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Abstract
Scholars and policymakers have long agreed that the fragmentation of foreign aid
impedes its e�ectiveness as a tool for foreign policy and international development.
Nevertheless, the United States continues to obstruct its own foreign policy goals by
spreading aid across at least twenty independent agencies with overlapping and some-
times conflicting agendas. Why is U.S. foreign aid often so fragmented despite constant
reminders of the ine�ciencies? This paper develops a theory of foreign aid fragmen-
tation as a result of legislative vote-buying. I argue that fragmentation reflects a
relatively weak agenda setter’s attempt to convince on-the-fence legislators to support
a piece of legislation. Through a spatial model, I derive the hypothesis that fragmen-
tation should be at its highest when (1) majority-party leadership is weak and (2) few
opportunities for bipartisan agreement exist. Next, in an extension to the model, I ex-
amine substitution in methods of congressional vote-buying, an e�ort the distributive
politics literature has not attempted. I test the theory on a novel dataset of foreign
aid fragmentation that I created by reading and coding annual appropriations bills
from 1961 to 2015. I find that, when congressional agenda-setters are hard-pressed to
form a voting coalition, fragmenting a bill may be necessary in order to pass foreign
aid legislation. Those wishing to curb fragmentation may have to consider substitute
vote-buying methods instead.
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1 Introduction

In 2010, when the world was in the process of reconstructing Afghanistan and the US had

already spent over $100 billion on that e�ort, two government agencies decided to collaborate

on a project to bring telecommunication services to troops and civilians in three contested

Southern Afghan states. The Departments of State and Defense concocted a plan in which

State would build six communication towers on forward operating bases (FOBs) and Defense

would maintain the towers and use them for secure communications, as well as using their

airwaves to combat Taliban propaganda in the South. By 2012, the projected costs for

the tower construction had doubled, and the State Department had spent nearly $7 million

on the project. Hoping to cut costs, contractors built towers that would be expensive to

maintain, requiring a large amount of kerosene. The Department of Defense, feeling their

interests were no longer being represented in the project and that the budget was no longer

feasible, pulled out. Nevertheless, all six towers were built and millions of dollars were

wasted on communication towers that would never be used. To make matters worse, State’s

contractors failed to mark the towers to Defense’s standards, and in 2014, a US military

helicopter crashed into one of the towers, killing the pilot and injuring three other soldiers.

This wartime tragedy is just one of hundreds of cases of waste, duplication, and ine�-

ciency brought on by the complexity and fragmentation of US foreign aid.1 Despite how the

academic literature often treats it, foreign aid is far from a homogeneous policy instrument.

It is fragmented, with many domestic interests pursuing diverse and often conflicting goals

such as trade promotion, nuclear security support, and human welfare improvement. More-

over, the fragmentation of US foreign aid has changed over time. The number of agencies

carrying out foreign aid, along with the spread of resources among those agencies, waxes

and wanes seemingly unpredictably. Understanding these changes over time is a first step

toward combating problems of bureaucratic proliferation within and outside of US foreign

aid. An explanation of the variation in this foreign policy instrument requires a deep dive
1For other examples, see Ford (2007) and https://projects.propublica.org/graphics/afghan.
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into the domestic political conditions that created it.

This project introduces and tests a theory of bureaucratic fragmentation as a byproduct

of domestic political bargaining. I argue that fragmentation is a byproduct of legislative vote-

buying in foreign aid bills.2 In doing so, I consider the spread of aid funding as analogous

to other forms of distributive politics, such as legislative earmarks.3 Like earmarks, which

are specific legislative provisions that o�er perks to the districts of important legislators,

bureaucratic fragmentation allows some policymakers to ensure that policy outcomes favor

their own interests. Fragmentation can attract legislators who are on the fence by conceding

a part of the policy domain to their own pet projects or favorite interests, without explicitly

delivering projects to their districts like earmarks do. Previous work on distributive politics

has failed to consider fragmentation as a byproduct of legislative bargaining. The theory

developed in this paper outlines how political factors—such as party power, polarization,

and divided government—shape levels of fragmentation year by year. In doing so, it explains

variation over time in the fragmentation of US foreign aid, a phenomenon that previous work

has been hard-pressed to explain.

In this paper, I test the theory summarized above in three parts. First, I create a

longitudinal measure of fragmentation, including every year from 1961 to 2015. I test whether

a combination of high majority-party heterogeneity and high inter-party distance—which

should maximize the need for side payments—results in greater levels of fragmentation.

Second, I examine whether majority-party moderates are, in fact, attracted to fragmented

legislation. Finally, in an extension to the model, I test for substitution e�ects in vote-

buying tools. I examine whether the combination of a heterogeneous majority party and

divided party government leads to policy fragmentation more than other vote-buying tools,

such as legislative provisions and specification of funds. All of these quantitative tests are
2In the legislative politics literature, “vote-buying” refers generally to the side payments paid to some

legislators in exchange to voting for a piece of legislation. It is not to be confused with other forms of
vote-buying commonly considered in the literature on developing democracies, in which corrupt o�cials pay
citizens for their votes in general electoins.

3“Distributive politics” is often defined as being synonymous with earmarks (Evans 2004), but in this
work I define it more generally, as a spectrum of vote-buying tools.
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complemented in a companion paper using a qualitative process-tracing design, which further

examines the mechanisms behind the theory.

The first section defines the phenomenon and measurement of organizational fragmenta-

tion, along with outlining the literature to date that has attempted to explain foreign aid

fragmentation. The second section introduces the background for the theory by explaining

the role of bureaucracies in vote-buying and the preferences of legislators. Following that,

the third section presents the nuts and bolts of the theory, showing how weak and divided

political parties may be forced to buy more votes and divided party government may induce

fragmentation as a strategy of vote-buying. Finally, I introduce the data and methods and

present statistical results. I find that a heterogeneous majority party, combined with party

polarization, results in the greatest need for vote-buying through fragmented foreign aid ap-

propriations. I also find that fragmenting the budget draws more votes from majority-party

moderates, and that the need for fragmentation is exacerbated when other vote-buying tools

are made more di�cult through divided party government. I end by outlining the implica-

tions of the major findings and presenting ideas for controlling bureaucratic fragmentation

in foreign aid and elsewhere in US policy.

2 Measuring Organizational Fragmentation of Foreign

Aid

Congress passed the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 with the intention of simplifying and

streamlining the aid process to create more e�cient aid allocation. At the time, the act was

49 pages long and delegated foreign aid policy mainly to the newly created United States

Agency for International Development (USAID). Since then, the foreign aid bureaucracy in

the US has expanded. The amended Foreign Assistance Act now contains over 400 pages,

with foreign aid policy now delegated to over 100 unique programs in dozens of independent

agencies. This does not include the several multilateral and regional aid agencies to which

5



the US contributes. In an attempt to visually outline the complexity of the US foreign aid

environment, Brainard (2007) created Figure 1. This figure shows a complicated matrix of

legislation, presidential initiatives, objectives, and organizations involved in US foreign aid.

These organizations, at least twenty of which are listed in the right column of the figure, often

have overlapping goals, and initiatives and pieces of legislations often attempt to integrate

multiple organizations. Foreign aid in the US has become more complicated than it was four

decades ago.

The policy community has recently begun treating the bureaucratic complexity of foreign

aid as a policy problem that needs to be solved in order to increase the e�ectiveness of aid

allocations. The Center for Global Development (CGD) now reports “fragmentation across

donor agencies” among its indicators of aid (in)e�ectiveness in its country reports. In recent

congressional testimony, the CGD’s Todd Moss ranked the proliferation and fragmentation

of aid agencies as the number-one challenge for US aid policy, claiming that the key to fixing

aid in the US is not to increase the budget but to decrease fragmentation (Birdsall et al.

2010). A recent Brookings Institution report makes a similar argument (Easterly 2007).
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Scholars, too, have recently begun studying the e�ects of aid fragmentation. Economists

have consistently found negative correlations between foreign aid’s fragmentation and its

e�ectiveness (Oh and Kim 2014, Aldasoro et al. 2010, Annen and Kosempel 2009, Djankov

et al. 2009, Easterly and Pfutze 2008, Knack and Rahman 2007, Acharya et al. 2006).

Scholars find that recipients whose aid is separated into a larger number of small projects tend

to have worse outcomes. As a recent OECD report suggests “Nobody seriously questions the

fact that fragmentation is causing massive ine�ciencies; there is, however, far less agreement

on what needs to be done” (OECD 2009, page 30). The report goes on to suggest that the

negative international-level e�ects of fragmentation are exacerbated by the complexity of

individual donor states’ bureaucracies. If donor states themselves cannot even streamline

their aid, it is going to be exceedingly di�cult for the international community to do so.

Much of this literature has focused on a single easily-measurable source of fragmenta-

tion: the spread of aid among donor countries. As more donor states begin partnering with a

recipient country, more individual, fragmented projects ensue, increasing a recipient state’s

transaction costs and limiting the e�ectiveness of the recipient state’s bureaucratic insti-

tutions. When aid recipients are forced to work separately with several individual donors,

creating duplicative reports and scheduling overlapping meetings, their own bureaucratic

resources can be stretched thin. The di�erent leadership styles and reporting requirements

of aid bureaucracies within a donor state only adds to this di�culty. Beyond bureaucratic

capacity, complexity of the aid environment can create collective action problems, limiting

the accountability that any one entity feels it has for development or policy outcomes.

For the most part, scholars have only mentioned in passing a more di�cult-to-measure

source of fragmentation: fragmentation of agencies within a donor country. Much previous

work treats fragmentation as an international issue, implicitly assuming homogeneity in

fragmentation levels among donor states and ignoring variation.4

4There are, of course, exceptions in the literature. Acharya et al. (2006) consider the e�ects of fragmenta-
tion within donors, arguing that variation between donor states’ allocations are related to their e�ectiveness.
Easterly and Pfutze (2008) outline best and worst practices in foreign aid, showing variation in the bu-
reaucratic make-ups of donor states. They argue that “[t]he multiplication of many small players in the
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What little work exists on the causes of aid fragmentation also has focused on fragmen-

tation between, rather than within, donor states. Steinwand (2015) recently considered the

political causes of aid fragmentation on a global scale, considering donor states’ decisions

to be lead donors within a recipient country. The need remains for political scientists to

study the political causes and e�ects of foreign aid fragmentation, especially at the level of

individual donor countries. Part of this lack of research is due to the di�culty of measuring

fragmentation within a donor country. How do we compare programs that change year after

year, and what boundaries can we set for the end of one program and the beginning of the

next? Until we can map out and understand the domestic sources of fragmentation, our

ability to curb the phenomenon will remain limited. The relative lack of scholarly work con-

sidering the causes of within-donor aid fragmentation contrasts with the considerable policy

interest on the issue.

Ignoring donor country heterogeneity in aid fragmentation also misses a large part of

the explanation for change over time. A simple count of aid agencies shows why: even

similar-seeming countries diverge in their aid practices. Figure 2 below compares the num-

ber of US aid agencies to that of similar countries reported in AidData over time.5 The

recent divergence of the US aid architecture from that of comparable states makes the US

a particularly puzzling case. It also suggests that recent changes in aid fragmentation are

not solely due to international or system-wide factors. Di�erent donors have responded to

the international environment in di�erent ways. The starkly di�erent patterns over time of

programs for seemingly similar states, the proliferation of policy tools in foreign aid requires

a domestic politics explanation.

international aid e�ort is understated, because many bilateral donors have more than one agency giving
aid” (page 11). Williamson (2010) also “grades” donor states on their domestic fragmentation. Similarly,
Barder (2005) highlights the benefits of donor states’ streamlining of aid funds, and Lundsgaarde (2013)
details the bureaucratic breakdown of, and variation over time in, aid provision among large donors and
suggests some potential e�ects. Despite their advances, these scholars make little attempt to explain the
large-scale variation they point out. Finally, Heinrich (2017) proposes a theory that explains the prolifera-
tion of project-based aid, which contributes to fragmentation, as an attempt of development-motivated aid
donors to prevent capture.

5AidData comes from Tierney et al. (2011).
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Figure 2

For the purposes of this research, I define organizational fragmentation as the spread of

financial resources among autonomous or semi-autonomous organizations. This definition

implies that the spread among agencies is just as important the as total number of agencies

involved.6 It is possible to imagine a situation in which several agencies are carrying out

foreign aid with a single large agency leading and coordinating the rest.7 This would reduce

the collective action and transaction problems associated with fragmentation, as a lead

agency has an incentive to ensure aid e�ectiveness and foreign policy cohesion. On the other

hand, a relatively thin spread of agency funding exacerbates collective action problems,

increasing transaction costs and limiting any agency’s incentive to take the lead.

I measure organizational fragmentation by looking at budgetary allocations, which require
6This fits with research about foreign aid fragmentation among states, where a “lead donor” taking control

can counteract the collective action costs of having too many individual donors. See, for example, Steinwand
(2015) on the importance of lead donors for aid coordination.

7This is the case, for example, in the United Kingdom, which has three or four aid agencies but diverts
90% of its aid budget through a single one. See Lundsgaarde (2013) for an interesting comparative breakdown
of the number and policy spread among aid agencies in OECD countries.
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little subjective judgment and are ripe for quantitative testing. Comparing appropriations

allows for a measure that is consistent over time, regardless of how much or how little

legislation comes out of Congress in a given year. Similarly, allowing Congress’s foreign aid

appropriations bill to be a standard for which projects constitute “foreign aid” ameliorates

the problem of changing definitions. A more detailed outline of the fragmentation measure

I use, along with a breakdown of its variation over time, is in the data section of the paper.

3 Theory: Aid Fragmentation and Legislative Vote-

Buying

The fragmentation of foreign aid spending begins in Congress. As Milner and Tingley (2015)

suggest, foreign economic aid is more a congressional, than a presidential, foreign policy tool.

Majority-party or committee leadership presents a foreign aid bill.8 Party leadership, as well

as the chairs of relevant committees and subcommittees, decide which agencies and programs

to authorize and fund, as well as their funding levels. Foreign economic aid o�ers a unique

opportunity for Congress to control foreign policy and choose winners and losers among

domestic and international interests.

I theorize that foreign aid fragmentation is driven by majority-party leaders’ attempts

to persuade moderate members of the party to promote a positive legislative agenda by

fragmenting the budget. Leaders have several tools to persuade members to vote for a

piece of legislation. However, most of these tools are either costly and finite (earmarks,

campaign donations, committee positions) or have specific policy implications that would

hamper knowledgeable bureaucrats (general and specific provisions, conditions on executive
8More accurately, this process begins when the president submits a budget proposal, whose “Function

150” section includes much of foreign aid, and other foreign policy, funding. Congressional leadership may
take this budget into account but has no obligation to do so. What’s more, once Congress has translated
the executive budget categories into Congress’s own, related but di�erent, categories, it is not immediately
obvious which of the president’s foreign aid requests were granted. Congressional agenda-setters, in essence,
can write whatever appropriations they want, although they do need to consider veto powers.
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allocations). Fragmentation of policy allocation does not su�er from these drawbacks: it

is less politically costly than earmarks and allows for some executive discretion.9 I expect

fragmentation to be at its highest when congressional agenda setters are most at odds with

moderate legislators in both parties—when buying votes is the easiest way to create policy.

3.1 Legislator and Leadership Motivations

The major actors in this theory are members of Congress. The theory assumes that some

legislators care about how and where foreign aid is carried out. But why should we assume

that any policymakers care about foreign aid at all? After all, much past scholarship has

concluded that Congress has little incentive or ability to manipulate foreign policy (Wil-

davsky 1966, Hinckley 1994, and Canes-Wrone et al. 2008, to name a few). Additionally,

foreign aid makes up less than 1% of the total US budget. One could argue that legislators

have much larger buckets of money to worry about, and that their constituents have little

incentive to educate themselves about such a small policy tool.

However, legislators and their constituents actually have several reasons to care about

foreign aid. In recent work, Milner and Tingley (2015) conclude that economic aid is one

of Congress’s few powerful foreign policy tools. Counter to the “two presidents hypothesis,”

Milner and Tingley suggest that foreign policy tools vary in congressional control. When

properly motivated through particularlistic benefits, members of Congress do, indeed, ma-

nipulate foreign policy. The distributive nature of foreign economic aid, as well as the relative

ease of collecting information, incentivizes Congress to drive foreign policy through foreign

economic aid more than other means. Legislators with preferences over foreign policy are

more likely to realize those preferences through foreign aid.

Much of legislators’ overall support for foreign aid is related to ideology. A devoted
9Earmarks are generally considered synonymous with “pork barrel” projects, and Evans (2004) (following

Shepsle and Weingast (1981), page 96) defines them as a policy that “targets discrete benefits to specific
populations such as states and congressional districts but spreads the costs across the general population
through taxation. Such benefits have so little policy connection to each other that changing or even removing
one district’s benefit from a bill would have no impact on the benefits given to other districts” (page 3).
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libertarian senator like Rand Paul is very unlikely to support any aid agenda. However,

on the margin, support for particular bureaucratic funding channels varies depending on

a legislator’s specific policy and distributional preferences. A combination of ideological

and distributional incentives can push agenda setters to disproportionately fund certain

types of foreign aid in order to draw diverse coalitions. Even beyond the foreign policy

realm, legislators care about foreign aid for diverse reasons. Aid policy o�ers politicians

an opportunity to signal their positions on important debates in domestic politics (Mayhew

1974). Debates about foreign aid often play out like a microcosm of domestic politics,

highlighting salient issues like abortion, fossil fuel development, the banking sector, and

public spending in general.

Even regardless of their ideological bent, some legislators use foreign aid to pursue pet

projects, by creating policies that directly benefit constituents and donors. Policymakers who

are indi�erent to foreign aid for the previous two reasons may instead be driven by distribu-

tive considerations. Aid money has concentrated benefits, and legislators whose constituents

win a lot of aid contracts tend to be rewarded electorally (Powers et al. 2010). Milner and

Tingley (2015) note the importance of some foreign aid funding to special interest groups,

including pharmaceutical companies, agricultural groups, and aid contractors. Similarly,

concentrated diaspora groups may push their representatives to support foreign aid projects

to their countries or regions of origin. Any of these motivations can lead policymakers to

support certain foreign aid programs while rejecting others.

Variation in legislators’ reasons for supporting foreign aid feeds into the variation in aid

bureaucracies. Depending upon legislators’ philosophy of aid, the interests they represent,

and their preferred level of executive and legislative oversight, they will prefer some agencies

over others.
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3.2 Bureaucratic Allocations to Buy Votes

Legislators who care about foreign aid vary widely in their preferences for how and where

foreign aid is spent. Fortunately for them, foreign aid funding channels—the bureaucracies

themselves—vary just as widely. Unlike other foreign policy domains, such as trade and

immigration, foreign aid spending is determined largely through appropriations, leaving little

immediate need for centralized decision-making between bureaucracies. Three sources of

variation between foreign aid agencies are especially notable. Agencies vary in (1) their

foreign aid philosophy or way of conducting business, (2) the special interests that they best

represent, and (3) their rules of conduct or oversight. Similarly, legislators who care about

foreign aid for either policy or particularistic motivations have reason to care about how

foreign aid is carried out, which interests are beneficiaries, and who makes the rules.10

First, agencies vary in their philosophies or ways of carrying out aid. USAID, for example,

tends to work with a specific set of partners, both within and outside the government, that

usually carry out large-scale development projects built for lasting impact. Legislators wary

of public spending on large projects, therefore, might prefer that their aid money be spent

elsewhere. President George W. Bush, an enthusiastic proponent of foreign aid, had little

loyalty to USAID. The ideology of the bureaucrats, the types of programs that were in place,

and the contractors USAID hired made it di�cult for Bush and his fellow compassionate

conservatives to support the agency itself. He built his flagship aid program, the Millennium

Challenge Corporation (MCC), to bypass the troublesome USAID altogether, leading to its

appeal among other aid-friendly Republicans. Similarly, even very conservative Republicans

today support foreign aid programs that involve the Department of Commerce. The implicit

trade promotion and market orientation of Commerce’s programs allows fiscal conservatives,

who may not otherwise support foreign aid for its policy merits, to vote in favor of programs

like the 2015 Electrify Africa Act (EAA). In fact, the initial version of the EAA was voted
10This argument is similar to previous work by McCann (2015), who argues that individual legislators

may find it optimal to split authority between state and federal government depending upon their relative
preference distance.
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down by these conservative Republicans partly due to the bill’s lack of an interagency working

group, which was later created to ensure buy-in from the private sector. Because of the

interests already in control of the department, transferring aid authority away from USAID

was one way to increase fiscal conservatives’ support for foreign aid.

On the other side of the ideological spectrum, the Inter-American Foundation (IAF) has

been criticized for its wild independence and lack of accountability to other aid and foreign

policy agencies. Lyne et al. (2006) attribute IAF support among liberal Democrats to the

diversity of foreign policy preferences in the government at the time of its creation. The

authors note that liberals in Congress delegated to the IAF precisely because it was willing

and able to circumvent some of Reagan’s foreign policies. By channeling some foreign policy

funding to IAF agencies, congressional leadership could credibly commit to policy concessions

that liberal legislators wanted.

Second, agencies vary in the interests they represent. Research since McCubbins et al.

(1987) has shown how special interests can become baked into bureaucracies when lawmakers

“stack the deck” in agency creation.11 Variation in special interest control is also visible in the

cases described above: legislators with powerful private sector interests may be more eager to

bring in agencies that include the private sector. However, these di�erences run deeper than

that. USAID is known for employing a limited set of “beltway bandits” to help carry out its

projects. Legislators from districts that represent these important contractors are rewarded

by constituents for their voters for supporting large-scale foreign aid bills (Powers et al. 2010).

However, not all agencies are controlled by this limited group of interests. The IAF mentioned

above is a small US agency that works only with grassroots projects in host countries.

The interests that IAF represents are more likely to be diaspora groups or companies with

genuine interest in Latin American development. Another example is the Export-Import
11For example, Wood and Bohte (2004) find that enacting coalitions design agencies in their own image,

Macdonald (2007) notes similar findings, and Clinton and Lewis (2007), Bertelli and Grose (2009), and
Clinton et al. (2012) demonstrate the dynamics of agency ideology. Additionally, Lewis (2003) notes the
insulation that some agencies manage to have, and Moe (1984) also points out the lengthiness of agency
preferences.
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Bank (EXIM), which has been criticized for disproportionately representing the interests of

large exporting manufacturers, such as Boeing. One may therefore expect EXIM’s supporters

in Congress to be disproportionately represented by successful exporting districts, as Milner

and Tingley (2010) suggest. Depending on whether a district is represented by contractors,

diaspora groups, or exporters, legislators vary in the foreign aid channels they prefer.

Finally, agencies vary in their rules of engagement. Some agencies face a lot of oversight

from the executive and legislative branches, while others do not. Fariss (2010) demonstrates

di�erences in aid programs’ accountability to sanctions, and Arel-Bundock et al. (2015)

show the consequences of executive and legislative control over foreign aid bureaucracies.

Agencies whose heads are appointed by independent commissions, such as the Overseas

Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) are less likely than agencies whose heads report

directly to the president, such as the Department of State, to pursue the president’s foreign

policy initiatives. Similarly, agencies whose missions directly invoke international security are

less likely to seek Congress’s permission or oversight (Milner and Tingley 2015). Depending

on a legislator’s allegiance to decision-makers in both branches, he or she may find reason

to seek additional funding for one agency over another.12

Legislators who care about how and where foreign aid money is spent may have corre-

sponding agency preferences. This does not necessarily mean that any legislator prefers a

fragmented foreign aid bill. However, it does mean the legislators care about foreign aid

for diverse reasons. They may pursue a foreign aid agenda for policy or particularistic rea-

sons. They may have a desire to appear altruistic for some cosmopolitan constituents. They

may genuinely believe that strategic aid can further the US national interest. Regardless of

legislators’ diverse motivations for pursuing foreign aid, certain agencies are more adept at

furthering certain types of goals. This allows leadership to buy interested legislators’ votes

through changes in bureaucratic allocations, a process described in detail below.
12Rules of engagement are also relevant in other policy domains, notably trade. In 1997, the Federal

Maritime Commission (FMC), an independent US agency, declared sanctions on Japan without permission
from either branch’s leadership. The Clinton administration was forced to scramble together an agreement
with Japan to appease FMC leaders (Epstein and O’Halloran 1999, page 155-156).
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3.3 Congressional Agenda-Setting Power

The previous section outlined congressional preferences and votes on foreign aid bills. Ide-

ology explains much of legislators’ variation in overall support, but support on the margins

and for particular funding channels may vary depending on specific policy and distributional

preferences. However, not all legislators’ opinions are weighed equally in making policy.

Agenda-setters in Congress are arguably the most important voices in shaping the foreign

aid bills that result. Agenda-setters can include committee or subcommittee chairs or ranking

members, senior legislators, and party leadership. The relative power of each of these agenda

setters varies over time (Rohde 2013), but this paper will focus mainly on majority-party

leadership in Congress.13

The description of the theory to come designates party leadership as the agenda-setters,

mainly for reasons of simplicity, but the theory doesn’t preclude other actors. The theory and

empirical tests I present make no attempt to measure the precise ideal points of the agenda-

setter. As will become clear later, the theory simply assumes that the agenda-setter’s prefer-

ences fall somewhere near the party median. This is a relatively uncontroversial assumption

regardless of the specific agenda setter I propose. Appropriations committee members tend

to be relatively representative of their parties. In reality, any legislator can propose legisla-

tion, but parties and committees play the largest role in deciding which legislation makes it

to the floor. Also, even when committees are strong, party leaders have considerable veto

power (Cox and McCubbins 2005). This means that majority-party leadership is a powerful

agenda setter regardless of the political context.

Party leadership sets a legislative agenda by appointing, monitoring, and controlling

the appropriators and rulemakers in Congress. By controlling the legislative agenda, party

leaders ultimately control the fragmentation of the bills that come out of Congress. In order

to understand the leadership’s role in fragmenting foreign aid, scholars must first dig into
13“Majority-party leadership” can refer to a variety of specific individuals but is usually used to refer to

the Speaker of the House and the House and Senate Majority Leaders and whips.
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the dynamics of party control.

Party leaders in Congress have two types of agenda power: positive and negative. Neg-

ative agenda power is the ability to block legislation from going to a vote. According to

Cox and McCubbins (2005), the House of Representatives has been set up to provide un-

conditional negative agenda power to the majority-party leadership for at least a century.

Positive agenda power—the ability to propose legislation and get it to a vote—is more dif-

ficult to achieve. Just because leadership has the power to reject bills does not mean it

has the power to propose and move forward a positive agenda. Existing theory in Ameri-

can Politics o�ers some predictions regarding positive agenda powers in US political parties.

According to Conditional Party Government (CPG) theory, parties are at their strongest

when certain conditions are met. When parties are strong, majority leadership is likely to

exert more power over the minority. This is also associated with closer voting alignment,

stronger party institutions and more ambitious legislative agendas. Empirical support for

CPG, or at least the most basic aspects of it, abounds.14 According to Cox and McCubbins

(2005), the alternative to party government when the above conditions are not met is a weak

party enforcing the status quo. The majority party’s agenda decreases with majority-party

heterogeneity (Cox and McCubbins 2002), and gridlock increases with more congressional

divisions (Binder 1999).

Setting a strong positive agenda is not always worth the e�ort for leaders. In many cases,

majority-party leadership has little incentive to overcome gridlock and pass new legislation.

The fight for positive agenda control may not o�er enough electoral and policy gains to be

worth the costs (Lebo et al. 2007, Rohde 2013). However, strong parties face lower costs

than weaker parties in setting a positive legislative agenda. An intermediate level of party

power increases the attractiveness of fragmentation and other tools for passing a strong

agenda. As Evans (2004) points out “when the majority party enjoys broad agreement

but not unanimity on a policy issue, its leaders may still lack su�cient votes to pass it;
14important initial work includes Cooper and Brady (1981), Aldrich (1995), Aldrich and Rohde (2000a),

Aldrich and Rohde (2000b), and Aldrich and Battista (2002)
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under those circumstances, the leadership is authorized to use its powers to bring into line

recalcitrant members” (pg. 24). Although very weak party leadership may not even pursue a

legislative agenda, strong leadership may choose to buy the necessary votes. CPG literature

has little to say about what to expect when one, but not both, of the conditions of CPG

hold.

Strong party leaders have several vote-buying tools. They can appoint supporters to

powerful positions (Deering and Smith 1997), donate money to political campaigns (Jenkins

and Monroe 2012), and provide funding for pork-barrel projects for members willing to

vote along party lines (Alexander et al. 2016, Evans 2004, McCarty 2000, Groseclose and

Snyder 1996).15 This type of vote-buying allows Congress to pass legislation, and it puts

party members in a good position for reelection. When some disagree with the details of

legislation, buying their votes through side payments may be a feasible way forward.

Evans (2004) introduces the struggle that vote-buying agenda setters face: they want

to convert fence-sitters to their own position, but they lack complete information about

legislators’ preferences. Every legislator has an incentive to advertise himself as undecided

to gain particularistic benefits. In choosing which legislators to “buy o�,” party leaders must

consider their own limited information. What’s more, legislators who do not get the projects

they wanted may vote against a piece of legislation in retribution. The combination can

lead to an expensive over-extension of earmarked projects, as Evans notes. This is especially

dangerous in cases where policy has clear distributional implications.

However, in foreign aid, not all vote-buying need be distributional. As outlined above,

many members of Congress have foreign and domestic policy interests in mind when they

consider foreign aid bills, whether for personal or strategic reasons. Those lawmakers may

be convinced to vote in favor of a foreign aid bill simply for the policy it presents. Foreign
15Also, see Kriner and Reeves (2015), Hudak (2014), Berry et al. (2010), Bertelli and Grose (2009), and

others on distributive politics in the executive branch. Because I measure fragmentation of congressional
legislation, rather than of policy implementation more broadly, I don’t consider these executive-branch tools
as closely in this work. However, future work on the fragmentation of foreign aid implementation should
more carefully consider the particularistic preferences of the executive branch.
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aid represents an unusual combination of regulatory and distributional policy aspects. Lead-

ership may be more willing to make small adjustments to the bureaucratic breakdown of a

foreign aid bill rather than create costly new pork projects. Bureaucratic variation can allow

leaders to avoid the budgetary and political costs of earmarks, and allow policy-oriented

fence-sitters to gain something in payment for their support.

Another cost associated with specific earmarks is the (sometimes) unfortunate result of

reducing executive discretion. Lawmakers often want experts in the executive branch to

have enough discretion to carry out e�ective policy (Epstein and O’Halloran 1999, Huber

and Shipan 2002). Foreign policy is a complex policy domain, and bureaucrats have more

expertise than legislators themselves (Canes-Wrone et al. 2008). The more that on-the-fence

policy-oriented lawmakers trust the executive branch to follow their own interests, the less

enthusiastic they will be about policies that needlessly constrain the executive. These fence-

sitters will be unimpressed by programs that constrain executive delegation, which in turn

will limit the programs’ usefulness for buying votes. In these cases, congressional leaders

need another tool to bring in a specific group of policymakers who (1) can be bought with

policy-related, rather than distributional side payments, and (2) want the executive branch

to be as unconstrained as possible.

The solution is to channel aid funding to the specific agencies that best represent the

policy or particularistic interests of those legislators. This allows leadership to credibly

commit to policy concessions without limiting executive discretion in the process. Whatever

processes lead to an uptick in distributive politics, therefore, should also lead to an increase

in foreign aid fragmentation. This is partly due to the unique combination of regulatory and

distributive policy that foreign aid represents. Legislators who are on the verge of voting for

a foreign aid bill might be persuaded with side payments that subtly shift the policy and

distribution of foreign aid.
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4 A Spatial Model of Vote Buying

Whose votes will be bought with a side payment like bureaucratic fragmentation, and what

are the observable implications of this form of side payment? To answer this, first we must

understand when we would expect to see vote-buying in general. A lot of recent theoretical

and empirical work has begun to untangle the dynamics of distributive politics in Congress.

Snyder (1991) introduced a spatial model on buying legislative votes by focusing on the role

of lobbyists.16 He finds that lobbyists should direct distributive benefits to their moderate

opponents, rather than their supporters.17 Dekel et al. (2009) generate similar predictions

through a slightly more complex model with two competing lobbyists.

Scholars have recently attempted to extend and empirically validate these theories. Car-

roll and Kim (2010) find that “policy losers,” legislators who lose out based on policy out-

comes, tend to be repaid through more pork barrel spending in their districts. Jenkins and

Monroe (2012) continue the tradition of using a spatial model to explain vote-buying by

party leaders. They develop a model similar to those used previously in the literature and

find that median voters are most likely to be o�ered campaign funds from party PACs.

Alexander et al. (2016) scale up the vote-buying models created previously to quantitatively

examine the provision of earmarks on appropriations bills. They find, in line with previ-

ous expectations, that having preferences near the chamber median increases a legislator’s

likelihood of receiving federal outlays.

The theory in this paper follows from this previous work on vote-buying by agenda setters

but adds a two novel components. First, it explicitly considers longitudinal variation in total

vote-buying. Although a portion of the theory considers the actors whose votes are being

bought, it also o�ers a more general set of expectations about the majority propensity to buy

legislative votes. Second, an extension to the theory considers substitution e�ects of vote-
16Snyder suggests that “lobbyists” can also be defined as legislative leadership (page 95).
17Snyder also makes predictions about the ideal points of vote buyers and their preferred salience of the

issues. This and other asides from Snyder could yield interesting new hypotheses about substitution e�ects
in vote-buying strategies but is not explicitly considered in this work.
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buying tools. Previous research varied in the tools it examined but was largely silent on when

and why agenda setters would choose one vote-buying tool over another. This work explicitly

predicts choices of substitute vote-buying tools, based on moderate members’ preferences for

executive delegation under unified versus divided party government. An outline of the nuts

and bolts of the theory, along with a derivation of the hypotheses that result, follow.

4.1 Party Power and Vote Buying

The theory of fragmentation in this paper, inherited from previous work on vote-buying,

focuses on the preferences and role of congressional agenda-setters. The agenda-setter, here

defined as majority-party leadership, wants to craft a bill that will attract enough votes

to pass Congress. The leadership will create a coalition to pass his favored legislation and

recruit the least-costly legislators to join that coalition. Which legislators the leadership

decides to invite depends upon the reversion point: the policy that will result if a bill is not

passed. In this model, I define the reversion point as the status quo, which assumes that

if a new policy does not pass, the existing law will remain on the books (Krehbiel 1998).18

Legislators decide whether to vote for a bill by comparing their ideal point to the proposed

legislation and the status quo. If the proposed legislation is closer to a legislator’s ideal point

than the status quo, he will vote for the bill. If not, he will vote against it. Knowing this,

party leadership shapes a bill to recruit enough legislators to pass a bill, without creating a

bill that the leader himself does not prefer to the status quo.

For convenience, assume that both parties’ preferences are spread monotonically over a

uni-dimensional policy space from 0 to 1, which can perhaps be defined as liberal-conservative.

Assume that the majority-party leadership’s ideal point falls near the party median, which

I will call L (m represents the minority-party leader’s ideal point). As outlined in the previ-

ous section, legislative votes on foreign aid bills do indeed tend to track with first-dimension
18In theory, the reversion point for an appropriations bill could be an indefinite government shutdown.

However, in practice, failure to pass a foreign aid appropriations bill tends to result in a direct repeat of the
previous year’s funding.
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DW-Nominate scores, albeit in a non-linear pattern. Figure 3 below outlines the e�ect of the

status quo on the coalition the majority chooses to recruit. The points in the figure below

represent legislator ideal points, with ext representing the most extreme (far from center)

member of the majority party necessary to pass legislation and mod representing the most

moderate. In a perfectly divided Congress, mod would represent the median voter.19

Status Quo Region 1: Minority-Party Help Zone

L mmodext

Status Quo Region 2: Fragmentation Zone

L mmodext

Status Quo Region 3: Majority-Party Alignment Zone

L mext mod

Figure 3: Three ranges of potential reversion points and the policy coalitions they may
create.

First, consider a status quo that falls within the shaded region of the policy space in

the top row of Figure 3. If the reversion point falls within this region, which I call Status

Quo Region 1, leadership can easily write legislation, at or near its own ideal point, that the

majority of Congress prefers to the status quo. Even if the most extreme members of the

majority party were to vote against such a bill, every member of the minority party has an

incentive to vote for legislation at L. Therefore, leadership will write a bill that represents

his own ideal point and recruit a bipartisan coalition to vote for the bill. There is little need
19Note that nothing prevents majority leadership from recruiting minority party members into the voting

coalition. In fact, under some status quos, this will be optimal.
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for the leadership to buy votes in this case.

Similarly, consider a status quo that falls within Status Quo Region 3, pictured in the

bottom row of the figure. If the reversion point falls within this region, L also has significant

flexibility in creating legislation. The entire majority party can agree on a policy to the

left of the status quo, near L’s ideal point. The minority party will be united in opposition

to such a policy, but majority-party ideological cohesion obviates leadership’s need to reach

across the aisle. This case also requires very little use of fragmentation to attract votes.

Status Quo Region 2, which divides the majority party and pits some against the minority,

is the most di�cult for L to negotiate. Because the more moderate arm of the party disagrees

with the extreme wing, it is di�cult for the majority to create a policy that both branches of

the party support. Additionally, L disagrees with the minority party on the relative merits

of the status quo. In this case, majority-party leadership must create side payments to

convince the moderate arm of the party to vote for a new policy closer to L’s ideal point.

These side payments can come in many forms, as outlined above. Fragmenting the legislation

to include moderate members’ pet agencies is one method of persuasion the leadership has at

his disposal. However, other forms of within-bill side payments, such as earmarks, committee

assignment, campaign contributions, specification of funds and general provisions, may also

serve as possible solutions.

Which political factors should contribute to the likelihood that the status quo will fall

within Region 2, the region that requires the most fragmentation to attract votes? A quick

look at Figure 4 above o�ers some clues. Figure 4 estimates the size of a model Region 2 under

three political conditions. In the first panel, the majority party is relatively homogeneous.

The leadership’s ideal point is close to the ideal points of the rest of the majority party. There

is large scope for agreement, and Region 2 is relatively small. In the case of a homogeneous

majority party, it is likely that the entire majority agrees on a new policy. Therefore,

very little fragmentation will be necessary when the majority party is homogeneous. This

situation corresponds with the well-known conditions for CPG, which predict a strong party
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Distant Parties and Heterogeneous Majority

Figure 4

leadership.20

Majority-party heterogeneity contributes to the size of Region 2 (and therefore, to frag-

mentation), but it doesn’t do so in a vacuum. As majority-party heterogeneity increases,

so does the likelihood that the two parties will overlap in preferences. This is the situa-

tion represented in the second panel of Figure 4. Drawing once again from CPG theory, a

heterogeneous party often also corresponds to low polarization. When the minority party

is near, then agenda setters have less need to recruit moderate majority-party legislators

to a voting bloc, because bipartisanship becomes possible. The second panel of the figure

makes this clear: Region 2 becomes relatively small when the minority party is relatively

close to the majority. This is true regardless of the heterogeneity of the majority party; in

fact, heterogeneity by itself may actually increase bipartisanship, which will result in less

fragmentation. The location of mod becomes irrelevant as the majority leadership begins
20CPG suggests that parties are strongest when they there homogeneous and polarized from the opposing

party. This prediction also fits with the findings of Binder (1999), who notes that cohesive parties face less
policy gridlock. In this formulation, gridlock is the problem that budget fragmentation is used to solve.
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pulling votes from the minority party. Therefore, when parties are heterogeneous and close,

fragmentation is also relatively low.

Finally, consider the third panel of Figure 5, in which the majority party is heterogeneous

and the minority party is distant. This political scenario maximizes the size of Region 2,

and therefore, maximizes the need for fragmentation. In this case, party leadership is hard-

pressed to cajole its distant moderate wing to join a voting bloc. But it is also unable to

persuade potential defectors from the minority party. This constrains the policies that can

be changed. It is under this scenario, when one of the two conditions of CPG holds, that

fragmentation should be at its highest.

4.2 Majority-Party Moderates as Targets for Vote-Buying

Agenda-setters fragmenting the budget to buy votes do not target all voters equally. Majority-

party leadership wants to buy the least-costly votes possible. This means o�ering side pay-

ments only to those legislators who are on the fence about voting for the leadership’s agenda.

Because fragmentation is most likely when the status quo pits party moderates against the

rest of the party, leadership should only be expected to buy votes of moderate members of

the majority party. If this is indeed the case, we should expect to see fragmentation and

other forms of vote-buying changing the behavior of majority-party moderates.

According to Minozzi and Volden (2013), party moderates are overall the least likely to

“heed the party call,” and vote along with their own party’s agenda. According to the theory

outlined above, this should flip when leadership successfully buys the votes of moderate

members. Because majority-party legislators closest to the floor median are the most likely

targets for vote-buying, they should be most likely to change their vote in the face of a

fragmented bill. This would serve as evidence that the vote-buying through fragmentation

is indeed targeting majority-party moderates, as the theory suggests. When the majority

party is heterogeneous, majority-party moderates might be tempted to vote with the minority

party. Indeed, they will often do so. However, when leadership o�ers side payments, such as
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a shift in funding to moderates’ favorite agencies, these moderate legislators may be induced

to change their calculus and vote with the party.

4.3 An Extension: Divided Party Government and Vote Buying

Choice

Foreign aid bills do not end in Congress: they must first be approved by the president. A

complete analysis of fragmentation, then, requires us to consider the role of the executive

branch. The executive can shape the dynamics outlined above in two key ways. First, she

can threaten to veto a bill she doesn’t like. In practice, it is rare, but not impossible, for

executives to veto foreign aid bills.21 The threat of a veto can exacerbate the leadership’s

problems, as I will describe below. Second, the executive can use her foreign aid mandate

in a way that was unintended by the original legislation. Any vagueness or discretion that

Congress leaves in the bill can be used by the executive branch for policy, partisan, or even

particularistic goals. This should a�ect the discretion that Congress decides to write into

legislation. Both of these factors can change the resulting legislation when the president

comes from a di�erent party—under divided party government.

The president’s veto power has one significant e�ect on the model: it increases the range

of legislators who must be on board in order for legislation to pass. When the president

comes from the opposite party from Congress, and therefore can more credibly threaten a

veto, the leadership must take into account a greater range of preferences. Figure 6 below

outlines the role of the “veto pivot” initially introduced by Krehbiel (1998). Under unified

government, the model works as the Congress-only model developed above. The range of

Region 2 is bounded by the most moderate party member necessary for a majority vote.

However, in the divided government case, Region 2 expands. Rather than a simple majority,
21Most recently, in 1999, President Clinton vetoed the Foreign Operations Appropriations Act because

of a consistent decrease in foreign aid funding, along with increasing oversight of independent agencies and
decreasing funding for climate change e�orts. He noted that appropriations were half the inflation-adjusted
appropriations that Reagan had spent in 1985 (Clinton 1999). This also introduces another consideration
for the legislature: decreasing executive discretion may itself lead to a veto.
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leadership now needs a 2/3 majority to overcome a potential veto. This serves to increase

the number of votes that leadership must buy and, therefore, the size of Region 2. Overall,

then, divided government should lead to more fragmentation.22

Figure 5

The second impact of the president is her relative control over the implementing bureau-

cracy.23 Congressional leadership faces transaction costs in drafting legislation that is specific

enough to keep the executive from creating the “wrong” (from Congress’s perspective) pol-

icy. Epstein and O’Halloran (1999) broke ground in studying the problem of congressional

delegation to the executive and found that Congress structures legislation and controls the

bureaucracy di�erently under divided versus unified government. They concluded that these

di�erences are due to a preference divergence between the two branches of government: a

Congress with similar preferences to the president is willing to delegate more authority.

Similarly, Huber and Shipan (2002) outlined the costs and benefits associated with writing

specific versus vague legislation. They found that legislatures are more likely to pay the

costs of writing complex, specific legislation, when they diverge in policy preferences from
22This finding is consistent with the findings of past quantitative work on fragmentation by Farhang and

Yaver (2016), although the mechanism is di�erent.
23Of course, the president doesn’t have full control over every part of the bureaucracy, as noted above, but

most agency heads serve at the pleasure of the president. Future work di�erentiating the e�ects of divided
government on fragmentation toward di�erent types of bureaucracies would be helpful.
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the executive.

Neither Epstein and O’Halloran (1999) nor Huber and Shipan (2002), however, fully

outline the dynamics of intrabranch conflict and coordination. Epstein and O’Halloran

(1999) dedicate a paragraph to a count of the number of agencies Congress authorizes under

divided (4.38) versus unified (3.91) government, implying conflict within the bureaucracy.

However, they chalk this di�erence up to Congress’s decision to “play agencies against each

other more under divided government” (page 160), without laying out the dimensions of

di�erences between agencies or the decisions within Congress. More importantly, Epstein and

O’Halloran (1999) discuss the interactions between party theories and delegation. They find

that party polarization increases the incidence of delegation, arguing that ine�ciencies in the

legislative process lead legislators to rely more on the executive branch for policymaking. In

essence, they consider delegation to congressional committees and delegation to the executive

to be substitutes, predicting that “less cohesive majority parties should...be associated with

greater delegation to the executive” (page 168). For their part, Huber and Shipan (2002)

also discuss the impact of legislative capacity on delegation, noting that specification of

bill text—their measure of delegation constraints—is costly and may be more di�cult for

gridlocked legislatures.

Interestingly, despite their otherwise strong focus on divided government, neither of these

scholars consider the interaction between party capacity and divided government. Less

puzzlingly, they also do not outline the mechanisms of the policy process leading from party

or chamber strength to legislative outcomes.24 Precisely how diversity within Congress leads

to increased discretion is unexplained. The congressional mechanisms (for example, vote-

buying) leading to legislation outcomes are important to understanding the congressional

winners and losers of delegated authority. Similarly, the interaction between party power

and divided party government surely plays a role in policy.
24More recent work that more explicitly considers interactions between inter- and intra-branch conflict,

such as Barber et al. (2016), still downplay these mechanisms, also defining it under the umbrella of legislative
capacity.

29



In an extension to the vote-buying model outlined above, I consider the mechanisms

leading from legislative capacity and divided government to di�ering levels of delegation. I

suggest that substitution in vote-buying tools results in variation in executive legislation.

Not all forms of delegation constraint are equally e�ective vote-buying tools, and not all

vote-buying tools equally constrain the executive. Therefore, I expect congressional agenda-

setters to disproportionately employ certain vote-buying tools under divided, rather than

unified government. This in turn will alter the delegation constraints in the resulting leg-

islation. Specifically, I expect leadership to use less constraining vote-buying tools, such as

bureaucratic fragmentation, when majority-party moderates are closer in preference to the

president than the leadership itself is. In contrast to previous work on delegation, which

would chalk this up to legislative capacity or substitutes in delegation, I argue that it is

caused by deal-making within the legislature. As evidence for this theory, I test the policy

outcomes resulting from the interaction between a fragmented majority party and divided

government.

Figure 6

To understand why divided government would shape vote-buying tools, consider Figure

6 above. Assume that the president wants to maximize her authority; bills that include a

laundry list of specifications for how aid can be used are not in the president’s favor. As
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Huber and Shipan (2002) point out, foreign aid contingency funds, which o�er un-specified

pots of money for foreign aid, are “used for one contingency only, and that contingency is

that the House and Senate did not appropriate as much money for [a] program as the people

downtown would have appropriated” (page 18). Any unspecified money in a foreign aid bill

can be used for the executive branch’s pet projects, which the president prefers to specified

funds. It is also, of course, possible that the president has preferences over the fragmentation

of funds. Farhang and Yaver (2016) and Krause (2009) suggest that fragmented authority

makes projects more di�cult for the executive branch to manage. However, given that most

executive agencies are largely controlled by the president anyway, it is not immediately clear

what her preferences should be in regards to the spread of funding among agencies. It is more

clear that the president prefers bills with little to no specification. If and when fragmentation

constrains the executive at all, it almost certainly does so less than a direct specification of

how funds must be used.

Congress, on the other hand, is mixed in its preferences regarding executive discre-

tion. Members of Congress who largely trust or agree with the president wish to see

more discretion than members whose preferences fall further from the president’s. Under

unified government—when the president and congressional leadership come from the same

party—congressional leadership largely agrees with the president, as much or perhaps more

than moderates members of the same party do. Given a homogeneous party with a strong

leadership, this should result in a high level of delegation to the executive branch. However,

as majority-party heterogeneity increases—that is, as majority-party moderates increasingly

diverge from the leadership’s preferences—it becomes increasingly likely that moderates wish

to impose constraints on the executive from their own party. In this case, party leadership

is free to use any vote-buying tools he wishes.

Under divided party government, however, the leadership becomes constrained in the

tools it can use. Under divided government, majority-party moderates wish to delegate more

authority to the executive than the leadership does. As is clear in Figure 6, moderates in this
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case may have a high degree of preference overlap with the president. The rest of the majority

party, including the leadership, does not. This is especially true when the majority party is

heterogeneous. Majority-party heterogeneity increases the preference distance between party

leadership and moderates, while simultaneously decreasing the distance between moderates

and the president. In this scenario, party leadership is constrained in his tools for vote-

buying. He wants to recruit majority-party moderates to his voting coalition.

However, the leadership also knows that the use of executive constraints will dispropor-

tionately alienate moderates. Although each individual legislator will be pleased with his

own side payment, majority-party moderates will be especially unhappy once those speci-

fied funds begin adding up. Leadership, therefore, may need to be careful with his use of

vote-buying tools that constrain the executive. In order to buy votes without alienating

moderates, congressional leadership should rely especially heavily on vote-buying tools that

create fewer executive constraints. This is a more e�ective way to bring moderate members

to the table. Counter-intuitively, leadership must be more careful about constraining dele-

gation under divided, rather than unified, party government. This is especially true when

the party is heterogeneous.

4.4 Hypotheses

The theory outlined above provides two sets of testable hypotheses. The first set of hy-

potheses are specifically related to the agenda-setter’s need to buy votes. As a reminder,

majority-party leadership only needs to buy votes when (1) intra-majority heterogeneity is

high, and (2) inter-party distance is high. Therefore, it is straightforward to hypothesize

that the combination of intra-majority heterogeneity and inter-party distance will lead to

the greatest fragmentation. It should also lead to greater numbers of provisions and more

specified funds overall in foreign aid bills.

Hypothesis 1: High heterogeneity in the majority party, combined with a high prefer-
ence distance between parties will result in more fragmentation.
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Also recall that majority-party moderates are the members whose votes are being bought.

Bills with higher levels of fragmentation, therefore, should disproportionately attract those

members. It is di�cult to empirically assess the level of vote-buying in Congress (Evans

2004). In an ideal world, we could determine precisely which legislators’ pet projects benefit

from fragmentation.25 While it is di�cult in practice to locate the status quo and determine

which legislators’ preferences are represented in a bill, it is possible to see which legislators

vote for which types of appropriations bills. If the theory is correct, moderate legislators

should disproportionately favor fragmented bills, indicating that the boutique agencies they

support are being disproportionately represented. Overall, we should expect majority-party

agendas to attract less support from moderates (Minozzi and Volden 2013). However, frag-

mentation of the foreign aid budget should induce some moderates to toe the party line.

Hypothesis 2: Moderate majority-party legislators will be more likely to vote in favor
of a foreign aid bill when that bill is more fragmented.

The second set of hypotheses, an extension of the first, brings the executive branch into

the equation. Divided government will impact the leadership’s decision on the type of vote-

buying strategy it chooses, and thereby increase fragmentation. Under unified government,

leadership can write policy provisions directly into legislation to buy moderate support.

However, when majority leadership preferences are far from the moderates’ and the presi-

dent comes from a di�erent party, leadership will be limited in how much it can constrain the

executive and still maintain moderate support. Leadership will increasingly buy moderate

votes through less constraining means, such as fragmentation. Divided government, com-

bined with a heterogeneous majority, should result in more fragmentation, as a substitute

for specification and provisions.

Note that this hypothesis runs counter to the commonly accepted wisdom on congres-
25See Carcelli (2017) for a case study that more precisely measures side payments, by legislator, and more

directly tests the mechanisms of the theory.
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sional delegation. Previous work on divided government would predict the opposite: that

divided government leads to more discretion constraints, regardless of party power. However,

this previous work does not account for voting mechanisms within Congress or consider dis-

cretion constraints as a form of vote-buying. Including an interaction term for party power

and divided government leads to an expectation that questions the unified-Congress assump-

tions implicit in previous work.

Hypothesis 3: High heterogeneity in the majority party, combined with a divided gov-
ernment will result in more fragmentation.

5 Data

I test the hypotheses above on a novel annual dataset of fragmentation in foreign aid appro-

priations bills. In place of directly testing whether votes are bought, which would be di�cult

to discern in practice, I instead measure the outcome of fragmentation in appropriations bills.

I explain the derivation of this measure, and present its variation over time, below.

5.1 Dependent Variables: Measuring Fragmentation

Isolating the major e�ects of Congress on fragmentation requires a Congress-centric measure.

It is not enough to measure policy outcomes such as agency spending, programming, or

agendas. The executive branch with its various layers of bureaucracy has a lot of input

into actual spending and delegation decisions, making policy outcomes a noisy measure

of congressional will. A cleaner measure of congressional behavior is simply to examine

the content of the legislation that comes directly from Congress. However, this in itself

is problematic. The theory predicts that fragmentation results from a desire to move the

status quo. But when policy is di�cult to move, the result may be gridlock. Examining

existing legislation runs the risk of selecting on the dependent variable, choosing policy that

is successfully made.
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In order to avoid the pitfalls of selection bias and noisy agency behavior, I use a dataset

measuring the fragmentation of spending in, as well as legislator votes on, the annual foreign

operations appropriations bill. This dataset o�ers several benefits for studying the behavior

of Congress. First, it presents a clean measure of congressional intention. The executive

branch may take liberties with agency allocations, but the annual appropriations bill is

Congress’s way of describing how it wishes policy to be set. Second, because it must be

passed annually, using the appropriations bill avoids the danger of selection bias and ensures

that bills are consistent over time. Finally, using the appropriations bill allows me to zero in

on the chamber that is most responsible for appropriations: the House of Representatives.

Appropriations bills must begin in the House, allowing me to focus on what is commonly

considered the simpler of the two chambers. We know much more about party leadership

in the House than in the Senate (Cox and McCubbins 2005). Therefore, looking at House

voting on appropriations is a good starting point to understanding the roots of fragmentation

in Congress.

To measure the organizational fragmentation of US foreign aid appropriations, I read and

coded all annual Foreign Operations Appropriations bills that Congress has produced since

1961.26 For each bill, I noted the name of each budget line, the agency of allocation, the

dollar amount appropriated to each line, and the total dollar amount that was “specified”

for a particular purpose. For example, if a paragraph of the appropriations bill were to state:

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM
For expenses necessary for grants to enable the President to carry out the pro-
visions of section 23 of the Arms Export Control Act, $3,650,000,000: Provided,
That of the funds appropriated under this heading, not less than $2,040,000,000
shall be available for grants only for Israel, and not less than $1,300,000,000 shall
be made available for grants only for Egypt.

Then I would code the program as Foreign Military Financing (FMF), a part of the

Department of Defense, the total amount as $3,650,000 (in the unit of 1000 USD), and the
26I collected the bill text from Congress.gov, or for older bills, govtrack.org or directly from archives at

the Library of Congress.
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specified amount as $3,340,000. This process provided me with a list of every program and

agency/department that Congress has specifically funded since 1961, as well as the dollar

amount to which Congress funded each agency in each year. I also coded the agencies as

being mainly devoted to security or economic assistance. The unit of the appropriations

dataset is the budget code-year, but I aggregated up to the agency-year for the purposes of

this paper. I also coded the number of “general provisions” written into each annual bill.

These provisions typically come at the end of the bill and stipulate general rules by which

the bureaucracy must abide, such as avoiding spending on abortions or submitting extra

oversight reports on funds given to a specific country.

The annual foreign operations appropriations bill explicitly funds 12 unique agencies.

USAID receives an average of 59.9% of total funding. The other agencies, and their funding

levels (in 1000 USD), are presented in Figure 7 below. After USAID, the Departments of

Defense and State receive 27.8% and 6.9% of funding, respectively.
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Figure 8 below plots the total economic and security aid appropriated over time. With

few exceptions, the trends for security and economic assistance were generally similar until

2000. Both types of assistance increased shortly after Ronald Reagan took the presidency in

1981. That spike lasted until the fall of the Soviet Union, when security aid levels retreated.

However, economic aid continued to grow throughout the post-Cold War period. At least

half of the Reagan-era spike was driven by an increase in the foreign military financing

(FMF) program, which was funded at $750 million in Reagan’s first year and would rise to

$5 billion by Bush’s tenure. FMF was an important source of funding for Nicaraguan rebels

and continues to be used to fund political allies, especially Israel and Egypt.
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Another clear trend is the total increase in economic assistance at the beginning of the

21st century. There were two reasons for this. First, the George W. Bush era witnessed

an increase in conservative interest in foreign aid. Bush himself was a huge proponent

of development, health, and humanitarian projects, even those with very little strategic

appeal. Second, the attacks of September 11, 2001, and the wars they sparked, increased all

international spending. Foreign aid, both economic and security, constituted a large part of

the plan to rebuild Iraq and Afghanistan after the wars.
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The specificity of foreign aid appropriations bills, outlined in Figure 9 above, also follows

a unique pattern. Security assistance is almost always more specific (with the exception of

the 1970s, when Congress had di�culty passing any bill at all and therefore was not able to

specify much). This is because a majority of security assistance comes in the form of weapons
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sales or grants to Israel and Egypt. The allies that Congress wants to fund are nearly always

specified in security assistance legislation. The specificity of economic assistance increased

in 2000, when Congress channeled funds to a debt relief program.

5.2 Organizational Fragmentation

The dependent variable of most interest to this research is the fragmentation of foreign aid

appropriations between independent agencies. I measure fragmentation in two di�erent ways,

and all statistical tests below are robust to both measures. First, and most simply, I measure

organizational fragmentation by calculating the percentage of total appropriations that were

not allocated through the country’s largest foreign aid donor agency, USAID. This measure,

“non-USAID,” varies from 25% in 1978 (indicating that 75% of foreign aid appropriations,

both economic and security, were funneled through USAID in that year) to nearly 63% in

1986.

The second measure of fragmentation is a measure of the spread in budget share across

all US agencies devoted to foreign aid, as measured by the Herfindahl Index of the For-

eign Operations Appropriation budget. The Herfindahl Index is a common measure of aid

fragmentation in the economics literature. It is taken from economic measures of market

monopolies. It is calculated by summing the squared market share of each firm; therefore,

it is bounded by zero and one. In measuring fragmentation, a high Herfindahl index in-

dicates that one agency has a large share of the total budget, meaning the state has low

fragmentation. In order to simplify interpretation, I subtracted the Herfindahl index from

one to determine the absence of a market monopoly of foreign aid. This value—one minus

the Herfindahl Index—measures the overall fragmentation of Congress’s foreign aid budget.

These two measures of fragmentation look similar over time. They are highly correlated,

with an R2 of 0.76. The Herfindahl Index is driven toward specifically measuring the spread

of aid among non-USAID agencies and does a better job of capturing diversity in smaller

agencies. This distinction is important to the theory. Recall that the theory suggested that
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majority leadership could appease legislators by providing funding through many di�erent

channels. Assuming there are several legislators to appease with di�erent pet projects, simply

measuring the percent of aid that goes through the largest channel fails to consider those

other dimensions.
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Large-scale changes in fragmentation over time can be attributed to several sources. The

1960’s was a time of transition for foreign aid. The 1961 Foreign Assistance Act represented

a watershed achievement, merging several smaller programs and replacing others. It created

USAID and stabilized the foreign aid budget. However, some of the programs existing before

USAID were slow to end, resulting in a moderate level of fragmentation. The Marshall

Plan following World War II had created a set of reconstruction programs in Europe and

the Pacific that would last into the decade. For example, the foreign aid budget included
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appropriations to reconstruct Okinawa and the Ryukyu Islands near Japan until 1971. The

drop in fragmentation in the mid-1960s is largely a reflection of the drawdown of older

military assistance programs and relative increase in development programs.

The budget year 1970 was the first time Congress funded the Inter-American Foundation,

an independent agency that increased fragmentation slightly. However, the sudden and swift

rise in 1971 and 1972 was largely a reflection of the creation of the Foreign Military Financing

program—one of the largest security assistance programs in US history. Combined with a

large State Department program o�ering assistance to Soviet refugees, this made 1972 one

of the most fragmented years of that period.

Fragmentation dropped again in 1976, with the end of the Ford administration, and

hit an all-time low in 1978. This was partly the result of a quick increase in Congress’s

funding for USAID, which rose 116% between Nixon’s last year and Carter’s first. Total

appropriations did not change so dramatically over this period. Fragmentation remained

relatively low until rising at the beginning of the Reagan presidency and spiking in 1984.

Unlike the Nixon administration, this spike was not associated with a decrease in funding

to USAID. To the contrary, USAID funding increased under Reagan. However, the rest of

foreign aid increased even more, more than doubling during his first term. Although some

of this increase went through USAID, most was driven by an increase in military assistance

and strategic aid to Israel and Egypt. These years also coincided with the creation of a large

new security program, the Special Defense Acquisition Fund.

After the increase in the 1980’s, fragmentation stayed relatively stagnant until the late

2000s, with the exception of a small decrease during the Clinton presidency. The greatest

decrease was in 2007, when Bush’s new MCC compact passed its peak funding. This was

mostly due to an increase in USAID incommensurate with the increase in total aid. Bush

had pushed a lot of aid funding through his new Millennium Challenge Corporation (MCC),

which a Republican Congress had been happy to oblige. However, after Republicans lost

control of Congress in 2006, Democrats insisted upon a 30% increase in USAID funding. On
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average, the rest of the aid budget, including MCC, actually decreased in that year.

A few patterns emerge after a close look at the trends over time. First, when Republican

presidents insist upon their agenda, security assistance increases, and fragmentation along

with it. Therefore, some of the large-scale trends in foreign aid are related to the party of the

president. However, presidential partisanship does not account for smaller-scale variations or

shifts within administrations. Fragmentation fluctuates within presidential administrations,

suggesting that dynamics within Congress that are initially di�cult to see are driving some

of the phenomenon.

5.3 Foreign Aid Voting in Congress

The hypothesis regarding legislative foreign policy voting requires a dataset of legislative

votes. Figure 11 below presents data on House roll call votes for all Foreign Operations ap-

propriations bills between 1961 and 2015.27 Each point in the figure represents an individual

legislator. The horizontal axis reflects the legislator’s mean first-dimension DW-Nominate

score, which represents ideological liberalism or conservatism. The vertical axis represents

the percent of Foreign Operations appropriations bills that the given legislator supported

during his or her tenure. The figure codes legislators by party: red pyramids represent Re-

publicans, and blue circles, Democrats. The figure also includes smoothed loess curve for

both Republicans and Democrats, indicating the direction of the ideology-voting relationship

for both parties.
27Data from 1988 to 2001 were generously provided by Crespin and Rohde (2010).
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Most members voted in favor of most appropriations bills: only 39% were “nay” votes.

However, di�erent members voted di�erently, which o�ers some interesting variation. Democrats

were more likely to vote in favor of a bill (68.7%) than Republicans (51.3%). Unsurprisingly,

members of the majority party were much more likely to vote for a bill than the minority

party (72.4% and 45.5%, respectively). This highlights the importance of counting minority

and majority-party votes separately in statistical models.

Note the non-linear voting patterns in both parties. For both Democrats and Repub-

licans, higher-than-average DW-Nominate scores—higher conservatism—decrease a legisla-

tor’s likelihood of voting for foreign aid. This fits the voting patterns encountered in previous

research on congressional voting, such as Milner and Tingley (2010) and Fleck and Kilby

(2001). Anecdotal evidence has provided similar findings, with the famous liberal crusaders
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for foreign aid—such as John F. Kennedy—contrasting with well-known conservative foreign

aid opponents like Jesse Helms. However, the data also demonstrate a decline for foreign

aid support in the other direction: among party liberals. This suggests another dimension

of foreign aid voting preferences. Among legislators who approve of public spending in gen-

eral, there exists an isolationist-internationalist divide. Some of the most liberal members

of Congress reject foreign aid spending in favor of higher spending on domestic programs.

For many, it is a symbolic issue. Because Congress often has little power over foreign policy

in general, foreign aid is one area where liberal members can make their America-first pref-

erences clear to constituents. This is especially true among Democratic legislators, where

many representatives’ districts are labor-abundant, giving them little incentive to support

internationalist policies (Milner and Tingley 2010).

5.4 Independent and Control Variables

I created two datasets to test the hypotheses derived above. The first dataset includes year-

level covariates, and the second varies on the legislator-year level. For the first dataset, the

dependent variable is the fragmentation of the foreign aid appropriations bill. In the second

dataset, the dependent variable is a legislator’s vote on the appropriations bill.

The most important independent variables are drawn from the DW-Nominate scores

created by Poole and Rosenthal (1991). First, I used these scores to measure the standard

deviation of legislator preferences within the majority party. The variable “Majority SD”

measures the standard deviation of the DW-Nominate scores of majority-party legislators.28

The “Party Distance” variable measures the distance between the median DW-Nominate

scores for each party, using party codes by Martis (1989). Both of these variables vary at

the year level.
28This matches measures used in previous work, including Epstein and O’Halloran (1999). Some previous

research has measured majority-party variation by calculating the preference distance between the majority
median and the floor median (Cox and McCubbins 2002). However, such a measure automatically incor-
porates aspects of both inter-party and intra-party variation, and the theory requires that I measure those
concepts separately.
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When majority-party heterogeneity is high, there is less room on the ideological spec-

trum for a distant minority party. It should therefore come as no surprise that these two

independent variables are negatively correlated, with an R2 of 0.65. A more heterogeneous

majority party makes the two parties closer. The years that stand out as being particularly

high on both dimensions are the years in which the theory expects fragmentation to be the

highest.

I control for a few crucial variables in several models. First, because much of the change

in foreign aid happens over time for various reasons, I control for linear and non-linear time

trends (Year and Year-Squared). Also, because fragmentation may simply be a reflection of

an increased aid budget, I include controls for the total nominal dollar amount of foreign

operations appropriations, according to the appropriations bill (Total Aid). Additionally,

US foreign aid increases when we are at war and may increase due to the partisanship of

Congress, so I include binary measures of whether or not the United States was at war in

the given year (War) and whether the House of Representatives is controlled by Republicans

(House Repub). Similarly, as is clear from the time trends above, the partisanship of the

president is important. I therefore control for the party of the president (President Repub).

For obvious reasons, it seems likely that when more agencies exist (whether for endogenous

or exogenous reasons), funding will be spread more thinly. Because of this, I control for the

total number of agencies mentioned in the appropriations bill. Finally, the heterogeneity of

the majority party is undoubtedly correlated with its size, so I control for the size of the

majority party in the House, to ensure that is not driving the findings. Later models require

a measure of divided government, and for these I created a dummy variable, “Div Gov,” with

the value of one if the president and Congress are from di�erent parties and 0 otherwise.

The legislative voting dataset includes its own set of independent and control variables.

First, the independent variable most important to the hypothesis is legislator moderation. I

measure this by calculating the inverse distance between the legislator’s DW-Nominate score

and the party median. I calculated this measure of moderate ideology for both parties. To
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see how vote-buying shapes di�erent legislators’ voting records, I use fragmentation as an

independent variable in these models, which I interact with legislator ideology (specifically,

proximity to the floor median). These models also include time trends in the form of year-

level fixed e�ects, which obviates the need to include variables that only vary over time.

Finally, because legislators have unobserved constituent interests that push them to vote a

certain way, I also include state-level fixed e�ects.

The independent and control variables are summarized in Table 1 below:

Table 1

Statistic N Mean St. Dev. Min Max
Majority SD 55 0.18 0.02 0.12 0.21
Party Di�erence 55 0.71 0.21 0.47 1.12
War 55 0.42 0.50 0 1
Majority Size 55 252.8 22.2 199 299
Number 55 22.5 5.25 10 31
House Repub 55 0.27 0.45 0 1
President Repub 55 0.51 0.51 0 1
Total Aid (mil USD) 55 11,555 8,197 1,977 30,762
Moderate 22,389 1.12 0.24 0.00 1.47

6 Methods

The hypotheses derived from the model require two sets of statistical tests. First, I test the

hypotheses of coalition building and fragmentation on a year-level dataset with the variables

mentioned above. I use two statistical techniques, but I only report one in the body of this

paper.29 First, I used a simple OLS linear regression with fragmentation as the dependent

variable. Second, because the dependent variable is bounded between 0 and 1, I used a

Tobit model to estimate the relationship between the political variables and foreign aid

fragmentation. These measures are robust to the Tobit specification, but I will only display
29See the Appendix for models not presented in the body of the paper.
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the linear regression coe�cients for ease of interpretation.

The second set of statistical tests, relating to data on legislator votes, required a slightly

di�erent specification. The dependent variable is a binary measure of a legislator’s vote on a

given bill. Therefore, I test these hypotheses using a logit model. For further understanding

of the coe�cients and interactions, I also calculate predicted values, displayed with the

results.

6.1 Estimating Equations

Recall from above that fragmentation is maximized when leadership (1) finds it di�cult to

work within the party to pass an appropriations bill due to majority-party heterogeneity and

(2) cannot pull votes from the minority party due to inter-party distance. Both conditions

must be met in order for the leadership to resort to side payments, such as fragmenting the

budget. The model I specify, therefore, considers the interaction between the measures of

intraparty heterogeneity and interparty distance. The models that I specify follow the same

general estimating equation:

V oteBuyingt = —0t + —1MajoritySDt + —2PartyDistancet+

—3MajoritySDt ú PartyDistancet + —4Controlst + ‘t

In this model, —1 represents the coe�cient for majority-party heterogeneity (here, mea-

sured as the standard deviation of DW-Nominate scores within the majority party) when the

two parties are perfectly aligned. In this case, we would expect vote-buying to be minimal,

because agenda-setters have a variety of legislators to work with, from both parties. —2 is the

coe�cient on interparty distance (the di�erence between party medians) under completely

homogeneous parties. Once again, this case should not result in vote-buying, because par-

tisans will vote with their leader, and the majority will prevail. Finally, —3 represents the
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coe�cient when both inter-party and intra-party divisions are high. Note that the dependent

variable of this model may apply to any indicator of policy-oriented vote-buying, including

fragmentation, specification of bills, or provisions.

Similar to the previous model, the divided government model measures the interaction

between a weak majority party and divided government. This model tests Hypotheses 3

and 4, which predict that the type of vote-buying the majority uses will depend upon party

moderates’ preferred level of executive discretion.

V oteBuyingt = —0t + —1MajoritySDt + —2DividedGovernmentt+

—3MajoritySDt ú DividedGovernmentt + —4controlst + ‘t

In this model, —3 represents the coe�cient on majority-party heterogeneity under divided

government. I expect congressional leadership to be hesitant to use the constraining forms of

vote-buying (provisions and specification) under divided government, as moderates will be

unwilling to respond to these. Therefore, I expect —3 to be positive for fragmentation but not

for the substitute policy options (the overall increase in vote-buying due to veto threats may

counteract some of the negative e�ect for these latter forms of tools). Leadership will rely

especially heavily on fragmentation when other options are o� the table. Recall once more

that standard models of delegation under divided government would not predict a negative

—3 for specification or provisions. If fragmentation were simply a matter of congressional

delegation, then there should be no case in which the presence of divided party government

decreases the use of standard delegation constraints.

For the legislator voting model, the estimating equation also includes an interaction term.

Although I expect moderate legislators overall to be less likely to vote for a given bill (for

reasons outlined above), I expect vote-buying will change their calculus. Fragmenting the

funding to include a specific set of interests and policies will increase the likelihood that
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majority-party moderates will vote for it. This is because, according to the theory, majority-

party moderates are the ones demanding these changes in the bill. The estimating equation

for the legislator voting model is as follows.

V oteit = —0it + —1Moderateit + —2Fragmentationit+

—3Moderateit ú Fragmentationit + ”t + Statei + ‘it

The coe�cients in this equation vary on the legislator-year (it), with the exception of

the time fixed e�ects (”t) and the state fixed e�ects (Statei). Once again, the coe�cient of

interest is —3, which in this model represents the correlation between bill fragmentation and

the moderation of the policymaker. I expect this coe�cient to be significantly positive.

7 Results

7.1 Majority-Party Heterogeneity, Party Di�erences, and Frag-

mentation

For simplicity I will only show one section of these results, although they are robust to model

specification, unless otherwise stated. I will present two sets of models. Table 2 summarizes

the tests of the interaction between “Party Distance” and “Majority SD” on the year-level

fragmentation dataset.

Overall, an increase in ideological spread for the majority party decreases fragmentation.

This is understandable. As demonstrated in Figure 4, increasing heterogeneity alone does

not create a smaller Region 2. In fact, by bringing the minority party into the voting bloc,

it increases the size of Region 2. Bipartisanship becomes more attractive as the majority

party becomes more heterogeneous, which negates the leadership’s need to buy majority

votes. As the majority party becomes more heterogeneous, it becomes more likely that
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Table 2

Dependent variable:
Fragmentation Specification Provisions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Majority ≠1.832úúú ≠4.369úúú ≠7.381úúú ≠12.260úúú ≠2,726.492úúú

Heterogeneity (0.388) (1.553) (2.013) (2.541) (387.349)

Party 0.181úúú ≠0.692ú ≠1.085úú ≠2.325úúú ≠373.402úúú

Distance (0.042) (0.361) (0.489) (0.590) (89.976)
Maj. Heterogeneity 4.521úú 7.634úúú 12.072úúú 2,545.706úúú

x Party Distance (2.093) (2.399) (3.423) (521.833)

War 0.019
(0.019)

Majority ≠0.0004
Size (0.001)

Number ≠0.003
(0.006)

Congress 0.197úú

Repub (0.087)

President 0.040úú

Repub (0.015)

Total Aid 0.00001
(0.00001)

Year 0.392
(0.381)

Year ≠0.0001
Squared (0.0001)

Intercept 0.882úúú 0.433úúú 1.272úúú ≠381.146 2.506úúú 496.465úúú

(0.069) (0.031) (0.288) (377.896) (0.472) (71.893)

Observations 55 55 55 55 55 55
R2 0.322 0.281 0.403 0.721 0.399 0.858
Adjusted R2 0.308 0.266 0.363 0.638 0.359 0.848

Note: úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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minority-party members will begin voting with the majority. This decreases the leadership’s

need to persuade their own party moderates. When the majority party is heterogeneous,

committee government begins to overcome party government, and bipartisan compromises

become inevitable. However, Models 3 and 4 show that Majority SD is only associated

with less fragmentation when Party Distance is low. As expected, we witness the most

fragmentation when both Majority SD and Party Distance are high. This is robust to control

variables and is true through all presidencies. Models 5 and 6 show preliminary confirmation

that this is also true for the substitute vote-buying tools (specification and provisions).

Figure 12 presents these results graphically. The horizontal axis plots the ideological

distance between parties (PartyDistance), and the vertical axis plots the coe�cient of

MajoritySD on total fragmentation. Note that when PartyDistance is low, MajoritySD

is associated with lower levels of fragmentation. The coe�cient is negative. However, as

PartyDistance increases, the relationship between MajoritySD and fragmentation becomes

positive and continues to increase. The relationship between majority-party heterogeneity

and fragmentation depends upon the preference distance between the two parties in Congress.

A moderate increase in the distance between party medians (from the first-quartile value

of 0.51 to the third-quartile value of .89) is enough to move the coe�cient on heterogeneity

from -1.7 to zero. Substantively, a coe�cient of -1.7 means that a 0.1 increase in the standard

deviation—from, say, the first quartile (0.16) to the median value (0.17)—would decrease

fragmentation by 0.17, which would nearly be enough to move fragmentation from the first

quartile (.5) to its maximum value (.68). It is telling that Party Distance has a strong enough

impact to move this heavily negative coe�cient to a positive.

7.2 Divided Government and Fragmentation Substitutes

Also presented in Table 2 is a set of regression results using bill specification and provisions

as dependent variables. Fragmentation’s substitutes show similar patterns to fragmentation

itself. This is not surprising, since all vote-buying should increase when majority leadership
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Figure 12

needs to wrangle votes from distant partisans. When should we expect to see fragmented as

opposed to specified or provisioned aid bills? Recall Hypothesis 2, which predicts that divided

government should increase fragmentation at the expense of alternative vote-buying tools.

Recall that this is in contrast to existing literature on divided government and delegation,

which would suggest that divided government always decreases discretion. Although divided

government increases vote-buying overall by increasing the range of voters necessary for a

bill to pass, it should increase fragmentation as a means of vote-buying more than any other

type. I present tests of this hypothesis in Table 3 below.

Table 3 shows a significant relationship between the interaction term and fragmentation,

as expected. Note that the coe�cient of the interaction term is not robust for specification

or provisions. This is understandable given the two opposing e�ects of divided government:

veto threats increase all vote-buying, while moderates’ preferences constrain the type of vote-

buying available. Under divided government, a weak majority party is likely to fragment
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Table 3

Dependent variable:
Fragmentation Specification Provisions

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Majority SD ≠2.875úúú ≠3.568úúú ≠2.323úú ≠0.508 ≠4.918úúú ≠1.659

(0.496) (0.871) (1.046) (1.251) (0.621) (1.122)

Divided Govt ≠0.305úúú ≠0.271úú ≠0.310 ≠0.009 ≠0.111 0.158
(0.114) (0.113) (0.240) (0.163) (0.142) (0.146)

Majority SD x 1.777úúú 1.599úú 1.832 ≠0.185 0.702 ≠0.895
Divided Govt (0.642) (0.648) (1.355) (0.930) (0.803) (0.835)

War 0.023 ≠0.025 0.005
(0.016) (0.023) (0.021)

Party 0.280 0.124 0.286
Distance (0.193) (0.278) (0.249)

Majority 0.0001 0.002úú 0.0004
Size (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Number 0.003 0.011ú ≠0.003
(0.004) (0.006) (0.006)

Congress 0.034úú ≠0.004 ≠0.003
(0.013) (0.019) (0.017)

Total ≠0.00001 ≠0.00001ú ≠0.00000
Aid (0.00000) (0.00001) (0.00001)

Year ≠0.150 0.541 0.686
(0.320) (0.459) (0.412)

Year- 0.00004 ≠0.0001 ≠0.0002
Squared (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)

Intercept 1.042úúú 153.322 0.571úúú ≠543.421 1.056úúú ≠684.031
(0.089) (316.836) (0.188) (454.854) (0.112) (408.172)

Observations 55 55 55 55 55 55
R2 0.455 0.672 0.100 0.749 0.727 0.826
Adjusted R2 0.423 0.588 0.047 0.685 0.711 0.782

Note: úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.0153



the bill in an e�ort to buy votes. On the other hand, a weak majority leadership is slightly

less likely to be able to specify a bill or add provisions under divided government. This

suggests that the substitutability of these vote-buying options depends upon the relationship

between Congress and the president. When the president is able to constrain majority-party

moderates, the leadership’s options are limited. It is in those cases that Congress is most

likely to fragment foreign aid in an attempt to buy votes.

7.3 Majority-Party Moderates and Fragmented Bills

The logit models presented in Table 4 below provide more evidence for the theory. Moderate

members of the majority party are overall less likely to vote for their party’s agenda. This

proves to be true in Model 1. Model 2 shows that fragmenting the bill does not increase the

overall probability of voting for the bill. However, fragmentation does not attract all voters

equally. It changes the type of voters the bill attracts. As Models 3 and 4 show, moderate

majority-party voters overall are more likely to vote for a fragmented bill and less likely to

vote for a bill that is less fragmented. Overall, this serves as evidence that the legislators

who are benefiting most from the new programs that fragmentation creates are the moderate

members of the majority party.

The overall impact of fragmentation is di�cult to interpret in the logit model. Calculating

predicted values for various levels of fragmentation creates a clearer substantive interpreta-

tion of the coe�cients. Figure 13 provides a slightly clearer picture, based on the predicted

probability of legislators’ votes using the logit model. According to the model, when an ap-

propriations bill is relatively unfragmented (or, at least, when fragmentation is one standard

deviation below the median), extreme majority-party legislators are significantly more likely

to vote in favor of a bill than moderates. However, this predicted probability of voting flips

when bills are one standard deviation more fragmented than the mean. For those bills, the

more moderate the majority-party legislator, the more likely he will vote in favor of the bill.

This change in predicted voting is substantively significant as well. Increasing the frag-
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Table 4

Dependent variable:
Vote on Appropriations Bill by Majority-Party Legislators (1= Yea)

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Moderate ≠1.922úúú ≠29.092úúú ≠31.279úúú

(0.156) (1.369) (1.653)

Fragmentation 1.759úúú ≠60.421úúú ≠73.276úúú

(0.300) (3.078) (6.854)

Moderate 49.027úúú 56.599úúú

x Fragmentation (2.422) (2.940)

Year FE Y

State FE Y

Constant 3.358úúú ≠0.026 36.890úúú 41.016úúú

(0.197) (0.163) (1.749) (3.804)
Observations 9,369 8,244 8,244 8,244
Log Likelihood ≠5,431.582 ≠4,899.739 ≠4,594.154 ≠3,852.154
Akaike Inf. Crit. 10,867.170 9,803.478 9,196.307 7,866.308

Note: úp<0.1; úúp<0.05; úúúp<0.01
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mentation of a bill by just two standard deviations can increase a moderate legislator’s

voting probability from 75% to 90%. With majority parties voting in favor of legislation at

an already high average rate (81.7%), this can make a di�erence in marginal votes.

8 Discussion

The results support the conclusion that foreign aid fragmentation is a byproduct of vote-

buying by congressional agenda-setters attempting to promote a positive legislative agenda.

Fragmentation is at its highest during years when vote-buying should be most necessary:

when the majority party is heterogeneous and parties are divided. Variation over time in

fragmentation tracks with variation over time in other vote-buying tools in foreign aid bills.

This implies that fragmentation is driven by similar forces that drive earmarks and other
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distributive politics. Bargaining within Congress is what drive the phenomenon.

The similarities between budget fragmentation and other vote-buying strategies are stark,

but perhaps even more surprising are the di�erences. Budget fragmentation is unlike many

other strategies for buying votes. For whatever reason, the data show fragmentation to be

more amenable to divided party government. Fragmentation is more likely than other vote-

buying tools to be employed when the majority is heterogeneous and parties are divided. The

precise reason for this finding is not directly tested. However, the theory points to an expla-

nation that once again involves bargaining within Congress. If it is true that majority-party

moderates are the targets of vote-buying, then agenda-setters should be especially sensitive

to moderates’ preferences when vote-buying is high. This leads to even more fragmentation,

as it becomes a more attractive option than other distributive policy tools.

Finally, the results replicate previous work on distributive politics. Previous theory and

empirics suggest that the most likely targets of vote-buying are moderate majority-party

legislators. The results confirm this hypothesis: although majority-party moderates are

overall the least likely to vote with their party, a fragmented budget disproportionately

draws their votes. Although this does not serve as direct evidence that fragmentation is the

cause, it tests the theory from another angle, adding to the total body of evidence supporting

the theory.

These findings support evidence that previous vote-buying scholars have collected in

other policy domains. It is likely, therefore, that the theory is generalizable. Foreign aid

is not the only policy domain that combines policy goals with concentrated, particularistic

benefits. It is also not the only policy domain that has su�ered criticism for its fragmented

nature. This theory, therefore, should apply to many other policy tools, and future research

should begin to consider the congressional roots of other forms of policy fragmentation.
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9 Conclusions

Much of the heterogeneity in aid fragmentation appears to come from the domestic donor

level. Donor states fragment their budgets, which contributes to the overall fragmentation on

a global level. However, donor states fragment their budget at di�erent levels over time, and

therefore, their decisions require a domestic-politics explanation. This work explains how

fragmentation of foreign aid budgets can be directly attributable to vote-buying in Congress.

Agenda setters facing potential voter shortfalls fragment the budget in order draw in party

moderates who are on the fence about a piece of foreign aid legislation.

One important implication of this work is that fragmentation may be a necessary evil to

make aid funding feasible. If the alternative to a fragmented aid budget is no aid budget

at all, then policymakers should begin to consider which option they find more palatable.

Similarly, if fragmentation is a substitute for other vote-buying tools, such as provisions, then

policymakers should begin to objectively evaluate which substitute tool makes for better

policy outcomes.

This research adds to the literature on congressional vote-buying in several ways. First,

by considering novel ways that leadership may purchase votes, it suggests that previous

work may have been underestimating the outlays that parties provide to their most moder-

ate members. If earmarks and campaign contributions are indeed substitutes for allocations

to boutique agencies, then the latter may have been replacing the former. Second, the poten-

tial substitution e�ect of earmarks and fragmentation suggests that the recently increasing

opposition to earmarks could be driving further government fragmentation. If leaders are

forced to use new means to buy votes, then streamlined policy could be a casualty of tighter

budgets. This raises new normative implications for the costs and benefits associated with

earmarks.

Finally, this paper raises new questions about the dynamics of divided government and

congressional delegation. Although much previous research finds a decrease in discretion

under divided government, this paper suggests that the mechanisms behind the delegation
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process may be more complicated than previously realized. When we consider the intra-

branch dynamics of congressional delegation, it becomes clear that the location of the status

quo plays an integral role in winners and losers in both branches. Delegation may be as much

an outcome of decisions within Congress as competition between branches. More research in

the intra-branch dynamics of delegation will help us to uncover the true mechanisms behind

these decisions.

Fragmentation of policy instruments pervades much of US government today, even out-

side of foreign aid. A much-publicized 2011 report by the Government Accountability O�ce

(GAO) brought to light dozens of examples of ine�ciencies caused by government fragmen-

tation in foreign aid and elsewhere (Dodaro 2011). Since then, leaders from both parties have

been struggling and campaigning to clear up the bureaucracy. However, their e�orts have

done little to pinpoint the root causes of the problem and have therefore been ine�ective.

This research suggests that policymakers may have been going about it the wrong way.

The relative absence of systematic research on the political causes of policy fragmenta-

tion gives policymakers little information to work with. As government waste increases in

salience, both in political campaigns and in congressional oversight, it is up to the political

science community to begin seriously questioning the causes of this phenomenon. Public

understanding of the roots of the problem will give Congress more room to provide inventive

and evidence-based solutions.

Although this study does not o�er hypotheses or statistical tests on how to reverse the

process of organizational fragmentation, it lays the groundwork toward suggesting potential

ways forward for policymakers. If Congress wishes to better control agencies, leadership

must consider the full consequences of how it is overcoming legislative hurdles. In order to

create more streamlined foreign policy, leadership has a few options. Congress can create

institutions further limiting the domestic policies relevant to foreign aid. This would decrease

the number of dimensions on foreign aid votes, thus making intra-party compromise easier.

Alternatively, leadership can further attempt to increase bipartisanship, attracting votes
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from the minority party. Although our government appears a long way o� from taking these

policy steps, the first step is know the sources of the problem.
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10 Appendix: Robustness

For the sake of brevity, the body of the paper only included the Herfindahl Index measure

of fragmentation, despite the fact that fragmentation may also be measured by looking at

the percent of the aid budget that goes through the largest agency, USAID. Additionally,

the main body of the paper does not include the relevant tests using a Tobit models, due

to the bounded nature of the dependent variable. The results for the Tobit models and the

alternative specification for bureaucratic fragmentation are below as well.

Dependent Variable: Fragmentation
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

(Intercept):1 0.56872 1.06500 -122.68
(0.12484) (0.21886) (231.93)

(Intercept):2 -2.97799 -3.03964 -3.45
(0.09535) (0.09535) (0.10)

Maj SD -0.74381 -3.60543 -5.55
(0.51924) (1.17172) (1.43)

Party Distance 0.14441 0.53689 -0.58
(0.05554) (0.25892) (0.34)

War 0.01
(0.01)

Maj. Size -0.00
(0.00)

Number -0.00
(0.00)

House 0.06
Repub (0.02)
President 0.05
Repub (0.01)

(0.00)
Total Aid 0.00

(0.00)
Year 0.13

(0.23)
Year-2 -0.00

0.00
Maj SD 4.05527 4.68
xDistance (1.50948) (1.82)
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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Dependent Variable: Not USAID
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

(Intercept):1 0.77 1.64721 -226.42
(0.17049) (0.28505) (298.76)

(Intercept):2 -2.66631 -2.77542 -3.20
(0.09535) (0.09535) (0.10)

Maj SD -1.93116 -7.01194 -9.65
(0.70913) (1.52606) (1.85)

Party Distance -0.03944 -1.24907 -1.27
(0.07586) (0.33722) (0.43)

War 0.01
(0.02)

Maj. Size -0.00
(0.00)

Number 0.00
(0.00)

House 0.10
Repub (0.03)
President 0.04
Repub (0.02)
Total Aid 0.00

(0.00)
Year 0.24

(0.3)
Year-2 -0.00

(0.00)
Maj SD 7.20010 8.49
X Distance (1.96596) (2.34)
Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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Dependent Variable: Fragmentation
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

(Intercept):1 0.853281 1.04247 -72.33
(0.059118) 0.08583 (252.56)

(Intercept):2 -2.922400 -2.99242 -3.35
(0.095346) 0.09535 (0.10)

Maj SD -1.814464 -2.87512 -3.65
(0.325140) 0.47746 (0.68)

Div Gov 0.007638 -0.30491 -0.22
(0.014944) 0.10959 (0.09)

war 0.02
( 0.01)

Maj Size -0.00
(0.00)

Number 0.00
(0.00)

House 0.11
Repub (0.02)

Total Aid 0.00
(0.00)

Year 0.08
(0.26)

Year-2 -0.00
(0.00)

Maj Sd 1.77703 1.32
x Div Gov 0.61801 (0.52)

Note: Standard errors in parentheses.
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