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Abstract

The United States is a primary actor in most international human rights organiza-
tions and is a permanent member of the United Nations Security Council. As such, 
it is important that U.S. international human rights policy serves as an appropriate 
model for other countries to adopt and follow. To the contrary, studies have indicat-
ed that U.S. human rights policy may be motivated by factors other than the alleged 
drive to enforce international human rights standards. This research seeks to expose 
the factors that mitigate the importance of human rights considerations in foreign 
assistance allocation. Specifically, I address whether or not the U.S. allocates more 
aid to countries that are (1) rich in natural resources and (2) high in strategic value. 
As the dependent variable, I include a measure of American bilateral ‘official devel-
opment assistance’ to a recipient country. I employ multivariate regression analysis 
across the dependent variable and 11 independent and control variables to test the 
validity of my hypotheses. I find that the U.S. appropriates slightly more ‘official 
development assistance’ to countries rich in energy resources, but not countries high 
in strategic value. These findings have implications on the legitimacy and sincerity 
of American human rights efforts, especially in the resource-rich Middle East.
Introduction

Most Americans would generally agree that promoting international hu-
man rights is an important U.S. foreign policy objective. However, debate 
over how to reconcile strategic, commercial, and economic concerns with 

the professed obligation to enforce human rights still plagues American politics and 
society. Despite U.S. assertions that promoting international human rights is in its 

“national interest”, many claim that the United States subverts human rights to other, 
more self-interested concerns (United States Department of State). For better or for 
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worse, the United States is a primary actor in most international—governmental 
and non-governmental—organizations and plays a decisive role in developing their 
human rights agendas. The claim that American human rights policy is motivated 
by factors other than the duty to protect and enforce human rights is, therefore, 
particularly worrisome. A robust literature exists examining the relationship between 
U.S. foreign assistance allocation and human rights, but little research examines 
the factors that mitigate the role of human rights in foreign aid decisions; available 
research is inconclusive and lacks in methodological rigor. I seek to fill the gap in 
the literature by examining the specific role of natural resources and strategic assets 
in U.S. foreign assistance policy. My methodology entails multivariate regression 
analysis across 11 variables, which measure a range of possible factors that drive 
American foreign aid decisions. 

In this paper, I attempt to answer the question, “what factors mitigate the impor-
tance of human rights considerations in U.S. foreign assistance allocation?” I argue 
that the U.S. allocates more aid to (1) countries rich in natural resources and (2) 
countries high in strategic value. I contend that, although the U.S. considers human 
rights an important foreign policy factor, it is more concerned with maintaining 
power and prestige vis-à-vis natural resources and strategic assets, and is thus likely 
to allocate more foreign assistance to these countries. 
Theoretical Background and Prior Research

Established national laws in the United States—passed increasingly since the end 
of the Vietnam War—dictate that human rights considerations influence foreign 
aid allocation decisions. Most legislation concerning human rights is related to U.S. 
foreign assistance allocation (a human rights ‘instrument’): the 1961 Foreign Assist-
ance Act, the 1973 Foreign Assistance Act, the International Security Assistance and 
Arms Export Control Act of 1976, and the International Financial Institutions Act 
of 1977 (Abrams & Lewis, pp. 815). The 1961 Foreign Assistance Act provides that 
no assistance may be allocated to governments that engage in a consistent pattern 
of rights violations, such as torture, prolonged detention without trial, and other 

“flagrant denials of the right to life liberty and the security of person” (Legislation 
on Foreign Relations Through 2002, pp.59). The Foreign Assistance Act passed in 
1973 clarified the provisions of the 1961 act and re-iterated the United States legal 
commitment to human rights. The International Security Assistance and Arms 
Export Control Act of 1976 sought to prevent the transfer of American military aid 
or export of arms to governments that abuse the rights of their citizens (International 
Legal Materials, pp.1197).  A year later, Congress passed the International Financial 
Institutions Act of 1977, which restricted the ability of financial institutions to do 
business with governments that violated human rights (Loescher, pp.556-557).

However, “extraordinary circumstances”, or legal loopholes, allow aid to go to 
countries that abuse human rights, if the aid is directly benefiting needy people 
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(Apodaca & Stohl, 1999). For example, the U.S. is able to give countries such as 
North Korea and Pakistan foreign assistance (humanitarian and security, respec-
tively) because circumstances exist in which, despite abuse allegations, the aid is 
directly benefiting the people. It appears, at least on paper, that the U.S. considers 
the human rights practices of a state when allocating foreign assistance.

Regardless, scholars such as David Cingranelli, David Forsythe, and Steven Poe 
contend that the United States ignores human rights when faced with more pressing 
security matters. For example, during the Cold War (1945-1991), “human rights 
concerns were subordinated to anti-communism and rivalry with Soviet Union 
(Donnelly, pp. 115-116)”. The historical foreign policy behavior of the United States 
also suggests that natural resources and strategic assets are more important than 
human rights. Many of America’s most trusted allies around the world, including 
Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Colombia, and Pakistan, blatantly violate the rights of their 
citizens. For instance, the U.S. allocated over two billion dollars in military assist-
ance to the Pakistani government despite widespread, credible allegations that its 
military was involved in human rights violations (Schmitt & Sanger, 2010). In ad-
dition, despite findings that Chad, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, Sudan, 
and Yemen conscripted child soldiers, the Obama Administration is “allowing 
American military aid to continue to the four countries, issuing a waiver of a 2008 
law, the Child Soldiers Prevention Act” (Knowlton, 2010). U.S. policy practice 
suggests that factors other than economic need and human rights come into play 
when allocating foreign assistance.

 In one of the first and most cited studies of its kind, David Cingranelli and 
Thomas Pasquarello (1985) look at the distribution of U.S. foreign assistance to 
Latin American countries, finding that level of assistance did not vary with the 
human rights practice of the state. Burton A. Abrams and Kenneth Lewis (1993) 
also examine the relationship between human rights and U.S. foreign assistance 
and find that the U.S. considers need, human rights records, and other factors when 
allocating aid (Abrams & Lewis, pp. 815). A study by Claire Apodaca and Michael 
Stohl (1999) addressing the same issues comes to a slightly different conclusion, that 
while human rights does determine what countries are given aid and how much, 
other security interests are more important (Apodaca & Stohl, pp. 195). Some 
studies focus on particular types of U.S. foreign assistance, such as development or 
humanitarian/disaster aid and its relationship to human rights policy (see Cooper 
Drury and Richard Olson, 2005; Arjun Sengupta, 2002).

Research in the discipline indicates that, along with human rights, natural re-
sources and strategic assets are important factors determining U.S. foreign assistance 
policy. U.S. natural resource policy prefers cheap minerals and resources from third 
world countries over more expensive domestic supplies. Christine Parthemore (2011) 
claims, “As of 2009, the U.S. was ‘one-hundred percent dependent on imported 
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supplies of 17 minerals’ (Parthemore, pp. 5)”. As a result, securing access to valu-
able minerals, including precious ores and rare earth metals, is a major American 
foreign policy concern; many of these minerals are vital for the communication, 
technological, and defense industries. Access to energy resources, such as petro-
leum and natural gas deposits, is another indication of the importance of natural 
resources in U.S. foreign policy. President Barak Obama stated that “with just three 
percent of the world’s reserves, there’s no way the U.S. could drill its way to energy 
independence” (Horsley, 2011). America’s unwillingness or inability to sustain its 
own resource consumption makes the acquisition and retention of natural resources 
a dominant foreign policy objective.

Prior research implies that the United States favors countries high in strategic 
value regarding its foreign policy (see Apodaca & Stohl, 1999; Nancy Qian & David 
Yanagizawa, 2003). The U.S. has maintained, fairly consistently over its history, that 
national security and the ‘national interest’ are of paramount importance in foreign 
policy agendas, even when allocating foreign aid. In a recent report released by 
the United Nations, countries of strategic importance are found “to receive much 
higher allocations per capita than the average recipient, even though development 
assistance standards place human and development needs over the political and 
economic priorities of donors” (United Nations, page 1). Strategic assets and con-
siderations are so paramount that “unfortunately, the U.S. has demonstrated that it 
will maintain close ties with strategic partners despite repressive policies” (Trister, 
2010). The need to increase national power and prestige via strategic assets appear 
to trump other concerns, such as human security.
Research Contribution

Primarily, my research contributes to the body of literature on the importance of 
human rights in U.S. foreign assistance allocation by addressing the specific role 
of natural resources and strategic assets in shaping that policy. Many 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 concludes the opposite. I 
seek to develop a more definitive answer by hypothesizing the specific factors that 
mitigate the importance of human rights in American bilateral aid considerations. 
In this regard, my study is unique.

Second, my research contributes to the body of literature on human rights and 
foreign assistance because my design seeks to correct some of the methodological 
errors encountered by prior studies. I hope that in doing so, my results will be more 
legitimate than that of other research endeavors. One major problem with prior 
studies is the problem of robustness. David Carleton and Michael Stohl (1987) 
purport that “utilizing human rights measures derived from different sources, or 
using slightly different sets of cases, or slightly different sets of economic data, 
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produces substantially different results” (Carleton & Stohl, pp. 1014-1015). As a 
result, I have included two human rights measures in my study—one utilizing the 
Political Terror Scale, and another 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 representative of a real-
world relationship. Another pitfall of prior studies on U.S. human rights policy is 
that they tend to focus on a small time period (Lai, 2003), a limited geographical 
area (Cingranelli and Pasquarello, 1985), or both. My research—in employing a 
large N (‘sample’) study—seeks to diminish this weakness by employing data over 
a relatively long time period (1980-2009), a wide range of countries (177), and all 
geographical regions.
Hypotheses

I have three primary hypotheses predicting how my independent and control vari-
ables will impact my dependent variable, U.S. bilateral foreign assistance allocation 
(‘AID’). My hypotheses seek to answer the question: What factors mitigate the 
importance of human rights considerations in U.S. foreign assistance allocation?

HYPOTHESIS 1 (null hypothesis): In determining how much aid a country is 
to receive, the U.S. considers the human rights record and the economic need 
of a state only. 

I expect this relationship because U.S. law dictates that foreign aid not be al-
located to countries that abuse human rights.
HYPOTHESIS 2: I predict that the U.S. allocates more aid to countries rich in 
natural resources.

I expect this relationship because historical trends in U.S. foreign policy sug-
gest that national interests—economic and security—are paramount to social 
factors such as human rights.
HYPOTHESIS 3: The U.S. will allocate more aid to countries high in strategic value.

I expect this relationship for the same reason as Hypothesis 2.
Methodology

To determine what factors mitigate the importance of human rights considerations 
in American foreign aid policy, I analyzed seven independent variables and four 
control variables against my dependent variable of annual bilateral U.S. foreign 
assistance. My analysis is based on 29 years of data (1980-2009) across 177 countries. 
The time period was chosen to account for U.S. human rights policy both during and 
after the Cold War and to provide sufficient room for statistical analysis. American 
human rights policy was largely driven by an anticommunist agenda during the 
Cold War, and I want to both account for modern U.S. policy practices, as well as 
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behavior over time. The countries included in my study were chosen because of 
data availability across time and sources.
Bilateral U.S. Foreign Assistance (AID): Dependent Variable

As my dependent variable, I utilize U.S. bilateral foreign assistance data from the 
World Bank and the United States Agency for International Development. I code this 
variable AID. AID measures net bilateral ‘Official Development Assistance’ (ODA) 
flows from the United States to recipient countries in millions of U.S. dollars. One 
of the stipulations of receiving ODA, for example, is that the recipient country must 
not engage in a pattern of gross violations of internationally recognized standards 
of human rights (Senupta, pp.1426). For the purposes of my research—to control 
for AID over time—I divided the total bilateral foreign assistance per case (country/
year) by the total net bilateral foreign assistance per year (the sum all countries per 
year). I computed AID so that each case represents a percentage of total U.S. aid 
for that year. This accounts for changes in U.S. foreign assistance over time. Figure 
2 (below) shows expected relationships between AID and my 12 independent and 
control variables. 
Figure 1: Expected Relationships between Dependent Variable AID and Independent/Control Variables

Aid
PTS Positive: as PTS increases, AID increases.

FH Positive: as FH increases, AID increases.

ORES/MTLS Positive: as ORES/MTLS increases, AID 
increases.

ENGYPRD Positive: as ENGYPRD increases, AID increases.

GDP Negative: as GDP increases, AID decreases.

POP Positive: as POP increases, AID increases.

EXPORTS Positive: as EXPORTS increases, AID increases.

MILDIS Positive: as MILDIS increases, AID increases.

LATCAR Positive: cases coded ‘1’ have high AID scores.

ISRL/EGYPT Positive: cases coded ‘1’ have high AID scores

IRAQ Positive: cases coded ‘1’ have high AID scores.

AFGHAN Positive: cases coded ‘1’ have high AID scores.

 * Descriptions of all independent and control variables can be found in the following sections.

Political Terror Scale Human Rights Measure (PTS): Independent Variable
As my independent variable and measure of a country’s human rights practice, 

I use the Political Terror Scale (PTS), a dataset of human rights practices covering 
years 1976 – 2011. Countries are coded a score of one through five, one being the 
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best possible human rights practice and five being the worst. The PTS is coded from 
United States State Department Annual Human Rights Reports, reports conducted 
every year by State Department analysts on global human rights practices. The PTS 
captures only human rights violations perpetrated by the state (or state actors) and 
thus ignores some aspects of societal violence. The human rights violations that 
the PTS does measure include torture, political murder, executions, disappearances, 
etc. though only if the State is responsible for the abuse (http://politicalterrorscale.
org). I chose the PTS human rights measure as my independent variable because 
(1) the violations it measures coincide with what I perceive American policy and 
decision makers to view as the most inexcusable violations (and reflect a dimen-
sion of U.S. human rights policy) and (2) the Political Terror Scale has been used 
in numerous studies in the field of international human rights (See Apodaca & 
Stohl, 1999; Blanton, 2000).

I predict that PTS will have a strong, positive effect on AID: as PTS increases, 
AID increases (see Figure 2). I hypothesize that the U.S. is more likely to give 
foreign assistance to countries that abuse human rights. The U.S. gives hundreds 
of millions of dollars in foreign assistance to countries that abuse human rights, 
such as Egypt, Ethiopia, and Yemen, to name a few. The U.S. allocates over five 
hundred million dollars every year to Ethiopia, despite its complete decimation of 
civil society and human rights advocacy (Trister, 2010). The same scandal is being 
repeated in Southeast Asia, Latin America, and the former Soviet Union; the U.S. 
continues to fund human rights violators despite promises and laws proclaiming 
not to do so. I therefore suspect that the United States is more likely to fund human 
rights violators than not.
Freedom House “Freedom in the World” Index (FH): Alternative Independent Variable

As an alternative independent variable and measure of a state’s human rights 
practices, I employ the “Freedom in the World” Index created by Freedom House. I 
code this variable FH. The Freedom House index scores countries on a scale of one 
through seven (one being the best, seven being the worst) twice: once for political 
rights and once for civil rights. Based on the descriptions of the scores, I conclude 
that FH measures roughly the same concepts (political, civil, integrity rights) as the 
PTS and thus serves as an appropriate alternative variable. For the purposes of my 
research—to create a comparable score to the PTS—for each country, I added the 
scores (one through seven) of both the civil and political rights and divided by two 
to come up with one aggregate composite. I predict (like PTS) that FH will have a 
strong, positive effect on AID: as FH increases, AID also increases (see Figure 1). I 
expect the U.S. to give more aid to countries that abuse human rights for the same 
reasons discussed above. 

There are some slight differences in the FH and PTS scales that should be noted. 
First, the FH measure puts greater emphasis on liberties and “freedom-the opportu-
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nity to act spontaneously in a variety of fields outside the control of the government” 
(Freedom House, 2010). This proves problematic because the PTS emphasizes a 
completely different dimension of human rights (physical integrity rights). The PTS 
emphasizes abuses against the physical wellbeing of the person, including torture, 
unlawful imprisonment,  and extrajudicial murders. On the other hand, the FH 
index measures physical integrity rights and liberties, such as government non-
interference in the economy. Therefore, while measuring essentially the same ideas, 
there are differences in FH and the PTS that could impact my results. The second 
difference in the FH and PTS scales that should be noted is that the FH scale does 
not require that the State or a State actor perpetrate a violation to be considered 
in the measure (the PTS prescribes the opposite). For example, the human rights 
measure of a country experiencing attacks from terrorists (non-state sponsored) 
or insurgents would be much higher on the FH scale than on the PTS scale. Still, 
I predict the PTS and FH measures to behave similarly. I expect both measures to 
have strong, positive effects on my dependent variable AID.
Ores and Metals as a Percentage of Total Exports (ORES/MTLS): Independent Variable

As an independent variable and indicator of the natural resource wealth of a 
country, I employ data on trade in ores, metals, minerals, precious stones, and 
non-monetary gold using the World Bank online databank. I code this variable 
ORES/MTLS. The data are computed so that each case (country/year) represents 
the percentage of total annual exports that are exports in SITC sections 27, 28, and 
68 (which include crude fertilizers and minerals, metalliferous ores and metal scrap, 
and non-ferrous metals). I chose this variable as an indicator of natural resource 
wealth for two reasons: (1) Christine Parthemore (2011) contends that the desire 
for access to rare minerals is a driving force in U.S. foreign policy, and (2) natural 
resource data including the range of years and countries I was looking for were 
extremely difficult to locate (Parthemore, pp.10). This variable was one of the best 
indicators for natural resource wealth available.

I predict that ORES/MTLS will have a strong, positive effect on AID: as ORES/
MTLS increases, AID increases (see Figure 1).
Energy Production (ENGYPRD): Independent Variable

I include data on primary energy production from the United States Energy In-
formation Administration as another independent variable and indicator of natural 
resource wealth. I code this variable ENGYPRD. ENGYPRD measures total primary 
energy production (petroleum, natural gas, coal, electricity, and renewable energy 
sources) in “quadrillion Btu” (British thermal unit of energy). I chose ENGYPRD 
as an indicator of natural resource wealth because I felt it encompassed a relatively 
wide range of resources for one variable. 

I expect that, like ORES/MTLS, ENGYPRD will have a positive, strong effect on 
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AID: as ENGYPRD increases, AID increases (see Figure 1). 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP): Independent Variable

I include information on gross domestic product per capita from the World Bank 
as another independent variable and indicator of economic need. I code this variable 
GDP, the units of which are measured in millions of U.S. dollars. It is important 
that I include a variable measuring the economic need of a country because need 
is one of the alleged determinants of U.S. foreign assistance allocation. 

I predict that GDP will have a strong, negative effect on AID: as GDP increases, 
AID decreases (see Figure 1). The logic of this argument is simple—the richer a 
country is, the less U.S. foreign assistance they receive.
Total Population (POP): Independent Variable

Because the size of a country most likely impacts the amount of U.S. foreign 
assistance it receives, I include an independent variable measuring total annual 
population per country. The data come from the World Bank and is coded POP.

I predict that POP will have a moderate, positive effect on AID: as a general rule, 
as POP increases, AID increases (see Figure 1). 
Exports (EXPORTS): Independent Variable

As another independent variable and an indicator of a country’s strategic value 
to the U.S., I employ international trade data on U.S. exports from the International 
Monetary Fund (1980-1989) and the United States International Trade Commission 
(1989-2009). I code this variable EXPORTS. EXPORTS captures the total annual 
exports between the U.S. and a recipient country. I chose this as an indicator of 
strategic value because it measures the economic and trade importance of a given 
country, something that I predict drives U.S. foreign policy goals. I computed EX-
PORTS so that data from both sources were in U.S. millions of dollars. 

I predict that EXPORTS will have a strong, positive effect on AID: as EXPORTS 
increases, AID increases (see Figure 1). 
U.S. Military Global Manpower Distribution (MILDIS): Independent Variable

I use data obtained from U.S. Defense Department (DoD) reports on worldwide 
military manpower distribution as an independent variable and indicator of a coun-
try’s strategic value to the United States. For years 1980-2005, I employ data from a 
DoD report entitled Worldwide Manpower Distribution by Geographical Area, and 
for years 2006-2009 I use a report called Military Personnel Statistics. I code this 
variable MILDIS. This variable measures the number of U.S. military personnel 
stationed in a given country for a given year. I believe MILDIS is a good indica-
tor of a country’s strategic value because if U.S. soldiers are stationed in a country, 
chances are the United States believes it is maintaining interests in that country. 
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I hypothesize that MILDIS will have a strong, positive effect on AID: as MILDIS 
increases, AID increases (see Figure 1).
Latin America and the Caribbean (LATCAR): Control/‘Dummy’ Variable

To determine whether or not Latin American and Caribbean countries are driv-
ing the results of my relationship, I include a ‘dummy’ variable, LATCAR. I code 
countries ‘0’ if they are not located in Latin America or the Caribbean and ‘1’ if 
they are. For example, Apodaca and Stohl (1999) showed that Latin American and 
Caribbean countries received aid regardless of their human rights records (Apodaca 
& Stohl, pp. 196). I therefore predict that countries in Latin America or the Carib-
bean will receive more aid than other countries, regardless of their need of human 
rights record (see Figure 1).
Israel and Egypt (ISRL/EGYPT): Control/‘Dummy’ Variable

Because the United States gives (and historically has given) Israel and Egypt more 
aid than other countries, I include a ‘dummy’ variable, ISRL/EGYPT. I code Israel 
and Egypt ‘1’, and all other countries ‘0’. I include ISRL/EGYPT for two reasons: (1) 
the Camp David Accords solidified Israel and Egypt as key strategic partners in the 
Middle East, and (2) while conducting preliminary data analysis, Israel and Egypt 
were outliers (Ambrose, pp. 291-292). In addition, prior studies have included an 
Israel and Egypt ‘dummy’ variable (Qian and Yanagizawa, 2003; Apodaca and Stohl, 
1999). I predict that, after adjusting for need and human rights, Israel and Egypt 
will receive more assistance than other nations (see Figure 1).
Iraq (IRAQ) and Afghanistan (AFGHAN): Control/‘Dummy’ Variables

The United States has been at war in Iraq since 2003. As such, I believe that the 
relationship between the United States and Iraq—and whatever effect they have on 
my results—are outside the scope of my research. I create a ‘dummy’ variable for 
Iraq (IRAQ), coding Iraq as ‘1’ and all other countries as ‘0’. I include a ‘dummy’ 
variable for Afghanistan (AFGHAN) for the same reasons. A further justification for 
including IRAQ and AFGHAN is that, when conducting preliminary data analysis, 
Iraq and Afghanistan were both outliers. I include these variables to ensure that 
my results are not dependent on the relationship between the U.S. and Iraq and 
Afghanistan. I predict that both Iraq (2003 onward) and Afghanistan (2001 onward) 
receive a disproportionately large share of U.S. foreign assistance relative to other 
countries (see Figure 1).
Results and Analysis

To test my hypotheses and determine the effects my independent variables had on 
U.S. ‘official development assistance’ (AID), I ran bi-variate correlation analysis and 
regression tests for the four models comprising my study.
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Model 1: Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients
Model 1 seeks to test Hypothesis 2: the U.S. will allocate more assistance to coun-

tries rich in natural resources. Model 1 employs the Political Terror Scale measure 
of human rights practices. Overall, Model 1 lends minimal support to Hypothesis 
2 and substantially discredits the suppositions of Hypothesis 1, the null hypothesis, 
that the U.S. will only consider the economic need and human rights record of a 
state when allocating foreign assistance. Figure 4, located on the following page, 
shows a summary and explanation of beta coefficients for each variable included 
in the regression test for Model 1.

Based on the results of Model 1, it appears that ENGYPRD, ISRL/EGYPT, IRAQ, 
and AFGHAN all correlate to the greatest shifts in U.S. foreign aid allocation. 
ENGYPRD was significant and had a beta coefficient of .100, indicating a relatively 
strong, positive relationship. For every one standard deviation shift  in ENGYPRD, 
AID increases by .10. This lends support to Hypothesis 2: the U.S. gives more aid 
to countries that produce a lot of energy (indicative of natural resource wealth). 
Although this lends support to Hypothesis 2, by no means does it ‘prove’ it—the 
relationship is a lot weaker than predicted. Despite their high (or relatively high) 
beta coefficients and statistical significance, ISRL/EGYPT (.679), IRAQ (.386), and 
AFGHAN (.107) are control variables. The relationship between these variables and 
AID is not the subject of my research. Model #1 has an adjusted R-square of .635; 
therefore, my model explains 63.5 percent (roughly two-thirds) of the variation 
in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. This is a high number and indicates that my 
model is representing the intended relationship.

Two things should be noted about Model 1. First, Model 1 significantly discredits 
Hypothesis 1 because, even after controlling for need and human rights, the U.S. 
was still shown to give slightly more aid to human rights violators. PTS had a beta 
coefficient of .046 and was significant: for every one standard deviation shift in PTS, 
AID increased by .046. While this is not indicative of a strong relationship and is 
much weaker than what I expected, a beta coefficient of .046 shows that factors 
exist that do mitigate the importance of human rights in foreign aid allocation 
(Model 1 just doesn’t show what factors). Another item of note regarding Model 
1 is that one variable had no impact whatsoever on U.S. foreign assistance alloca-
tion—MILDIS. This is particularly surprising because in my bi-variate correlation 
analysis, MILDIS appeared to be correlated with AID. This finding runs contrary 
to my expectations. 
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Figure 2: Model 1 Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICIENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

PTS  .046  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in PTS, 
AID increases 
by .046.

Yes

ORES/MTLS  .024  .009* For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in ORES/MTLS, 
AID increases 
by .024.

Yes

ENGYPRD  .100  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
ENGYPRD, AID 
increases by .10.

Yes

GDP   -.057  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in GDP, 
AID decreases 
by .057.

Yes

POP   -.049  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in POP, 
AID decreases 
by .049.

No

EXPORTS   -.030  .003* For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
EXPORTS, AID 
decreases by .03.

No

MILDIS   -.008  .504 No relationship No

LATCAR  .019  .043* For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
LATCAR, AID 
increases by .019.

Yes

ISRL/EGYPT  .679  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in ISRL/EGYPT, 
AID increases 
by .679.

Yes
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VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICIENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

IRAQ  .386  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in IRAQ, AID 
increases by .386.

Yes

AFGHAN  .107  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
AFGHAN, AID 
increases by .107.

Yes

 **relationship is significant at the .001 level

 *relationship is significant at the .05 level

Model 2: Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients
Like Model 1, Model 2 seeks to test my hypothesis that the U.S. will give more 

‘official development assistance’ to countries rich in natural resources, but employs 
the Freedom House (FH) measure of human rights practices instead of the PTS 
measure. The purpose of Model 2 is to check the robustness of the results of Model 
1. If Model 1 and Model 2 conclude with the same findings despite different param-
eters, then my results are probably indicative of a real-world relationship. Overall, 
Model 2 lends minimal support to Hypothesis 2 and lends some evidence contrary 
to Hypothesis 1. Figure 5 (below) provides a summary and explanation of regres-
sion results and beta coefficients for Model 2.molut ant ra doluptaquos et peris auta 
vendi te et moluptate moluptibus arum dent.
Figure 3: Model 2 Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

FH   -.021  .053 No relationship. No

ORES/MTLS  .025  .006* For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in ORES/MTLS, 
AID increases 
by .025.

Yes

ENGYPRD  .098  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
ENGYPRD, AID 
increases by .098.

Yes
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VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

GDP   -.083  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in GDP, 
AID decreases 
by .083.

Yes

POP   -.037  .001** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in POP, 
AID decreases 
by .037.

No

EXPORTS   -.029  .004* For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
EXPORTS, AID 
decreases by .029.

No

MILDIS   -.011  .347 No relationship. No

LATCAR  .014  .153 No relationship. No

ISRL/EGYPT  .683  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in ISRL/EGYPT, 
AID increases 
by .683.

Yes

IRAQ  .392  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in IRAQ, AID 
increases by .392.

Yes

AFGHAN  .111  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
AFGHAN, AID 
increases by .111.

Yes

 **relationship is significant at the .001 level

 *relationship is significant at the .05 level

Based on the results of Model 2, ENGYPRD, ISRL/EGYPT, IRAQ, and AFGHAN 
correlate to the greatest shifts in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. ENGYPRD is 
significant and has a beta coefficient of .098; for every one standard deviation shift 
in ENGYPRD, AID increases by .098. This lends minimal support to Hypothesis 
2, which would evidence the claim that the U.S. give mores foreign assistance to 
resource-rich nations. Again, the relationship is much weaker than expected but 
behaves very similarly to that of Model 1, indicating that the relationship is robust. 
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I do not focus on the significant results and high beta coefficients of ISRL/EGYPT 
(.683), IRAQ (.392), and AFGHAN (.111) because these are control variables and 
are not emphasized in my research. Model 2 has an adjusted R-square of .632: my 
model explains 63.2 percent of the variation in U.S. foreign assistance allocation, 
which is approximately the same value found in Model 1. I conclude that, based on 
my R-square value, Model 2 explains a substantial proportion of American foreign 
aid allocation.

A noteworthy result of Model 2 is that for the two variables MILDIS and LATCAR 
no relationship with AID was found. The results were not statistically significant. I 
expected both MILDIS and LATCAR to have strong, positive effects on AID, but 
instead there was no effect at all. Apodaca and Stohl (1999) found both variables 
to be significant and have positive effects of U.S. foreign assistance allocation 
(Apodaca & Stohl, pp.196). Therefore, the results of Model 2 are quite surprising. 
Another thing to note about Model 2 is that the beta coefficient and significance of 
FH varies greatly from that of PTS. This shows that my models are not robust and 
my results are model-dependent. In Model 2, FH yields a beta coefficient of -.021 
(PTS in Model 1 yields a .046) and a p-value of .053 (PTS in Model 1 yields a.000). 
Because FH is not significant (p-value >.05), there is no relationship between the 
human rights record of a country and U.S. foreign assistance allocation. In sum-
mary, Model 2 lends minimal support to Hypothesis 2—the U.S. gives more aid to 
resource-rich nations—and slightly delegitimizes the premise of Hypothesis 1—that 
the U.S. only considers the economic need and human rights record of a country 
when allocating ‘official development assistance’.
Model 3: Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

Model 3 empirically tests the authenticity of the claim of Hypothesis 3, that the 
U.S. allocates more foreign assistance to countries that are strategically valuable. 
Model 3 is identical to Model 1 in that it uses the PTS human rights measure but 
it does not include the LATCAR or the ISRL/EGYPT ‘dummy’ variables. I chose 
not to include LATCAR and ISRL/EGYPT in this model because Model 3 tests 
the importance of strategic assets in U.S. human rights policy and I therefore do 
not want to exclude cases that demonstrate that relationship. I predict that the U.S. 
allocates more foreign aid to Latin American and Caribbean countries and Israel 
and Egypt because they are strategically valuable and are key allies and client-states 
of the U.S. Therefore, I do not want to exclude them from the model testing the 
importance of strategic assets in American policy. Model 3 severely undermines 
the rationale behind Hypothesis 1, but does not lend any support to the claim that 
U.S. human rights policy is more lenient toward countries high in strategic value. 
Figure 4 summarizes the regression results and beta coefficients.
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Figure 4: Model 3 Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

PTS  .128  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in PTS, 
AID increases 
by .128.

Yes

ORES/MTLS  .010  .471 No relationship. No

ENGYPRD  .076  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
ENGYPRD, AID 
increases by .076.

Yes

GDP   -.013  .403 No relationship. No

POP   -.049  .004* For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in POP, 
AID decreases 
by .049.

No

EXPORTS   -.019  .203 No relationship. No

MILDIS   -.019  .258 No relationship. No

IRAQ  .384  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in IRAQ, AID 
increases by .384.

Yes

AFGHAN  .098  .000** No relationship. No
 **relationship is significant at the .001 level

 *relationship is significant at the .05 level

Based on the results of Model 3, PTS, ENGYPRD, IRAQ, and AFGHAN corre-
lated with the greatest shifts in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. PTS is significant 
and has a beta coefficient of .128, a relatively strong, positive relationship, though 
I expected a much stronger relationship. One standard deviation increase in PTS 
correlates with a .128 increase in AID. This is particularly noteworthy because a 
PTS beta coefficient of .128 supports findings in Model 1, which also exhibits a 
positive relationship between PTS and AID. Hypothesis 1 is discredited because 
a positive PTS beta coefficient implies that the U.S. does not only consider the 
economic need and human rights record of a country when allocating foreign as-
sistance. ENGYPRD is also significant in Model 3 with a beta coefficient of .076 (a 
weak positive relationship). For every one standard deviation shift in ENGYPRD, 
AID increases by .076. I expected the U.S. to give much more foreign assistance 
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to countries that produce a lot of energy, but this finding still minimally supports 
Hypothesis 2 and contradicts my ‘null’ hypothesis, Hypothesis 1. 

A few things should be highlighted concerning Model 3. Four variables, ORES/
MTLS, GDP, EXPORTS, and MILDIS, did not display any relationship with AID; 
they were not statistically significant. This is unexpected because Model 3 tests my 
prediction that the U.S. will allocate more aid to strategically valuable countries, 
but the two indicators of strategic value are not significant. Nothing supports Hy-
pothesis 3 in this model. The adjusted R-square of Model 3 is only .181. That means 
that Model 3 is only explaining 18 percent of the variation in U.S. foreign assistance 
allocation; therefore, 82 percent of the variation in U.S. foreign assistance allocation 
is explained by factors that I did not include in my model. This is troubling and 
shows that my indicators of strategic value did not measure that which I intended. 
Model 4: Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

Model 4 also seeks to test Hypothesis 3—the U.S. will allocate more aid to coun-
tries high in strategic value. Model 4 is identical to Model 3 but uses the Freedom 
House measure of human rights instead of the PTS measure. Model 4 seeks to 
test the robustness of the findings of Model 3. For the same reasons as Model 3, 
that it is testing the strategic value hypothesis, therefore should not exclude Latin 
American/Caribbean countries or Israel/Egypt, LATCAR and ISRL/EGYPT are not 
included in Model 4. In general, Model 4 lends minimal support to Hypothesis 1 
and Hypothesis 2, but fails to show the importance of strategic assets in American 
‘official development assistance’ allocation. Figure 5 shows a summary of regression 
results and beta coefficients for Model 4.
Figure 5: Model 4 Regression Analysis and Beta Coefficients

VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

FH   -.024  .125 No relationship. No

ORES/MTLS  .013  .331 No relationship. No

ENGYPRD  .082  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
ENGYPRD, AID 
increases by .082.

Yes

GDP   -.070  .000** For every one 
standard devia-
tion shift in GDP, 
AID decreases 
by .070.

Yes

POP   -.026  .118 No relationship. No

EXPORTS   -.022  .148 No relationship. No
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VARIABLE BETA 
COEFFICENT

SIGNIFICANCE EXPLANATION SAME AS 
PREDICTED?

MILDIS   -.025  .134 No relationship. No

IRAQ  .398  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift 
in IRAQ, AID 
increases by .398.

Yes

AFGHAN  .108  .000** For every 
one standard 
deviation shift in 
AFGHAN, AID 
increases by .108.

Yes

 **relationship is significant at the .001 level

Based on the results of Model #4, ENGYPRD, GDP, IRAQ, and AFGHAN all 
correlate with the greatest shifts in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. GDP, which 
taken here as an indicator of the economic need of a country, yields a beta coefficient 
of .082 and is statistically significant. A beta coefficient of .082 demonstrates a weak 
but positive relationship; for every one standard deviation increase in ENGYPRD, 
AID increases by .082. Hypothesis 2 is nominally supported. GDP is also statistically 
significant with a beta coefficient of -.070: for every one standard deviation shift in 
GDP, AID decreases by a .07. This indicates that the U.S. factors in the economic 
need of a country, albeit to a moderate degree. This relationship aligns with my 
predictions but is slightly weaker than what I was expecting. The significant and 
large beta coefficients of IRAQ (.398) and AFGHAN (.108) are ignored for the 
same reasons as discussed before—these variables are control variables and not 
the subject of my research.

Regarding Model 4, three things should be mentioned. First, for five variables, FH, 
ORES/MTLS, POP, EXPORTS, and MILDIS, there is no demonstrated relationship 
with AID. These variables are not statistically significant. Model 4 yields two more 
insignificant variables than Model 3. Therefore, Model 4 is a weaker model than 
Model 3 and gives no evidence to support Hypothesis 3, that U.S. human rights 
policy is more lenient toward countries high in strategic value. The second thing to 
note about Model 4 is that the beta coefficient and significance for FH is markedly 
different than that of PTS is Model 3. This shows that my results in Model 3 are 
model-dependent and my design is not robust. Hypothesis 1 is slightly discredited 
because an insignificant FH measure indicates that there is no relationship between 
the human rights record of a State and how much U.S. foreign aid they receive. The 
third noteworthy finding of Model 4 is that the adjusted R-square score of .168 indi-
cates that my model is only explaining 16.8 percent of the variation in U.S. foreign 
assistance allocation. This shows that there are other possible factors explaining the 
relationship between my independent/control variables and my dependent variable 
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AID. Overall, Model 4 lends minimal support to Hypothesis 2, slightly discredits 
Hypothesis 1 (the ‘null’ hypothesis), and tells me that my models are not robust.
Conclusions

Based on the results, I have formulated two general conclusions pertaining to my 
research study. First, the U.S. appears to give slightly more aid to countries that 
produce large quantities of energy. In three of the models (Model 1, Model 2, and 
Model 4), ENGYPRD had the largest beta coefficient of any independent variable. 
In Model 3, ENGYPRD had the second largest beta coefficient. I conclude that 
ENGYPRD accounts for the greatest shift in U.S. foreign assistance allocation (AID), 
after my control variables. My study implies that the United States allocates more 
‘official development assistance’ to countries that are rich in energy resources, such 
as petroleum and natural gas.

Second, the human rights record of a state—at least that encompassed by the 
Political Terror Scale (PTS)—does not appear to be a determining factor of U.S. for-
eign assistance allocation. In Model 1 and Model 3, PTS has a weak, albeit positive 
beta coefficient; .046 and .128, respectively. Even after controlling for other factors 
(population size, economic need and wealth, natural resource abundance, and the 
presence of strategic assets and military personnel  etc.), the human rights record 
of a state, as represented by the PTS variable, does not impact how much U.S. aid a 
country receives. It is shown that the U.S. gives slightly more aid to countries that 
abuse human rights. This finding has implications for Hypothesis 1 (‘null’ hypoth-
esis): that U.S. only considers the economic need and human rights record of a state 
when allocating foreign aid. My models indicate that U.S. foreign assistance policy 
favors some countries over others. Factors other than economic need and human 
rights are driving U.S. foreign assistance allocation.
Further Research

In future research in the disciple of human rights and foreign aid, I would like to 
look at the issue of “most favored nation status”. “Most favored nation status” is a 
term used to describe preferential treatment of one nation (or group of nations) as 
an aspect of another nation’s foreign policy. I believe my findings lead in to further 
research on the role of Israel, Egypt, Iraq, and Afghanistan as “most favored nations” 
in U.S. human rights policy. All four nations received a disproportionate share 
of U.S. foreign assistance, even after adjusting for need and human rights record. 
What is particularly interesting is that all four of these supposedly “most favored 
nations” are located in the same geographical region, the Middle East. I predict 
that the U.S. allocates significantly more aid to countries in the Middle East that 
are rich in energy resources.

In addition, I would like to conduct further research on the role of natural 
resources in U.S. foreign assistance allocation. Almost no literature exists on the 
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specific role of natural resources in shaping a country’s foreign aid policy and my 
study, while hinting at a relationship, remained fairly inconclusive. My research 
concluded that there were factors mitigating the importance of human rights in 
foreign assistance allocation, but did not specify what these factors were. Further 
research could more intimately examine the importance of natural resources in 
U.S. foreign policy by including variables for individual resources, such as oil and 
natural gas, to determine their specific role in shaping policy or an indicator that 
measures the effect of resource depletion on American policy practice. I predict 
that, as natural resources become more scarce, the relationship between natural 
resources and U.S. foreign assistance allocation will become stronger.
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