
Angela Mees 
The more we give, the more they hate us: 
The Effect of US Foreign Aid Allocations on Anti-American Sentiment 
 
Introductory Comments 
 
The United States has unboundedly dominated the global arena in the last century. Henry 
Luce, in 1941, predicted the dawning of the “American Century”. Since the end of the 
Second World War, and more intensely since the fall of the Soviet Union, America has 
emerged as the global economic, cultural, political and military leader. With this rise in 
American supremacy has come a volatile world opinion of the United States and its 
actions. “Resentment, and anti-Americanism, were among the undesired results of 
American power and engagement in the world.”1 In 2003 the Pew Research Center for 
the People and the Press of sixteen thousand people, finding that majorities in only four 
of the fourteen countries held favorable opinions of the United States, a shocking 
decrease from the ten in fourteen countries holding favorable opinions interviewed in 
1999-2000.  The expression of anti-Americanism, or “a psychological tendency to hold 
negative views of the United States and of American society in general”2 has been on the 
rise since 2001. 
 
In the wake of the September 11th terrorist attacks against the United States, anti-
American sentiment has been brought to the forefront of public discourse and policy 
making.  This undisputable surge in “opposition to America, its name, its ideals and its 
actions”3 has prompted the US administration to reexamine the role America plays in the 
world. It was concluded that US national security is undoubtedly linked to and affected 
by the social, economic and political strife in other countries.4 It was identified that 
political instability, lack of infrastructure and failing social and educational institutions 
produce not only a poor citizen, but also one more inclined to express their disdain for the 
dominant and “successful” world power (made visible through anti-American sentiment).  
As a result, the US administration rediscovered the possibility of using foreign aid to 
enhance US national security by declaring the aim of improving social and economic 
conditions in donor countries, thereby improving the donor country’s impression and 
opinion of the US. 
 
Why is anti-American sentiment important? How does anti-American sentiment affect 
US foreign policy and national goals? The perception of the US in other countries is a 
fundamental building block of a solid foreign policy and a base to exercise political 
power. The perception of the US in other countries is a fundamental building block of a 
solid foreign policy and political power. The US is noticing the importance of general 
support outside its boarders, and that the US “must do more than destroy something bad, 
it must construct something good.” 5 The acknowledged use of foreign aid as a foreign 

                                                 
1 Keohane and Katzenstein, 316 
2 Keohane and Katzenstein, 12 
3 Giacomo Chiozza in Keohane and Katzenstein, 93 
4 Randelet (2003) 
5 Foreign Affairs, Berger, May/June 2004 
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policy tool, and the relationship between anti-American sentiment and the success of US 
foreign policy/national goals is the basis of this study. “For distrust can translate easily 
into opposition to a lack of support for the United States”6, leading to a decrease in the 
US’s “soft power” and ability to lead. This study will attempt to document the link 
between US foreign aid and anti-Americanism, and suggest that a reexamination of 
foreign aid allocation rationale could (by improving anti-American sentiment) facilitate 
US foreign policy more effectively. 
 
This newfound insight into the use of foreign aid resulted in immediate increases in 
foreign aid funding. On March 14th, 2002 President George W. Bush proposed a 50 
percent increase in foreign aid spending through the creation of a Millennium Challenge 
Corporation (MCC), a fund that would disperse $5 billion a year to a selected group of 
countries.7 2003 saw $10 billion more in foreign aid funding. By 2005 President Bush 
had expanded the total foreign aid budget to $21.3 billion, the largest increase in 
decades.8
 
In order to fully understand the increase in US foreign aid, we must understand to whom 
the aid is going, and for what purpose. It is agreed amongst analysts that aid is divided 
into two subcategories: the cold-war era style aid-for-policy giving, and aid distribution 
for poverty alleviation and development initiatives. The State Department comments that 
about a quarter of President Bush’s 2005 foreign aid request will be distributed to 
“coalition partners.”9, in other words, to allies in return for support on a political issue.  
 
The second division of foreign aid presents a diversion from the Cold-war era 
phenomenon of rewarding those countries that align themselves with an American 
political goal; and represents giving to countries with a functioning government that 
invests in social and economic initiatives. The MCC, by distributing aid to a selected set 
of countries chosen based on sixteen indicators of country performance, would in theory 
create a political incentive for countries to improve their over-all situation in order to 
receive funding. This would in turn improve not only the immediate humanitarian 
situation, but also the governance of the country simultaneously. The White House 
reiterates the motivation behind the new aid on its web site: “economic development 
assistance can be successful only if it is linked to sound policies in developing 
countries.”10

 
The MCC appeared to be a valid approach to foreign aid distribution as it rewarded and 
encouraged political, social and economic reform before countries would be eligible. 
However the MCC’s effectiveness decreased substantially when Congress approved the 
amount of a $2 billion commitment (as opposed to the initially promised $5 billion a 
year). In addition to decreased funding, the MCC is further slowed in its function by 

                                                 
6 Keohane and Katzenstein, 21 
7 For the full text of Bush’s speech on March 14th, 2002 see 
hhtp://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/03/20020314-7.html. For the announcement  
8 Friends Committee on National Legislation 
9 Friends Committee on National Legislation 
10 http://www.whitehouse.gov/infocus/developingnations/> 
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legislative constraints and internal corporate structure disruptions (such as the resignation 
of the initial CEO). 
 
Thus, with the MCC’s effectiveness reduced, there seems to be little change in foreign 
aid allotment since the Cold War era. This being the case, is the current US foreign aid 
distribution effective in improving the image of the US in its donor countries? Is the 
recent surge in anti-American sentiment due to the amount of US foreign aid? If there is 
indeed a direct correlation between anti-American sentiment and US foreign aid, is our 
foreign aid distribution rational antiquated and not serving its purpose (seeing as anti-
American sentiment is an undisputed threat to US national security)?  
 
This study suggests that the current foreign aid allocation is not effective in its goal of 
improving American perceptions in recipient countries, in fact, aid allocations foster (if 
not increase) anti-American sentiment in recipient countries. To answer the effectiveness 
of US foreign aid in improving American opinion and support, the never-before 
relationship between post-Cold War US foreign aid appropriations and the level of anti-
American sentiment in recipient countries will be analyzed. This study will argue the 
counter-intuitive notion that foreign aid distributions have actually increased anti-
American sentiment in recipient countries. “The more we give, the more they hate us” 
 
Literature Review 
 
Anti Americanism  
 
Anti-Americanism is notoriously difficult to quantify, yet empirically easy to identify. 
However, the vast majority of the literature on the subject repeatedly categorizes anti-
American sentiment into issue oriented, ideological, instrumental/revolutionary,11 (which 
will be examined at length below). However, “In the broadest sense, we view anti-
Americanism as a psychological tendency to hold negative views of the United States and 
of American society in general.”12 Therefore, the most common definition of anti-
Americanism is a set of attitudes, as measured by opinion polls or media content analysis, 
that express a negative view of the United States. 
 
Similarly Quenqua (2003) offers to narrow the anti-Americanism definition down to “a 
response by people on the receiving end of US economic, political and military 
dominance.” Taking this link between anti-American sentiment as a product and response 
to American political policy, Heiman and Ozer further purpose that the US needs to 
“advocate a change of course in foreign policy that invites less ill-will around the world”. 
Thus understanding anti-American sentiment is essential to a successful US foreign 
policy, making this study an important step in improving foreign aid allocations and by 
extension the efficiency of US foreign policy.  
 
Thus, as much of the literature does, this study will frame the understanding of anti-
American sentiment in the political realm. Experts in the field of anti-Americanism, 
                                                 
11 Rubenstein and Smith (1988) 
12 Katzenstein and Keohane, 12 
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Keohane and Katzenstein, claim that “Political observers typically frame their 
understanding of anti-Americanism in three explanatory sketches that focus on power 
imbalances, globalization backlash, or conflicting identities.”13 This study will use these 
models to define the sources of anti-Americanism in world politics and thereby identify 
the necessary variables this study will need to control for. 
 
The collapse of the Soviet Union has seen the US take on the role as the most powerful 
state in global politics. The American position as the global hegemon is not a necessary 
condition for anti-Americanism (seeing as anti-American sentiment dates back as far as 
the late 18th century), however “it is no accident that American political power is at its 
zenith while American standing is at its nadir”.14 Thus much of the anti-American 
sentiment is a natural reaction to the biggest player in the field. 
 
A second common explanation for anti-Americanism focuses on globalization backlash. 
Karl Polanyi claimed that the unregulated market unseated long-functioning social 
support networks in pre-capitalist societies. Thus anti-American hostility is often the 
result of rapid economic change and reliance on distant capital markets that are 
associated with America. Heiman and Ozer find that one of the largest factors in 
determining anti-American sentiment is “income and prosperity, suggesting that a 
comparatively high degree of general wealth in a society predicts support for US 
policies.”  
 
A third argument ascribes anti-Americanism to conflicting identities in America and 
elsewhere.15 This argument focuses on the American generation of cultural and religious 
identities that clash with religious and cultural beliefs of the country to which the 
American values are being exported. America notoriously exports sexual freedom, female 
emancipation and a breakdown of the traditional male-dominated social structure that 
more traditional cultures oppose. Despite American association with a religious plurality 
and liberalism, which arguably spurs anti-American sentiment, the US is a major exporter 
of religion. Christian missionaries are penetrating and deeply grating to radical Hindus, 
Muslims and Leninist capitalism in China.16 Thus although the US is notorious for their 
secular mass culture, the rise in American religiosity is similarly a determinant of anti-
American sentiment. 
 
Needless to say none of these three macro-models can explain anti-American sentiment 
alone. This study aims to bridge these models by controlling for each issue identified as a 
determinant for anti-Americanism (religious plurality, economic and social well-being), 
and create a never before documented link between US foreign aid allocations and anti-
American sentiment. 
 
Although much literature examines the determinants of anti-American sentiment (as the 
models above demonstrate), and almost universally come to the conclusion that American 

                                                 
13 Katzenstein and Keohane, 307) 
14 Keohane and Katzenstein 
15 Nau 2002. Lieven 2004. Huntington 2004. 
16 Keohone and Katzenstein (2005) 
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presence is an independent source of anti-American hostility.17 Little research identifies 
why America “is where it is” and “gives where it gives” (as far as foreign aid is 
considered the top empirical observation of American presence). By examining the 
rationale behind America’s foreign aid donations, and the resulting anti-American 
sentiment, this study aims to provide the missing link between the determinants of 
foreign aid and the resulting anti-Americanism. The literature identifies the existence and 
reasons for anti-American sentiment and this study aims to explain why a benevolent 
action (foreign aid allocation) actually leads to and even increases anti-American 
sentiment.  
 
The literature to date has done a good job of assessing the empirical evidence. However, 
no theory has been able to tie together and explain high levels of anti-American sentiment 
and high levels of US foreign aid to that country. 
 
The Selectorate Model and Foreign Aid 
 
As mentioned above, this paper will study the effect of post-Cold War era foreign aid 
allocations on anti-American sentiment in recipient countries. In order to understand the 
relationship, I will be using Bueno de Mesquita (BDM) and Alastair Smith’s findings in 
their paper “Foreign Aid and Policy Concessions” as a basis for assumptions as to 
motivations that decide US foreign aid distributions.  
 
As mentioned above, BDM and Smith similarly report that literature on foreign aid can 
be divided between aid allocations that function as “an instrument of national policy” and 
another segment claims foreign aid to be “an instrument of humanitarian concerns”.   
BDM and Smith, based on previous empirical studies, argue that foreign aid is a political 
tool, and present their “Selectorate Model of Political Survival” to explain aid-for-policy 
deals between nations.  
 
The model is based on the selectorate approach to politics that provides “an account of 
the domestic political survival of leaders”18. The model assumes that any decisions made 
by the incumbent leader are determined by two political institutions: the selectorate (S) 
and the winning coalition (W). The selectorate is defined as “the set of people with a 
potential say in who is to be the leader”, and the winning coalition as the minimum 
support an incumbent leader must maintain in order to stay in power.  
 
“The size of the winning coalition and selectorate can vary enormously across political 
systems”19. Democratic systems are likely to have W be a large proportion of S. 
Monarchies and juntas, on the other hand, have notoriously small W and S sizes, with 
most of the population being ostracized from political consideration. Autocracies are 
likely to have a small W, with the size of S varying. It is assumed that leaders make 
decisions as to the allocation of public and private goods taking into the size of W they 
must satisfy to remain in power. As BDM and Smith mathematically prove in their paper, 

                                                 
17 Tai, Peterson, Gurr  (1973) 
18 BDM, Smith, 7 
19 BDM, Smith, 7 
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as the size of W increases, the leader is more likely to produce a larger amount of public 
goods compared to private goods. 
 
The selectorate theory provides the base to BDM and Smith’s “Selectorate Model of 
Political Survival”, which explains the politics of foreign aid distribution. It is assumed 
that a leader is likely to give aid if the prospective recipient is likely to comply with the 
policy goals of the donor. Thus, “prospective recipients are more likely to get aid if they 
depend on a small coalition and large selectorate to stay in power”. The amount of aid, 
however, increases as the recipient leader’s coalition increases in size, the selectorate size 
decreases, the salience of the issue increases and the domestic resources available to the 
recipient leader increases. In other words, when the political leader of the recipient 
country is unaccountable to the majority of its citizens, he is more likely to receive aid. A 
leader who is accountable to the large majority of their citizens is unlikely to receive aid, 
however, if he does, is likely to receive a much larger amount of aid. 
 
This helps to explain why US foreign aid allocations have been unsuccessful and often 
detrimental to anti-American sentiment levels in recipient countries: we give to those 
countries whose leaders have little incentive to increase public goods, but are more likely 
to comply with American political goals/concessions. This equates to a population with 
little access to public goods and the perception of a strong American influence, leading to 
anti-American sentiment.  
 
For the purposes of this study, we will derive the following assumptions from BDM and 
Smith’s paper that help in understand the US foreign aid allocations: 

1. US foreign aid is largely policy driven, assuming that any aid granted expects 
concession from the recipient. 

2. Policy concessions by the recipients are politically costly. 
3. The policy concession costs are lower for the leader if the leader can compensate 

his supporters 
4. These compensation costs are lower if the winning coalition is small. 
5. Hence, the US will give to small winning coalition systems more often than they 

will give to large winning coalition systems. 
So, why does anti-American sentiment surface? 
6. US foreign aid is seen as supporting authoritarian dictators and their cronies, at 

the expense of the rest of the population. 
Assumption: US foreign aid is policy driven and policy concessions by the recipient are 
politically costly. 
 
This argument reveals why the MCC has been slow and ineffective. The assumptions 
further indicate why the Bush administration has given foreign aid to countries of 
political interest to the US. The recipient countries are likely to have poor public goods 
allocation, often resulting in dire social conditions. This study agrees with the 
assumptions resulting from BDM and Smith’s paper, however would like to extend this 
to argue that because the US allocates aid along those guidelines, the citizens of these 
countries are likely to connect their inferior conditions with US involvement as opposed 
to with their corrupt leaders and inefficient government structure. 
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Thus I use the selectorate model of political survival to explain US foreign aid allocation 
to countries with small winning coalitions and by extension poor public goods allocation 
in those recipient countries. The leaders who receive US assistance may be implementing 
the policy concession wanted by the US, but the US assistance is not alleviating 
humanitarian conditions because of the high probability of a corrupt local government, 
and thereby foreign aid allocation is in fact propelling anti-American sentiment. 
 
Causal Model: Foreign Aid and Anti-American Sentiment 
 
The literature review makes it clear that there are multiple possible determinants of anti-
American sentiment, all of which have been substantiated by scholarly research. 
Although it would be easier to single out one of the factors that leads to anti-American 
sentiment, this would not prove useful, because although the study might reveal that 
foreign aid has ‘x’ effect on say, poverty, the result would not tell us the effect that 
poverty has on anti-American sentiment. Thus, I return to the original question: How can 
we claim that US foreign aid has an effect on anti-American sentiment? Here I am going 
to rely on the literature that addresses the determinants of foreign aid, and the effect of 
foreign aid on these determinants previously discussed. 
 

US Foreign Aid 
 

Small W 
 

Economic Development/Income Levels, Political representation 
 

Anti-American Sentiment 
 
Thus according to BDM and Smith’s Selectorate Model of Political Survival, foreign aid 
flows to small W countries, implying that although aid-for-policy deals improve the 
welfare of leaders in the recipient state, the welfare of their citizens is not necessarily 
improved. Indeed, a pro-American sentiment/attitude can be thought of as a policy 
concession. In fact, BDM and Smith identify that often the average citizen in a recipient 
state “is made worse off by aid”, and thus foster anti-American sentiment. 
 
Hypothesis I: US foreign aid allocations have not been successful in improving 
America’s image in the recipient countries. Thus a positive correlation exists between 
anti-American sentiment and US foreign aid that country receives.  
Null Hypothesis I: US foreign aid has led to a decrease in anti-American sentiment levels 
in recipient countries. A negative correlation exists between US foreign aid and anti-
American sentiment. Also those countries that have received US foreign aid are more 
likely to have lower anti-American sentiment than those that have not received aid at all. 
 
The above stated hypothesis will allow us to understand US foreign aid and its 
relationship to anti-American sentiment; it does not explain the cause of the relationship. 
Seeing as this study is relying on BDM and Smith’s model of foreign aid allocation to 
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small W, the type of political system seems to be the deciding factor in whether US 
foreign aid ever reaches and affects the determinants of anti-American sentiment. 
 
Hypothesis II: The less representative a country’s political system, the greater the 
probability of anti-American sentiment is. 
Null Hypothesis II: Less representative political systems do not necessarily imply a 
greater probability of anti-American sentiment. 
 
Data Description: 
The following is the dependent variable: 
Anti-American Sentiment Index 
One of the most difficult tasks in carrying out a study to examine the effect of our foreign 
aid allocation on anti-American sentiment is using an appropriate and representative 
measure of anti-American sentiment, the dependent variable. Throughout this study and 
throughout the majority of the relevant literature, anti-American sentiment has been 
understood as a “psychological, emotional mood that helps us to frame a set of 
phenomena and behaviors attributed to the United States”20. The empirical features of 
utilizing this definition and accepting anti-American sentiment along these lines lends 
itself to measuring the phenomenon using opinion polls and measures of the percentage 
of populations that hold favorable views of the United States.  
 
To measure Anti-American sentiment, this study will utilize the results of the 2002 PEW 
Global Attitudes Study Survey, which surveyed citizens of 44 countries world-wide, 
documenting their answer to the following question: (Q61 b) Please tell me if you have a 
very favorable, somewhat favorable, somewhat unfavorable or very unfavorable opinion 
of the United States. The answers were coded 1-4, and the average taken for each country 
for the year of 2002. Thus, the higher the opinion average, the lower that country’s 
opinion of the US (and the higher the anti-American sentiment is). 
 
The following are independent variables: 
US Foreign Aid Allocations 
This study will be using two separate measures of post-Cold War US foreign aid 
allocations as independent variables: total economic assistance and total military 
assistance for the years 1998 and 1999. The source of this data is “The Greenbook”, on 
US Overseas Loans and Grants, Obligations and Loan Authorizations, which is prepared 
by the US Agency for International Development (USAID). The foreign aid transfers are 
measured in constant 2004 US dollars and logged in the regression analysis.   
Winning Coalition Size 
Utilizing Bueno de Mesquita at al’s instructions for how to construct the variable for 
winning coalition size, Wnew is created for the years 1998 and 1999. The variable can 
have five possible values, 0, .25, .5, .75 and 1, and is “a composite index based on the 
variables REGTYPE, XRCOMP, XROPEN, and PARCOMP” from Authur Banks’ 
Cross-national Time Series Data Archive (2005)21. As mentioned, that larger the winning 
coalition, the more representative the government structure is. 
                                                 
20 Pierangelo Isernia, 91 
21 BDM and Smith (2004) 
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Selectorate Size 
This study will again draw on Bueno de Mesquita et al’s (2003) measure of the 
selectorate in the foreign aid recipient country. The measure is a three-point scale 
between 0 and 1.  
Political Rights 
Another variable that can be used to describe the political climate of a recipient country 
(beyond the regime types that W and S measures represent) is the measure of political 
freedom within the recipient country. The measure of political rights comes from Arthur 
Bank's Cross National Time Series Data Archive, and codes nations from 1 to 4 (4 
entailing the least political rights). 
The following are control variables: 
Economic Condition of Recipient Country 
Also, poor economic conditions and economic crises are noted as aggravating anti-
American sentiment. An in depth study by Pierangelo Isernia, as do multiple other studies, 
find a clear and strong correlation between the economic situation/hardship of the 
recipient country and the choice of the United States as a country where on can live a 
better life. Thus a strong factor in the sentiment towards America has to do with the 
economic situation of the recipient. A constant GDP and GDP per capita for the years 
1998 and 1999, sourced from the World Bank Database of Development Indicators, are 
used to control for this effect. The values used in the regression analysis are logged to 
ensure more useful results. 
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics  

Variable Definition 
# of 

Observations Mean 
Std. 
Dev. Min. Max 

Opinavg PEW Global Attitudes Survey 2002 41 2.23 0 1.58 3.66 

slag3 Selectorate Size, 1999 43 0.98 0.15 0 1 

slag4 Selectorate Size, 1998 43 0.98 0.15 0 1 

wlag3 Winning Coalition Size, 1999 43 0.68 0.26 0 1 

wlag4 Winning Coalition Size, 1998 43 0.69 0.24 0 1 

polrights 
Political Rights (Arthur Bank's Cross National 

Time Series Data Archive)  43 1.02 0.15 1 2 

lngdplag3 GDP 1999, logged 42 25.15 2.14 21.81 29.78

lngdplag4 GDP 1998, logged 43 25.08 2.13 21.76 29.74

lngdppclag3 GDP per capita 1999, logged 42 7.6 1.53 5.24 10.65

lngdppclag4 GDP per capita 1998, logged 43 7.6 1.52 5.22 10.65

lnaidmillag3 
Total Military Aid (Loans & Grants) in constant 

1995 US$, 1999, logged 33 7.27 2.1 4.56 14.03

lnaidmillag4 
Total Military Aid (Loans & Grants) in constant 

1995 US$, 1998, logged 30 7.09 2.12 4.57 14.05

lnaidlag3 
Total Economic Aid (Loans & Grants) in 

constant 1995 US$, 1999, logged 33 10.8 1.39 7.39 13.62

lnaidlag4 
Total Economic Aid (Loans & Grants) in 

constant 1995 US$, 1998, logged 34 10.36 1.48 6.65 13.6 
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Table 2: Effects of Economic Aid on American Sentiment 

Dependent: 
Opinion 
Average 

Model 
1: 

Effect 
of 

Levels 
of Econ 

Aid  

Model 2: 
Effect of 
Econ Aid 

controlling 
for 

political 
rights 

Model 
3: 

Effect 
of 1 yr 

lag  

Model 4: 
Effect of 
Econ Aid 

controlling 
for W size 

Model 5: 
Effect of 
Econ Aid 

controlling 
for S size 

Model 6: 
Effect of 
Econ Aid 

controlling 
for W and 

S sizes 

Model 7: 
Effect of 1 

yr lag 
controlling 
for W size 

Model 8: 
Effect of 1 

yr lag 
controlling 
for S size 

Model 9: 
Effect of 1 

yr lag 
controlling 
for S and 

W size 

Total 
Economic 
Aid, 1999 

.078   
(.070)* 

.072   
(0.070)   

.125   
(.068) 

.130      
(.064) 

.132      
(.064) 

-.005 
(.174) 

-.032      
(.161) 

-.051      
(.170) 

Total 
Economic 
Aid, 1998     

.046 
(.072)*       

.185 
(.205) 

.211      
(.190) 

.236      
(.212) 

Winning 
Coalition 
Size lag3       

-.919   
(.414)   

-.401      
(.462) 

-1.169 
(.546)   

-.183 
(1.046) 

Winning 
Coalition 
Size lag4             

.464      
(.570)   

-.354 
(1.198) 

Selectorate 
Size lag3         

-1.456     
(.479)*** 

-1.190     
(.570)***   

-1.582 
(.534)*** 

-1.548 
(.889) 

Selectorate 
Size lag4               

-.041 
(.490) 

.146 
(1.081) 

GDP lag3       
.093     

(0.73) 
0.019 

(0.069) 
.040      

(0.073) 
5.873 

(12.563) 
11.273 

(10.555) 
7.154 

(12.017) 

GDP lag4             
-5.764 

(12.554) 
-11.236 
(10.539) 

-7.102 
(12.010) 

GDP per 
Capita lag3       

.139      
(.126) 

.180      
(.120) 

.184      
(.121) 

-7.608 
(11.367) 

-10.991 
(9.882) 

-7.838 
(10.888) 

GDP per 
Capita lag4             

7.695 
(11.404) 

11.183 
(9.916) 

8.017 
(10.926) 

Political 
Rights   -0.463***               

* Denotes p <0.10, ** Denotes p <0.05, *** Denotes p <0.01 
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Table 3: Effect of Military Aid on American Sentiment 

Dependent: 
Opinion Average 

Model 10: 
Effect of 
Levels of 
Military 

Aid  

Model 
11: 

Effect of 
1 yr lag  

Model 12: 
Effect of 

Military Aid 
controlling 
for political 

rights 

Model 13: 
Effect of 
Military 

Aid 
controlling 
for W size 

Model 14: 
Effect of 
Military 

Aid 
controlling 
for S size 

Model 15: 
Effect of 
Military 

Aid 
controlling 
for W and 

S sizes 

Model 16: 
Effect of 1  yr 

lag 
controlling for 

W size 

Total Military Aid, 
1999 

.159     
(.035)***   

.171 
(.035)*** 

.156 
(.029)*** 

.147 
(.044)*** 

.144 
(.040)*** 

.112    
(.089)  

Total Military Aid, 
1998   

.116 
(.053)**         

 .043   
(.096) 

Winning Coalition 
Size lag3       

-.423 
(.297)   

-.280 
(.341) 

 .156    
(.287)  

Winning Coalition 
Size lag4             

 -.022   
(.597)  

Selectorate Size 
lag3         

-.602 
(.261)** 

-.431 
(.344)   

Selectorate Size 
lag4               

GDP lag3     
15.902 
(8.515)* 

.133 
(.046)** 

.104 
(.050)** 

.115 
(.049)** 

 18.295   
(7.097)**  

GDP lag4     
-15.757 
(8.507)*       

 -18.191   
(7.088)** 

GDP per Capita 
lag3     

-14.726 
(7.838)* 

-.039 
(.084) 

-.029 
(.080) 

-.019 
(.085) 

  -14.886   
(7.377) 

GDP per Capita 
lag4     

14.720 
(7.871)*       

 14.935   
(7.343)  

Political Rights     
-.136 
(.438)         

* Denotes p <0.10, ** Denotes p <0.05, *** Denotes p <0.01 
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Table 4: Effects of Total Aid (Military and Economic) on American Sentiment 

Dependent: Opinion Average 
Model : Effects of Total 
Aid controlling for GDP 

Model : Effects of total 
aid controlling for W 

Model : Effects of total 
aid controlling for 

political rights 

Total Aid, 1999 
 .233    
(.189) 

 .136    
(.151)  

 .230   
 (.190) 

Total Aid, 1998 
 -.117    
.215)  

.008    
 (.179) 

 -.121  
 (.219)  

Winning Coalition Size lag3   
  -.894   
 (.600)   

Winning Coalition Size lag4   
  .431  

  (.516)   

Selectorate Size lag3       

Selectorate Size lag4       

GDP lag3 
 13.466   
(8.336)  

   7.083  
 (9.120) 

 13.203   
 (8.749) 

GDP lag4 
 -13.398    
(8.342) 

  -6.991  
  (9.137) 

  -13.128  
 (8.760)  

GDP per Capita lag3 
 -11.789    
(8.394) 

 -8.161    
(8.527)  

 -11.745   
 (8.680) 

GDP per Capita lag4 
12.043  

  (8.457) 
  8.341  

  (8.577) 
  11.975 
   (8.754)  

Political Rights     
 -.228  
 (.311)  

* Denotes p <0.10, ** Denotes p <0.05, *** Denotes p <0.01 
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Table 5: Effects of Regime Type on American Sentiment 

Dependent: Opinion Average 

Model : Effect of W 
size with GDP 

controls 

Model : Effect of 
S size without 
any controls 

Model : Effect of S 
size with GDP 

controls  

Winning Coalition Size lag3  -1.004     (.611)    

Winning Coalition Size lag4  .391         (.551)      

Selectorate Size lag3   
-1.300      

(.075)*** 
-1.277   

 (.148)**  

Selectorate Size lag4   
-.499     

 (.074)***  
-.445   

 (.169)*** 

GDP lag3  2.890     (5.574)   
7.233    

(7.743) 

GDP lag4  -2.789   (5.580)    
-7.175  

  (7.767)  

GDP per Capita lag3  -2.650    (5.632)   
-6.446  

  (7.352)  

GDP per Capita lag4  2.658     (5.654)   
6.469    

(7.403) 

Political Rights      
* Denotes p <0.10, ** Denotes p <0.05, *** Denotes p <0.01 
 
 
Note: Selectorate Size was not included in these regressions because it was highly collinear with winning 
coalition size. When both were included their effects were negated.  
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Models, Results and Implications 
 
This study uses economic and military aid values from 1998 and 1999 because the aim is 
to show that aid allocations have led to and increase in US foreign aid allocations. A 
positive correlation between aid allocations in the same year as the study and the opinion 
average of the US would not really say much about the effect of economic or military aid 
on anti-American sentiment. By using US economic and military aid from 1998 and 1999, 
one is able to identify how economic and military assistance from 2002-x affected the 
anti-American sentiment as it was measured in 2002. 
 
In order to test the hypotheses set forth in this study, several models were used to explore 
the relationship between the variables. Hypothesis I (claiming that US foreign aid 
allocations have not been successful in improving America’s image in the recipient 
countries) is tested in Tables 2, Table 3 and Table 4. Table 5 includes models to test 
Hypothesis II (the less representative a country’s political system, the greater the 
probability of anti-American sentiment is).  
 
Table 2: Results 
The first hypothesis is simply asking whether or not US foreign aid has contributed to 
increasing anti-American sentiment. If US foreign aid does not increase anti-American 
sentiment (the variable Opinion Average), we should see a significant negative 
relationship between foreign aid and the opinion of the United States. If, as this study 
suggests, foreign aid allocations have actually increased the opinion average of the 
United States, we expect either an insignificant relationship or a significant positive 
relationship between US foreign assistance and anti-American sentiment.  
 
Table 2 displays 9 models that elaborate on the effect of US economic aid on the anti-
American sentiment in the recipient country. The variables measuring GDP and GDP per 
capita did not prove to be significant in any of the 9 models. 
 
Model 1 measures the effect of levels of US economic aid in 1999 on the opinion average. 
Total economic aid (1999) is shown to be positively correlated with the opinion average 
with a p<0.10 level. This means that the more US economic assistance a nation received 
in 1999, the more likely it was that that country had a higher level of anti-American 
sentiment in 2002.  Model 1 supports Hypotheses I, in that US economic assistance does 
effect anti-American sentiment because the two variables have a positive significant 
relationship. 
 
Model 2 measures the same variables as Model 1, while controlling for political rights. 
Political rights is negatively correlated with a p<0.01 level, where as economic aid (1999) 
no longer has a statistically significant relationship with anti-American sentiment. This 
model again supports Hypothesis I.  
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Model 3 measures the effect of levels of US economic aid in 1998 on the opinion average, 
and proves to be positively correlated with a p<0.10 level, again supporting Hypothesis I. 
Model 4 measures the effect of levels of US economic aid in 1999 on the opinion average, 
while controlling for W size. Model 5 measures the effect of levels of US economic aid 
in 1999 on the opinion average, controlling for S size. Model 5 excludes winning 
coalition size, and uses selectorate size as a control variable for regime type. Selectorate 
size is shown to have a negative correlation with a p<0.01 level.  
 
Model 6 measures the same as Model 5, controlling for S and W sizes. Model 7 
measures the effect of levels of US economic aid in 1998 (a one year time lag) on the 
opinion average, while controlling for W size. Model 8 measures the effect of levels of 
US economic aid in 1998 on the opinion average, while controlling for S size. Model 9 
measures the same as Model 8, while controlling for both W and S sizes. Models 4-9 
control for GDP and GDP per capita.  
 
It is also of note that selectorate size remains statistically significant to a p<0.01 level 
when 1999 values are concerned. This indicates the strength of this variable as a measure 
of regime type. Seeing as the relationship is negative, as selectorate size decreases, anti-
American sentiment increases, which is in-line with the claims of this study. However, 
when we see both S and W used simultaneously in a regression, they appear insignificant. 
This insignificance could be due to their co-linearity, and thus the rest of the models will 
use either S or W or political rights as a measure of regime type. 
 
What we can conclude from Table 2 that Hypothesis I (claiming that US foreign aid 
allocations have not been successful in improving America’s image in the recipient 
countries) is supported (however, somewhat weakly due to the lack of statistically 
significant economic aid relationships) by the data seeing as in each Model economic aid 
had either a significantly positive relationship with anti-American sentiment, or an 
insignificant relationship with US foreign aid. In other words, Table I gives us evidence 
to support but not fully accept Hypothesis I. 
 
Table 3: Results 
Table 3 goes through the same motions as Table 2, only dealing with the effects of US 
military aid on anti-American sentiment. We will see that US military aid is a more 
robust agent due to its positive and significant correlation to anti-American sentiment.  
 
Across all Models total military aid from 1999 remains significant to a p<0.01 level with 
regards to anti-American sentiment.  
 
 
 
Model 10 shows the effect of levels of 1999 military aid. Model 11 shows the effect of 
1998 levels of military aid. Model 12 shows the effect of 1999 military aid allocations 
while controlling for political rights. Model 13, 14 and 15 measure 1999 levels of 
military aid allocations controlling for W, S and W and S sizes respectively. Model 16 
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measures the effect military aid with a four year lag, while controlling for W size. Models 
12- 16 control for GDP and GDP per capita. 
 
We also observe GDP to be significant to a p<0.05 or p<0.01 level in all models in which 
it was used.  
 
Table 3’s results are telling. They signify that US military aid is indeed positively and 
significantly correlated with anti-American sentiment, with 1999’s military aid 
allocations being the most robust explanatory agent for the positive correlation between 
the two variables. Table 3’s results let us reject the Null Hypothesis I, which states that 
US foreign aid has led to a decrease in anti-American sentiment levels in recipient 
countries, and accept the Hypothesis I, which states that US foreign aid allocations have 
not been successful in improving America’s image in the recipient countries. 
 
Table 4: Results 
Table 4 displays the results of the models that used both military and economic aid in 
regression with anti-American sentiment. The results confirm what Table 2 has 
established, that there is no clear relationship between economic aid and anti-American 
sentiment.  
 
Table 5: Results 
 
So far we have identified that higher levels of military aid seem to imply higher levels of 
anti-American sentiment and that there seems to be a negative relationship between 
selectorate size and anti-American sentiment.  
 
This study set out to show that since foreign aid enforces corrupt leaders’ tenure (as 
BDM and Smith (2002) prove, it is not likely that US foreign aid lowers anti-American 
sentiment in recipient countries because it is precisely the recipient leaders of small 
coalition governments who place no value on providing public goods, and so American 
presence is perceived as negative. Table 2 and 3 have allowed us to accept Hypothesis I. 
However, in order to fully accept Hypothesis II we must establish the reason for the 
existence of the positive relationship between US aid and anti-American sentiment. 
Hypothesis II, in essence, proposes that the less representative a country’s government is, 
the more likely it is to have high levels of anti-American sentiment.  
 
Table 5 supports this hypothesis, in that selectorate size is significant negative 
relationship in both Models to a p<0.01 level. That indicates that at the 99% confidence 
level, the smaller a country’s winning coalition, the higher its anti-American sentiment. 
This is supported by the statistical (negative) significance of selectorate size across all 
models in Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4. Thus, Table 5 in conjunction with previous 
results, allows us to accept Hypothesis II, which states that the less representative a 
country’s political system, the greater the probability of anti-American sentiment is 
(taking a decreasing S size as a basis for a decrease in political representation).  
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Cautions and Suggestions for Further Study 
 
An obvious point of concern in this study is the issue of the causal relationship between 
foreign aid and anti-American sentiment. The question arises whether the US is giving 
because the anti-American sentiment is so low in that particular country, or is the anti-
American sentiment low because of the US aid? This study has tried to address this 
problem by looking at the aid from past years to understand the effect of this aid, as 
opposed to looking at aid from the year of the study (which would only generate a 
relationship). Nevertheless, in order to understand the causal relationship better and 
further strengthen the results, the same models should be used involving updated versions 
of the PEW Global Attitudes Study Survey as they become available, as well as adding 
more years of military and economic aid to the models.  
 
Also, the amount of aid from various years could be added together in order to look at the 
effect of the amount of aid over a certain period of time. This measure of foreign aid 
might be more representative than looking only at one year at a time. A further variation 
on examining foreign aid allocations would be to take aid as a percentage of the recipient 
country’s GDP, which might be yet another more meaningful representation of the 
amount of aid given and whether the aid given is relative to the concessions 
wanted/expected by the US. 
 
Furthermore, it would be beneficial to add a binary variable expressing whether aid was 
received at all. This would help explain not on only the effects of levels of economic aid, 
but whether receiving any aid at all is significantly related to anti-American sentiment.  
Furthermore we see that GDP per capita is not a statistically significant variable. 
However, the need to involve income distribution in the study is apparent, seeing as the 
GDP levels remain statistically important throughout most of the models. Thus the study 
could employ a more valid variable to control for economic conditions in the recipient 
country. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The study has demonstrated a problem in the way the US allocates its foreign aid, and by 
extension, utilizes its foreign policy. Foreign aid is a powerful tool in the political arena 
today, and if the aid were allocated not along the current guidelines (which, as this study 
supports, involve mainly less representative recipient governments), anti-American aid 
could be improved much more efficiently, and by extension the effectiveness of US 
foreign policy as well. 
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