI JaHi Mpo
3aXMCT MpaB JIIOJUHUA Majlo BIUIUBA€ Ha Te, CKIIBKH
iHo3eMHOi nomomoru Kkpaina orpumye Bix CIHIA.
Ckumaetbes Ha Te, mo nomituka CIIIA MOTHBYeThCS He
3000B’ sI3aHHSAMM 3aXMIIATH IpaBa JIIOJAWHM, a 30BCIM
IHIIMMH YHHHAKAMH.
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Abstract - Why is U.S. human rights policy more lenient
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[. Introduction

Most Americans would generally agree that promoting
international human rights is an important U.S. foreign
policy objective. Debate over how to reconcile strategic,
commercial, and economic concerns with the professed
obligation to enforce human rights, however, till plagues
American politics and society. Despite U.S. assertions that
promoting human rightsisin its “national interest”, many
claim that the United States subverts human rights to
other, more sef-interested concerns [1]. A robust
literature exists examining the relationship between U.S.
foreign assistance allocation and human rights, but little
research examines therole of individual factorsin shaping
U.S. human rights policy; available research is
inconclusive and lacks in methodological rigor. | seek to
fill the gap in the literature by examining the specific role
of natural resources and drategic assets in U.S.
international human rights policy.

| contend that although the U.S. considers human rights
an important foreign policy factor, it is more concerned
with maintaining power and prestige vis-a-vis natura
resources and drategic assets and is unlikely to sacrifice
them in the name of the internationa human rights
regime. To contextualize my study, | include background
information on the possible goals of U.S. human rights
policy and foreign assistance as well as prior studies in
the field. As my dependent variable and indicator of U.S.
human rights policy, | employ a measure of U.S. bilateral
foreign assistance. | also employ a variety of independent
and control variables to further represent to perceived
relationship between natural resources, strategic assets,
human rights, and U.S. foreign aid alocation. | use four
regression models—containing data across 29 years and
177 countries—to test my hypotheses and make
conclusions.
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Il. Theoretical Background
and Prior Research

Theories regarding the goals or objectives of U.S.
human rights policy and foreign aid allocation can be
roughly divided into two groups. the neo-redlist
explanation and the neo-liberal explanation.

Neo-realists argue that States use foreign policy
instruments—such  as human rights and foreign
assistance—to  further  security, economic, and
commercial objectives. During the Cold War, some
scholars (Sengupta, 2002) have suggested that a large
portion of U.S. foreign assistance allocation was based on
“political factors and security alliances’ [2]. David
Cingrandli and David Pasquarello (1985) find that the
level of U.S. foreign aid does not vary with the human
rights practice of a state [3]. Neo-redlist theory suggests
that the U.S. gives more aid to—and its human rights
policy more lenient toward—allies and strategic partners.

Neo-liberals, on the other hand, believe that it isin the
U.S.’s best interest to uphold human rights because it
“establishes a system of world order” and “furthers [the]
peaceful evolutionary democratization of States’ [4]. The
neo-liberal theory is the official position of the United
States government. Burton A. Abrams and Kenneth Lewis
(1993) find that the U.S. considers economic need, human
rights, as well as other factors when alocating aid [5]. A
study by Claire Apodaca and Michae Stohl (1999)
addresses the same issues and also finds that human rights
does determine what countries are given aid and how
much [6]. Neo-liberal theory suggests that the U.S. gives
more aid to the countries with the best human rights
practices.

[Il. My Contribution

Firg, and most importantly, my research contributes to
the body of literature on U.S. human rights policy by
addressing the specific role of natural resources and
strategic assets in shaping that policy. Most prior studies
have focused on the relationship between human rights
and foreign assistance policy, but have come to vague
conclusions. A fraction of studies indicate that the U.S.
considers human rights when allocating aid but the vast
majority conclude the opposite. | seek to develop a more
definitive answer by hypothesizing the factors that do
determine U.S. human rights palicy. In this regard, my
study is unique.

Second, my research project contributes to the body of
literature on U.S. human rights policy because my design
seeks to correct some of the methodological errors
encountered by prior studies. | hope that in doing so, my
results will be more legitimate than other research
endevours. One major problem with prior studies is the
lack of robustness. David Carleton and Michad Stohl
(1987) purport that “utilizing human rights measures
derived from different sources, or using dightly different
sets of cases, or dightly different sets of economic data,
produces substantially different results’ [7]. To correct
this shortfall, in my study | have included two human
rights measures—one utilizing the Political Terror Scale,
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and the other employing a Freedom House index. If my
models display similar findings across both human rights
measures then my results are robust (and hence, not
model -dependent), and probably represenatative of a real-
world relationship. Another pitfall of prior studieson U.S.
human rights policy is that they tend to focus on a small
time period (Lai, 2003), a limited geographicad area
(Cingranélli and Pasquarello, 1985), or both. My
research—a large N (‘sample’) study—seeks to diminish
this weakness by employing data over a reatively long
time period (1980-2009), a wide range of countries, and

all geographical regions.
IV. Hypotheses

| include three primary hypotheses predicting how my
independent and control  variables will impact my
dependent variable (and indicator of U.S. human rights
policy), U.S. hilatera foreign assgtancedlocation (*AID’).

HYPOTHESIS #1 (null hypothesis): | expect that, in
determining how much aid a country isto receivethe U.S
considers the human rights record and the economic need
of a Sate only. | expect this relationship because neo-
liberal theory suggests that it is in America's nationa
interest to further international human rights.

HYPOTHESIS #2: | expect that U.S human rights
policy will be more lenient toward countries rich in
natural resources. | expect this relationship because neo-
redist theory proclaims that States will seek to bolster
their power wherever possible in order to survive in an
anarchic international system. Self-interested States are
more likely to value access to natural resources—
especially given their increasing scarcity—over protecting
foreign individuas' rights.

HYPOTHEIS #3: | expect that U.S human rights
policy will be more lenient toward countries high in
strategic value. | expect this relationship because the U.S.
is unlikely to sacrifice security alliances, for example, in
the name of condemning a foreign nation’s human rights
record. Again, neo-redist theory posits that the U.S. is
salf-interested and subverts ‘soft-power’ considerations,
like human rights, to strategic factors.

V. Methodology

To determine if and why U.S. international human
rights policy is more lenient toward some countries than
others, | analyzed seven independent variables and four
control variables againg my dependent variable (and
indicator of U.S. human rights policy) of annua bilateral
U.S. foreign assistance. My analysis is based on 29 years
of data (1980-2009) across 177 countries. The following
table (TABLE 1) includes a brief description of all
variables included in my dataset.

TABLE I: VARIABLE SUMMARY
Dependent Variable U.S. adasa%
of total annual
U.S. ad
Political Terror
Scale human
rights measure

AID

PTS Independent Veriable
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Freedom House
human rights
measure
Oresand metas
asa% of totd
exports

Total primary
energy
productionin
quadrillion Btu
Gross domestic
product per
capita(in US$)
Total population
Total exports
with US (in US$)
U.S. military
manpower
digtribution
Latin American
and Caribbean
countries

Israel and Egypt
Irag
Afghanistan

FH Independent Variable

ORES/MTLS | Independent Variable

ENGY PRD Independent Variable

GDP Independent Variable

POP
EXPORTS

Independent Variable
Independent Variable

MILDIS Independent Variable

LATCAR Control Variable

ISRL/EGYPT
IRAQ
AFGHAN

Control Variable
Control Variable
Control Variable

VI. Results and Discussion

To test my three primary hypotheses, | employ four
regresson models, which | label Model #1, Modd #2,
Model #3, and Model #4.

MODEL #1: Model #1 seeks to test hypothesis #2—
U.S. human rights policy is more lenient toward countries
rich in natural resources—and employs the Palitical
Terror Scale human rights measure (PTS). Based on the
results of a multivariate regression, ENGY PRD causesthe
greatest shift in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. A beta
coefficient of .100 indicates that a unit shift in
ENGYPRD causes a 10% increase in U.S. foreign
assistance. The United States allocates dightly more aid
to countries rich in energy resources. Mode #1 also
shows that the U.S. gives dightly more aid to countries
that abuse human rights. PTS yields a beta coefficient of
.046: for every unit shift in PTS, U.S. foreign assistance
increases by 4.6%. The adjusted R-square for Model #1 is
.635: Moddl #1 explains 63.5% of the variation in U.S.
foreign assistance all ocation.

FIGURE I: U.S. GIVES SLIGHTLY MORE AID TO
COUNTRIES RICH IN ENERGY RESOURCES
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MODEL #2: Model #2 also seeks to test the
hypothesis that U.S. human rights policy is more
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lenient toward countries rich in natural resources, but
employs the Freedom House human rights measure
instead of the Political Terror Scale. If the results of
Model #1 and Model #2 are similar (despite using
different measures of human rights), than my results
are robust and not model dependent. Based on the
results of a regression test, ENGYPRD causes the
greatest shift in U.S. foreign assistance. A beta
coefficient of .098 shows that for every unit shift in
ENGYPRD, U.S. foreign assistance increases by
9.8%. The U.S. is again shown to give slightly more
aid to countries rich in energy resources. Unlike
Model #1, human rights do not appear to affect how
much U.S. aid a country receives. The adjusted R-
square for Model #2 is .632: Model #2 is explaining
63.2% of the variation in U.S. foreign assistance
allocation.

FIGURE II: U.S. GIVES SLIGHTLY MORE AID TO
COUNTRIES RICH IN ENERGY RESOURCES
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MODEL #3: Model #3 seeks to test hypothesis #3—
U.S. human rights policy is more lenient toward countries
high in strategic value. It employs the PTS human rights
measure but omits the Israel/Egypt control variable. The
U.S. purportedly gives more aid to Israel and Egypt
because they are drategicaly valuable; ISRL/EGYPT
should therefore not be omitted from the model. Based on
the results of a multivariate regression test, PTS causes
the greatest shift in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. A
beta coefficient of .128 indicates that for every unit
increase in PTS, a country is allocated 12.8% more aid.
United States human rights policy appears to be more
lenient toward countries that abuse human rights. The
adjusted R-sguare for Model #3 is .181: Mode #3
explains 18.1% of the variation in U.S. foreign assistance
allocation.

FIGURE Ill: U.S. GIVES SLIGHTLY MORE AID TO
COUNTRIES THAT VIOLATE HUMAN RIGHTS
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MODEL #4. Model #4 also seeks to test the hypothesis
that U.S. human rights policy is more lenient toward
countries high in strategic value. It dso omits the
Israel/EQypt control variable, but employs the Freedom
House human rights measure instead of the Political
Terror Scale. Based on the results of a regression test,
ENGYPRD causes the greatest shift in U.S. foreign
assistance allocation. A beta coefficient of .083 indicates
that for every unit shift in ENGYPRD, U.S. foreign
assistance increases by 8.3%. The adjusted R-square for
Model #4 is .168: Mode #4 explains 16.8% of the
variation in U.S. foreign assistance all ocation.

FIGURE IV: U.S. GIVES SLIGHTLY MORE AID TO
COUNTRIES RICH IN ENERGY RESOURCES
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Limitations

One limitation of my study—Iike that of prior studies—
is a lack of robustness. Models employing the Political
Terror Scale human rights measure produced substantially
different results than those employing the Freedom House
index. Models #1 and #3 (using the Palitical Terror Scale)
resulted in positive beta coefficients that were statistically
significant. On the other hand, Models #2 and #4 (using
the Freedom House index) produced negative beta
coefficients that were not datistically significant.
According to models using the Political Terror Scale, the
U.S. gives more aid to countries that abuse human rights,
even after controlling for other factors. Models using the
Freedom House index, on the other hand, indicated that
the U.S. does not consider the human rights record of a
dtate at all when allocating aid. Due to the lack of robust
results, it is difficult to make generdizations about my
research.

Another limitation of my research is that the
indicators for natural resources do not capture all
possible aspects of the natural resource wealth of a
country. | only included two natural resource
indicators—one capturing energy resources and
another measuring ores and minerals wealth. Although
these indicators are important, they do not contain all
possible aspects of a nation’s natural resource wealth.
The results of my study, therefore, may be missing
possible determinant factors of U.S. human rights
policy. For further research, | would include a wider
range of natural resource indicatorsin my study.
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Conclusion

My research has sought to examine the role of natura
resources, strategic assets, and human rights in U.S.
foreign assitance allocation. Specifically, my research
sought to answer the question: Why is U.S. human rights
policy more lenient toward some countries than others? |
have hypothesized that U.S. human rights policy is (1)
more lenient toward countries rich in natural resources
and (2) more lenient toward countries high in strategic
value. Based on the results of four regression models, |
come to a couple general conclusions.

U.S. international human rights policy appears to be
more lenient toward countries rich in energy resources. In
three out of four models, ENGYPRD had the greatest
influence on U.S. foreign assigance dlocation. In
addition, my research implies that human rights do not
appear to be a motivating factor in U.S. foreign assistance
alocation. Model #1 and #3 (using the Political Terror
Scale human rights measure) show that the U.S. gives
more aid to human rights violators while Models #2 and
#4 (using the Freedom House human rights measure)
indicate that human rights is not a consideration at all
when allocating U.S. foreign assistance.

I conclude that natural resources appear to play arolein
U.S. foreign assistance allocation, while strategic assets
(at least those captured by my variables) do not. Human
rights considerations only play a minor role in U.S
foreign assistance policy, contrary to what American laws
and legidation would suggest.
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