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Abstract

The 1992 FREEDOM Support Act (FSA) was designed by the President George H.
W. Bush administration and congressional Democrats to support democracy in Eastern
Europe directly following the fall of the Soviet Union. In practice, it created several
new, often overlapping, aid programs that were di�cult for central policymakers to
manage and control. This case provides an ideal venue to observe the mechanisms of
the theory of foreign aid fragmentation developed in previous chapters. A close reading
of congressional hearings and debates, along with personal interviews and hand-coding
of amendment text, provides an in-depth look at the reasons behind fragmentation
in the FSA. As the theory suggests, the FSA’s new programs were created and sup-
ported by majority-party moderates who were on the fence about voting for the bill.
Although powerful legislators attempted to create their own new programs, the pro-
grams that made it into the final vote were disproportionately those introduced by
less powerful legislators who held pivotal voting positions. This case estimates the val-
ues of important model parameters and provides evidence of the mechanisms at work.
It complements the quantitative chapters by highlighting the theoretical mechanisms
from a di↵erent viewpoint.
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The previous chapter outlined a theory of foreign aid fragmentation as a byproduct of

bargaining and vote-buying within Congress. I found that fragmentation is at its highest

when the majority party’s preferences are spread widely and the minority party is distant.

Such a situation maximizes the probability that congressional agenda-setters will have to buy

the votes of moderate members in order to persuade them to support a bill. I tested this

theory empirically by assessing whether fragmentation is at its highest under the combination

of distant parties and a heterogeneous majority. I found that it is. More importantly for

the present chapter, I performed a secondary statistical analysis on foreign aid voting in

Congress. I found that moderate majority-party legislators, who overall are the least likely

to vote for their party’s bill, are more likely to vote for a bill when it is more fragmented. This

served as additional evidence for the theory, which predicted that majority-party moderates’

votes were the most likely to be bought. The same processes that lead to fragmentation also

lead majority-party moderates to change their votes.

This chapter provides direct evidence that majority-party moderates’ interests are dis-

proportionately represented in the processes that lead to the fragmentation of foreign aid.

Rather than simply assume that the process leading to fragmentation is the same process

that leads moderates to change their votes, I trace the mechanisms leading to fragmen-

tation and legislative voting. I do so using a clear-cut case in which bureaucracy was split

between programs in unprecedented ways: the 1992 Freedom for Russia and Emerging Eura-

sia Democracies and Open Markets (FREEDOM) Support Act (FSA). I find that, indeed,

fragmentation is driven by the same process that leads majority-party moderates to dispro-

portionately vote for fragmented bills.

In the quantitative chapter, I tested this mechanism on a sample of foreign aid votes.

This was to prevent bias and maximize consistency: the annual appropriations bill must be

passed every year and fund a range of programs to various levels. This method also obviated

the problem of selection bias in choosing certain foreign aid bills and not others. Both of

these challenges can be addressed more deftly with a case study, for at least three reasons.
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First, a small-n study allows for careful case selection and no longer requires that data be

available on an annual basis. An in-depth look at a single case allows me to bring out the

components of the mechanism that are hidden in the quantitative research. Second, choosing

a non-appropriations bill allows me to increase the external validity of my research. Third,

using a case study allows me to more directly measure the two parameters of most interest

in the theory: the region of the status quo and the beneficiaries of the duplicating programs.

These could not be measured with accuracy in the large-n analysis.

In this chapter, I will discuss the creation and passage of the 1992 FREEDOM Support

Act (FSA). First, I will introduce the main provisions of the act and the programs created,

along with summarizing the theory. Next, I will estimate the values of the two main param-

eters, or explanatory variables, of most interest: the status-quo location and the identity

of the legislators drawn to the new programs. I will show that, as expected, the moderate

branch of the majority party were drawn towards and benefited from the new programs.

Di↵erences between the House and Senate versions, Senate amendment data, and changes

over time in each of these versions of the bill, all combine to provide a unique opportunity to

witness the legislative process and pinpoint the determinants of new program creation and

funding.

In the following sections, I present the values of the parameters from the theory that are

of most interest to this case. I estimate the location of the status quo, as well as detailing the

level of fragmentation in the FSA. Then, I introduce the legislative sources of fragmentation

within the bill itself. First, I discuss the Senate bill and its amendments, which created

most of the new programs in the FSA. Although the Senate did not record a vote of the

final legislation, the decisions of key Senators on the specific amendments o↵ered can provide

insight into their opinions on the legislation. Also, a dive into the debate transcripts allows

me to see who sponsored the amendments in the first place. Second, I outline the two versions

of the bill that the House voted on. The first version received the most votes, although an

important moderate group of legislators who voted against the first House bill ended up
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favoring the final legislation. Finally, I outline the general provisions of the various versions

of the bills and point out key di↵erences that drove changes in voting. I conclude with an

update on how the FSA and its programs are faring today and what we can learn from this

and other fragmented legislation.

1 The FREEDOM Support Act

1.1 Case Selection

The FSA is an extreme case. Both the independent variable—the leadership’s hold on the

party—and the dependent variable—the resulting policy fragmentation—are relatively high.

As Gerring (2006) would define it, the FSA legislation “is considered to be prototypical or

paradigmatic of some phenomena of interest” (page 101). In examining the mechanisms

leading to the FSA’s fragmentation, I am not pretending to be presenting a representative

sample of foreign aid legislation. Instead, the value of this case is in its uniqueness and

its particular fit with the scope conditions of the theory. Choosing a “typical” case would

not allow me to track the mechanisms leading to fragmentation, because it is unlikely for

fragmentation to be high in any given case. The FSA case presents an opportunity to clearly

see the mechanisms at play.

Another benefit of choosing the FSA is the external validity it o↵ers. The theory was not

limited to appropriations bills, but only appropriations bills were included in the quantitative

sample. A case study of a non-appropriations bill, then, allows me to see how the theory

applies to other types of legislation.

1.2 Case Summary

The theory predicts that fragmentation is a form of side payment designed to convince fence-

sitting moderates to vote in favor of legislation. If this is true, then moderates should be the

ones requesting and benefiting from the projects that lead to bureaucratic fragmentation.
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When the status quo creates gridlock and the party is divided, then leadership will buy

votes through fragmentation. A deep dive into the FSA shows this to be precisely what is

happening. Much of the fragmentation created by the FSA can be directly attributed to

new programs created or supported by ideological moderates from the majority (Democratic)

party. Not only were moderate Democrats more likely to introduce successful amendments

that created new programs, they were also surprisingly likely to support a more fragmented

than a less fragmented version of the FSA bill. The resulting fragmentation of FSA programs

was driven by the administration’s attempt to manage all of the congressionally mandated

programs.

I collected information and data for this case from several sources. First, I interviewed ex-

perts who were working in Congress or in the bureaucracy around the time of this legislation

to understand the issue from various viewpoints. Second, I read congressional hearings and

testimony from both House and Senate consideration of the bill. Third, I read transcripts

of the Senate floor debate, in which 82 amendments were introduced by various senators.

Finally, I collected data on the specific votes that came out of the debates. Some versions of

the FSA were less fragmented than others, and by tracing legislators’ reasons for changing

their votes, I am able to directly witness the theoretical mechanisms at work.

1.3 The FREEDOM Support Act

The end of 1991 witnessed an unprecedented international event: the sudden fall of the

Soviet Union. When Congress returned to session in January of 1992, it began debating how

best to address this change in international reality and support the democratization of the

former Soviet Union (FSU). While it was clear that some sort of foreign aid legislation would

soon be in the works, several members of Congress were concerned about timing. It was

important to pass a bill that would last. However, many members, along with the president

himself, were now facing an election year. Both the importance and the sensitivity of FSU

policy at this moment promised a rocky beginning for any legislation attempting to aid such
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a controversial region.

After years of pushing the Republican party to channel more aid money toward post-

Soviet states, Democrats saw this international event as an opportunity to push their leg-

islative agenda further than before. Democrats finally managed to find enough support to

convince President George H. W. Bush to introduce and support this legislation. The FSA

was this legislation. It authorized a $410 million bilateral aid package intended to help for-

mer Soviet states to recover from communism and build private enterprise. It also created

various partnership programs between the US and various post-Soviet states and increased

the US share to the International Monetary Fund (IMF) by billions.

The legislation that resulted represented a diverse set of bargains on many levels. Issues

from the environment to bank bailouts to domestic spending were discussed within the

framework of this legislation. With many of its programs still existing today, the FSA has

been one of the most important pieces of foreign aid legislation in the past few decades. Its

creation, and the creation of its many programs, uncovers intricate details about the making

of legislation and voting on Capitol Hill.

1.4 Dependent Variable: Fragmentation

The FSA is commonly thought of as being an exceptionally fragmented piece of legisla-

tion. A set of audits by the Government Accountability O�ce (GAO) reported a lack of

coordination of programs and authorizations in the bill. According to the GAO, the FSA

encompassed 19 government agencies with often overlapping agendas and competing priori-

ties (Johnson 1995a, page 2). While Congress did implement coordination mechanisms, even

these overlapped and competed. Among GAO’s strongest criticism was the lack of agency

coordination.

The Coordinators role has been further complicated by the existence of seri-
ous disagreement between agencies over various aspects of the program. USAID,
a primary implementing agency for Freedom Support Act programs, has been
involved in numerous disputes with other government agencies over money and
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policy... disputes between USAID and other agencies have required the Coordina-
tors O�ce to spend an excessive amount of time dealing with high-level political
battles over small amounts of money instead of spending time developing program
goals and objectives. (Johnson 1995a, page 4)

The GAO’s research highlighted the complex structure for overseeing the broad variety

of programs under the FSA. They found competing jurisdictions, with some sets of programs

falling under no jurisdiction at all. Figure 1 below outlines GAO’s findings regarding the

complex structure of FSA programs.

Figure 1: FSA Coordination, According to 1995 GAO Report

The law itself even fragmented coordination responsibilities. “The Freedom Support

Act states that the Coordinator is responsible for coordinating U.S. government activities

and policies with respect to the states of the FSU; however, the Freedom Support Act also

gives responsibility to the Secretary of Commerce for coordinating export promotion, and

to the Secretary of the Treasury for coordinating activities related to U.S. participation in

international financial institutions.” (Johnson 1995a, page 26)

Not only did the FSA legislation encompass an unusual assortment of existing agencies

and programs, it also created entirely new ones. A series of foundations, bureaus, funds,

and inter-agency coordination groups came to life following the legislation. Some of these
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fit better into the existing aid framework than others. For example, the FSA mandated the

creation of new Science and Technology Centers in the FSU, to be run by the Department of

Energy. These programs were originally carried out and funded exclusively and e↵ectively by

the National Laboratories, but Congress later stepped in and mandated that the programs

use their own funding source and involve the private sector. According to aid coordinators,

this led to confusion and decreased cooperation among agencies (Johnson 1995a, page 31).

Another new program authorized by the FSA was a set of American Business Centers in

the FSU, headed by the Department of Commerce and funded by USAID. After Commerce

created a budget and plan for the centers, however, USAID balked. At first, USAID released

only $5 million of the $12 million Congress had appropriated for the centers. Citing concern

over ine�ciencies in Commerce’s handling of the centers, and demanding that the private

sector pay some portion, USAID fought to minimize its contribution. It wasn’t until after

a series of bureaucratic battles that USAID gave in and paid the $12 million. Nevertheless,

the agency continued to consider the centers a waste of aid funding. USAID had similar

conflicts with the US Trade and Development Agency, the Environmental Protection Agency,

the Treasury Department, the Food and Drug Administration, and the Centers for Disease

Control, all of whom were attempting to administer their own aid programs in the FSU

(Johnson 1995a).

After the GAO’s original report, USAID made an e↵ort to work more closely with other

agencies. Later in 1995, the program ine�ciencies were being managed more carefully, but

the fragmentation of the original bill was still wreaking havoc on FSU aid programs. A

newer GAO audit pointed out ongoing problems among bureaus within the Department of

State (Johnson 1995b). Interagency cooperation has waxed and waned since these reports.

Overall, the number and severity of these anecdotes suggest that the FSA served to frag-

ment foreign aid implementation in the FSU. Unlike many programs, it spread aid funding

among several agencies, started new projects without carefully considering their authority

and placement, and created a coordination nightmare for USAID and the Department of
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State. Why was this bill so fragmented and complicated? Below I lay out the mechanisms of

the theory of fragmentation developed in earlier chapters. I show that the legislators most

willing and able to promote their own pet projects were the moderate Democrats most likely

to vote against their party. As the theory suggests, in the case of the FSA, fragmentation

was a consequence of a leadership with an unclear hold on power within the party giving

legislators what they want in order to pass an important bill.

2 Parameters of Interest

Recall from the theory that bureaucratic fragmentation depends upon a few important pa-

rameters. First, the status quo must fall within a certain region. Specifically, it must fall

somewhere between the majority-party median and the moderate wing of the majority party.

When the status quo falls to the left of the majority median, there is no need to work to

collect votes. On the other hand, when the status quo falls to the right of the moderate

wing of the majority party, it will be easy for majority leadership to pull policy back toward

its ideal point. Fragmenting the budget to include legislators’ pet projects only becomes

necessary when the status quo falls between the majority-party median and the moderate

wing of the majority party.

Another parameter of interest to the model is the identity of legislators who benefit from

the programs in question. This is di�cult to measure in a large-n analysis, because we can

only make broad assumptions about legislator preferences. However, detailing one partic-

ular piece of legislation o↵ers two ways of measuring legislator benefits. First, by reading

legislator debate and statements on various proposed and enacted programs within the FSA

legislation, I can inductively estimate which legislators are most in favor of these programs.

Second, by identifying specific votes that introduce new programs into the legislation, I can

quantitatively diagram which legislators are more likely to favor those programs. A combi-

nation of approaches gives me a better grasp of the costs and benefits to di↵erent legislators

9



of the fragmented programs of the FSA.

2.1 Location of the Status Quo

The reversion point, or status quo, can be di�cult to locate in a contrived uni-dimensional

space. Often, foreign aid is constituted by such a mishmash of programs and funding sources

that it feels impossible even to place the policy itself on a single dimension. Even when it

is possible to measure a policy, such as by determining spending levels, translating that to

legislator preferences is a challenge. Once again, the benefit of a case study is the ability

to inductively measure values that are di�cult to track on a large scale. In this case, I will

choose the policy dimension of most importance and track down the location of the most

recent major piece of legislation on that issue. In essence, this represents the reversion point:

if this policy were to fail, what, where and how would policy ensue?

Even zeroing in on a specific case will not allow me to determine the precise reversion

point. Legislating is a complicated process. Legislator preferences change over time de-

pending on context and salience. Even previous voting behavior often poorly reflects actual

legislator preferences, as it can be clouded by party loyalty and re-election pressures. Simply

determining the ideal point of any given legislator is a complicated and controversial process.

Placing the status quo within legislator preferences is, therefore, also an imperfect process.

However, in this section I estimate the reversion point based on information of past votes

and policies.

In the case of the FSA, the status quo can be determined by examining the legislation that

the FSA sought to replicate and expand: the 1989 Support for Eastern European Democracy

(SEED) Act. The SEED Act was a multifaceted attempt to reward democratizing states

in Eastern Europe, such as Poland and Hungary, with programs designed to ease their

transition into democracy and market economies (CQ-Almanac 1990). The SEED legislation

was introduced by congressional Democrats with little support from President George H. W.

Bush. It constituted a three-year authorization bill, which was set to expire in 1992. Much
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of the discussion regarding the FSA compared it to SEED, with some legislators even calling

it “SEED II” (Senate 1992). One clear option in crafting the FSA was to simply reauthorize

and extend the SEED Act. This would have created simple legislation and negated the need

for new, complicated programs.1 The provisions and terms of the SEED Act constituted

the status quo when it came to assisting and incentivizing Eastern European transitions to

democracy.

Among the other programs it authorized, the FSA did indeed re-authorize SEED. One

provision of the FSA specifically extended the SEED Act to the newly free former Soviet

states. So why did the legislation do anything else? Simply extending the funding and

scope for SEED would have addressed most of the issues for FSU democratization and kept

fragmentation at a minimum. Congress could have roughly kept the status quo policy but

extended it to address new international realities.

Democratic leadership had at least three reasons not to simply continue the status quo.

First, Democrats were gradually becoming more powerful in Congress. In 1989, when the

SEED Act was signed into law, Democrats held 263 seats in the House and 57 in the Senate.

By 1992, those majorities had increased to 269 and 58, respectively. Second, the upcoming

election o↵ered Democrats more leverage vis-a-vis the Bush administration. Bush’s approval

ratings had decreased throughout his term, and he was facing a di�cult election against

his popular Democratic opponent, Bill Clinton. Clinton had begun to make Soviet aid a

campaign issue, claiming that Bush “has been overly cautious on the issue of aid to Russia,

not for policy considerations, but out of political calculation” (CQ-Almanac 1992). Third,

Soviet aid had become more popular among Democrats and Republicans alike (Tarno↵ 2004).

This popularity, along with the fact that Congress’s median ideal point had slipped slightly

to the left (from a DW-Nominate of -0.14 to -0.16), led Democratic leadership to believe it

could create a new policy closer to its own preferences.

1This may have been especially likely given the fact that the SEED Act itself had created its own set of new
programs. One anonymous interviewee explicitly blamed SEED for laying the groundwork for fragmentation
in the FSA.
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Figure 1 below displays a histogram of DW-Nominate scores for the 102nd Congress

(from Poole and Rosenthal 1991). I’ve plotted several points on the histogram to show the

location of several important variables. First, the majority and minority party medians (L

and m, respectively) fall at -0.32 and 0.35. The most extreme majority-party legislator that

the majority must accommodate in order to pass legislation with its own party, ext, has an

ideal point of -0.46. Most importantly, the most moderate member of the majority party

that is necessary to pass legislation has an ideal point of -0.15. The region of the status quo

most likely to provoke fragmentation, “Region 2,” is highlighted. Recall that if the status

quo falls within that region, then vote-buying becomes especially necessary for congressional

agenda-setters wishing to pass legislation that moves the status quo. When vote-buying

becomes more likely, a fragmented bill may result.
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Figure 2

I estimate the status quo on this scale by examining congressional votes on the 1989

SEED Act. Specifically, I calculate the median DW-Nominate score of legislators who voted

in favor of SEED. This act was popular, both among Democrats and Republicans. It received
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unanimous support in the Senate, and fewer than 50 voted against it in the House. Nearly

all of SEED’s detractors were conservative Republicans. Ideology was a strong predictor of

voting for SEED, as outlined in Figure 2 below. Because of this, the median legislator who

voted in favor of SEED was more liberal than the floor median. The creation and passage

of SEED brought the status quo for post-Soviet aid closer to the Democratic median than

ever before.

Figure 3

I place the policy status quo at the time of the FREEDOM Support Act’s creation at

-0.18. As explained above, this is the median DWNominate score of the legislators who

supported SEED. The relative monotonicity of the SEED vote, as well as the clear partisan

implications, increase the confidence of this measure. The ideal point of a legislator whose

DWNominate score is about -0.18 is well represented in the SEED Act. Once again, this

is far from precise. Some legislators with DWNominate scores near -0.18 voted against the

SEED Act. However, it serves as a relative estimate. Considering the median legislator and

party power at the time, this status-quo estimate has face validity. Therefore, I can relatively

confidently say that the status quo falls into Region 2. This should lead us to expect the

leadership to struggle to lure on-the-fence moderates with attractive programs, leading to
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fragmentation.

2.2 Majority-Party Moderates

Another important parameter from the theory involves which legislators benefit from the

vote-buying process that leads to fragmentation. A fragmented bill combines a collection of

smaller programs, some of which may be pet projects for certain legislators. Theoretically,

the legislators whose pet projects are most likely to be represented are the majority-party

moderates. These are the legislators who would otherwise be least likely to vote with the

party when the status quo falls in the vote-buying region.

Two sets of factors specific to the FSA allow me to estimate which actors most favor

fragmentation, and therefore discern which legislators benefit most from the fruits of that

fragmentation. The first factors are related to voting. Several votes took place in both cham-

bers of Congress, with varying e↵ects on fragmentation. On the Senate side, the chamber

considered dozens of amendments, some of which would create more programs. Determining

which senators supported which amendments will o↵er some insight into who stood to gain

from the programs. On the House side, two separate votes confirmed two versions of the

FSA. The second version, which came out of the conference committee with the Senate,

included programs that were not a part of the House version. This led to an ultimately more

fragmented bill, which received support from a di↵erent set of representatives. Comparing

these two versions of the House bill provides an opportunity to see which representatives

stood to gain from the programs that were added.

The second set of factors that will help me determine who benefits from the specific

programs are more qualitative in nature. They come from elite interviews, congressional

hearing and debate transcripts and summaries of the legislation. Although not all members

of Congress attended hearings and debates on the legislation, the statements of the ones who

did can tell us a lot about preferences along the political spectrum. Similarly, the success

of the specific programs that these legislators supported can be explained in the theoretical
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framework. Reading legislators’ statements and reactions o↵ers another imperfect way to

determine who benefits from fragmentation.

In the following sections, I outline estimation strategies for determining the winners and

losers of fragmented programs in the FSA. I show that the most successful programs were

not necessarily those espoused by powerful legislators, which would be surprising without

the theoretical explanation outlined in this work. Instead, the ability of a proposed program

to make it into the final bill is best predicted by the ideology of the legislator who supported

the program. Programs introduced by powerful but extreme legislators failed to make it into

the final legislation. Instead, legislators with moderate ideologies were the most successful in

gaining funding and votes for their programs. The fragmentation among programs visible in

the FSA, therefore, is largely a result of moderate legislators demanding payment for their

acquiescence. The specific details of the programs, as well as the identity of their supporters,

show this pattern.

3 The Three Votes of the FSA

Like most legislation, the FSA was impossible to resolve with a single vote. Both chambers

of Congress created their own versions of the bill, which they reconciled after both bills

passed the floor, in a conference committee. Both chambers then had to schedule a second

vote to pass the final bill into law. The first vote for both chambers is recorded in the

congressional record. However, the second vote, after conference committee reconciled the

bills’ di↵erences, are not as well recorded. Instead of collecting written votes, the Senate cast

and passed their second vote by voice ballot. There is no record of which senators supported

the final version of the bill. However, the House cast a paper ballot for the final version,

allowing for a comparison of representatives’ votes in each version.

The House and the Senate versions of the FSA di↵er slightly for ideological and institu-

tional reasons. First, the House at the time was slightly more liberal than the Senate, with

15



median DWNominate scores of -.2 and -.15, respectively. This resulted in slightly less trust

of the Republican president, George H. W. Bush. The House version of the bill provided less

discretion to the executive than the version that eventually emerged from Congress. Sec-

ond, unlike senators, every member of the House of Representatives must run for reelection

every two years. This made the immediate domestic implications of the FSA more salient

within the House, especially among liberal Democrats. The House nearly failed to pass the

legislation because of some members’ desperation to pass domestic spending bills first (Chi

1992). This was a less salient concern in the Senate, where only a third of members were up

for re-election. Finally, House leadership was able to pass their version of the FSA through

a “closed rule,” meaning no amendments were allowed after the committee stage.2 This al-

lowed the House to boast a “cleaner” bill, with fewer amendments and less outside influence.

The Senate version, forced to consider floor amendments, included more scattered legislative

content.

The final version of the bill deleted many of the amendments that the Senate had favored,

and it weakened some of the strings that the House had attached. The bargains made by

various members of both chambers echoes the theory developed earlier in this research. The

specific programs instituted by the FSA served to bring in moderate legislators who were

hesitant to shift the status quo. In this chapter, I introduce several sources of evidence,

from House and Senate votes as well as amendments themselves, that support the theory

outlined previously. When comparing votes between and within bills, it becomes clear that

the fragmentation created by the FSA was largely a tool to make the bill more palatable to

moderate Democrats.

3.1 Vote 1: The Senate Bill

The FSA was first introduced in the House, but the Senate leadership was the first to

push it as an agenda item, and its first vote took place in the Senate. This is partially

2Interestingly, the decision to take this vote without amendments was successful because most of the
opponents were accidentally held up at a news conference when the decision was made (CQ Summary).
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because debate in the Senate was less intense than in the House. Fewer Senators faced an

imminent reelection race, making it less politically valuable for them to grandstand against

foreign spending. This mostly a↵ected Democratic legislators, many of whose constituents

were demanding more government support. The lack of imminent elections minimized the

primacy of domestic spending for Democratic senators. Unlike the House, whose leadership

only managed to pull a 60% majority, over 79% of the Senate voted in favor of the bill. The

Senate vote was also more bipartisan than the House, with 82% of Republicans voting in

favor of the legislation (compared to only 58% in the first House vote). Whereas the DW-

Nominate scores of “yea” and “nay” voters in the Senate did not di↵er significantly, ideology

in the House was significantly di↵erent between supporters and opponents (p = 0.021). All

this led to a smoother bill passage in the Senate.

This is despite the fact that the Senate faced a more complicated institutional process to

pass the legislation. Unlike the House, Senate rules do not allow for a quick, amendment-free

passage. The Senate had to accept amendments from both the committee and the floor as

a whole. This led to some changes to the Senate bill. The Senate recorded 81 separate

amendments during floor debate. This is in addition to the amendments that had been

added during committee debate, which are not recorded. These Senate amendments played

a large role in shaping the coalition in support of the bill, as well as the bill itself. The

first task in analyzing the Senate’s action on the FSA, then, is to record and consider these

amendments. Figure 4, below, does just that.

Based on the wording of the amendment and the substance of the debate in the Congres-

sional Record, I coded each amendment by type. The Appendix lists the amendments and

their summaries in the legislative record. I coded four types of Senate floor amendments to

the FSA: Politics, Security, Earmark, and Program. Politics amendments involved domestic

discretionary and legal issues that had little international or distributional bearing and did

not specify new programs. They include specification of funding amounts, reporting require-

ments, and conditionality. Of the 81 total amendments, 21 were coded Politics. Security
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amendments dealt with foreign policy issues rather than domestic politics. Most were short

on debate, unless they dealt with a controversial foreign policy issue. The greatest number

of amendments, 29, were coded as Security. Earmarks were amendments that either dealt

specifically with distributional issues or were transparent in their domestic distributional

consequences. A Florida senator introducing an amendment about Cuba is an example.

Only 14 of the 81 amendments were coded as Earmark. Finally, Program amendments are

the ones specifically introduced to authorize the creation of a new program within the FSA

bill. These are the amendments most responsible for the overall fragmentation generated by

the FSA legislation. Of the 81 amendment, 17 were designed to create new programs.
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Figure 4

According to the theory, new programs should be disproportionately created by moderate

Democrats. This would obviously imply that moderate Democrats introduced a higher

proportion of the Program amendments. To examine whether this is the case, consider

Figure 4 above, which presents a loess line of the DW-Nominate scores for the sponsors of

the four amendment types. Region 2, as introduced and calculated earlier in this chapter, is
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shaded. Although Region 2 represents a relatively small portion of the policy space (8.5%),

it is clear that the number of Program amendments peaks within this region. A full 23.5% of

all Program amendment sponsors fall within Region 2. In contrast, only 13% of Politics, 11%

of Security, and no Earmark amendments fall within this region. As the theory predicts, a

disproportionate number of new programs are sponsored by moderate Democrats.

One clear point of conflict in the Senate debate was the number of priorities in the bill.

From the start, the FSA contained a detailed list of programs, many of which overlapped and

duplicated existing ones. When challenged by a senator about the overwhelming number of

new projects in the bill, an administration o�cial responded:

I am ready to commit euthanasia on projects that do not get o↵ the ground.
But... you have colleagues up here in the House who have specific interest in this
and sometimes, the price for doing business for us is to include on the list some
things that maybe you or I would not in a vacuum, have on this list. (Senate
1992, page 46)

Senators from both sides of the aisle expressed initial concern that the bill was becoming

too fragmented. During a joint hearing, the Democratic Senator Patrick Leahy, asked the

administration “How do we avoid frittering away our aid in tiny programs all over the

former USSR?” (Senate 1992, page 61). Specifically, Leahy criticized the administration

for its promotion of a new “Democracy Corps,” which would function in a similar way to

the Peace Corps but focus volunteer recruitment on business executives, who would work

directly with local enterprises. With a DW-Nominate of -0.382, Leahy’s ideology was more

liberal than the party median. He had little to gain to from the new programs that would

eventually buy the votes of more moderate legislators.

For their part, Republicans reported skepticism about programs like the new Educa-

tional Exchange Endowment. Senator Richard Lugar pointed out during debate that the US

government already administered a number of similar exchange programs:

such as the Fulbright Scholarship Program, the Samantha Smith exchanges, the
Ben Franklin fellowships. To fund the additional programs contemplated by
this amendment could jeopardize the continuation of these very highly successful
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programs in operation now. There simply is not enough money to go around.
(Congressional Record Vol. 138 No. 98 Pg. S9591)

Despite hesitation from both parties, many amendments that further fragmented foreign

aid passed through the Senate with little di�culty. As long as they were supported by

moderate Democrats, fragmentation of the foreign aid budget was a necessary evil.

Just as notable as programs that were included in the Senate bill are programs that

were excluded. Powerful senators’ pet projects were often excluded when those senators

did not need to be convinced to support the legislation. Senator Joe Biden, a powerful

member of the Foreign Relations Committee, pushed for inclusion in the bill of a “SEED

Foundation,” modeled on the Inter-American Foundation and providing grassroots funding

for small projects in Eastern Europe. Not only was such a foundation excluded from all

versions of the final FSA legislation, it had also been ignored three years previous in the

original SEED Act (U.S. Assistance to the New Independent States, page 38, March 19).

It is initially puzzling that the second-highest ranking Democratic senator on the Foreign

Relations Committee would be unable to push through a program that he supports. However,

the theory introduced in previous chapters predicts just such an event. Senator Biden’s

DW-Nominate score during the 102nd Congress, at -0.33, fell outside the range of moderate

legislators. He therefore needed less convincing and appeasement than other legislators.

The final bill would move toward Biden’s ideal point, and he would support it, regardless of

whether his pet project was included.

Senate votes for the FSA di↵ered significantly from the SEED votes in one respect:

moderate Democrats were much less inclined to vote for FSA than SEED. Once again, this

di↵erence is initially puzzling: these two bills were similar in both their intention and their

means. However, within the framework of the theory, Senate votes for the FSA make a lot

more sense. Consider the SEED vote presented in Figure 2. Most Democrats were in favor

of this legislation. It represented a new frontier of foreign aid, creating programs to develop

democracy in states that were previously controlled by a communist superpower. Most of
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those programs did not previously exist. In 1989, the reversion point was essentially the

absence of any programs developing Eastern European democracy. Now compare the SEED

votes to Democrats’ votes in Figure 5 below. Region 2 is shaded for ease of interpretation.
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Figure 5

As is clear from this figure, moderate Democrats were much less likely to vote in favor

of the FSA than any other Democrat (see the number of blue dots at the vertical zero

axis). This is because the FSA drove policy further from their own ideal point, which had

been established in SEED. Many moderate Democrats would have been content extending

existing SEED programs. Unlike Republicans, moderate Democrats did not need to vote

for the legislation to support their president. In the absence of any pet projects or new

programs, even more of these moderate Democrats would probably have voted against the

legislation.
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3.2 Vote 2: The House Bill

As mentioned above, the FSA faced more dissent in House of Representatives than it did in

the Senate. This dissent came from across the political spectrum. While liberal Democrats

pushed for more domestic and less international spending, conservative Republicans ques-

tioned the wisdom of funding our former enemies at all. Much of this dissent can be at-

tributed to election anxiety. Of the twenty senators who had opposed the FSA, 11 were

facing an election in that year (CQ-Almanac 1992). Because all House members were facing

an election, even the most liberal ones had reason to be wary of foreign aid spending. This

di↵erence in liberal votes is clear from Figure 6 below. Unlike the Senate bill, the House

bill was unable to attract some of its most liberal members. Region 2 has little bearing

on support for the bill, although it is notable that support peaks near the majority-party

median and decreases throughout Region 2.
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The House of Representatives recorded two separate votes on the FSA: first, on the version

of the bill that the House itself had created, and second, on a final version that resolved the

di↵erences between the chambers. Two major di↵erences between the two versions of the
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bill stand out. First, the final bill is less detailed than the version that the House initially

wrote and passed. Many representatives were skeptical of the Bush administration and

wanted to maximize their oversight while minimizing Bush’s discretion. Many accused the

administration’s bill of being too vague and asking for too much (CROSSETTES 1992).

Second, the first bill was more streamlined. As Representative Hamilton contested, “sev-

eral of the Senate amendments were ‘overlapping, contradictory, and would create layer upon

layer of new bureaucracy”’ (Tarno↵ 2004, page 27). Along with others, he pushed for the

bill to be passed through the House without any floor amendments. This was especially im-

portant because some Democrats were considering killer amendments that would explicitly

tie Soviet aid to popular domestic programs. As many argued, such linkages would e↵ec-

tively render the bill impassable. By June, Bush had met some of the House’s demands for

domestic program funding. This greatly improved the prospects for the FSA passing the

House (Tarno↵ 2004, page 31). More domestic funding would come later, which would draw

even more liberal Democrats to vote for the final bill.

Despite the misgivings of members on both sides of the aisle, House leadership largely

favored the basic ideas of the FSA. With leadership support, the House passed its version of

the bill under a closed rule and with little debate. Nevertheless, the House version of the leg-

islation included two new programs designed to make the bill palatable to a wider audience.

Both programs were introduced in committee. Representative Henry Hyde, a Republican in

the House Foreign A↵airs Committee, suggested the creation of a new “Democracy Corps,”

which would send volunteers to rural regions to help build democratic institutions. The

committee chairman, Dante Fascell, pushed through the addition of science and technology

centers to promote peaceful nuclear power. Both of these programs made it to the final bill,

although with less importance attached to them than in the House bill.

Unsurprisingly, the structure of the FSA aid package was more conservative in nature

than many liberal House Democrats would have preferred. Even Democratic party leadership

was split on the bill, with Majority Whip David E. Bonior arguing that the FSA should not
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be passed until the president agreed to an unemployment benefits package. Republicans were

similarly split, with mixed statements even from within the Bush administration. Deputy

Secretary of State Lawrence S. Eagleburger argued that “money indiscriminately pumped

into the region could hinder reform and promote the very dependencies that have for too

long existed in these countries” (CQ.com 1992). Despite a coalition of liberal Democrats

and conservative Republicans opposing the bill, the FSA passed the House with minimal

di�culty. The bill passed by the House did not adopt the amendments o↵ered by the

Senate.

3.3 Vote 3: The Final Bill

After both the House and the Senate passed their own versions of the FSA, representatives

from both chambers met to compromise on a final bill. The conference committee was short,

as was the Senate deliberation about the final bill. The House, however, remained skeptical

of the FSA, especially the negotiations that had led to the final bill version. According to a

later report by the Congressional Research Service (CRS):

The one issue on which the largest number of Members weighed in with their
views concerned which programs and activities to support. Whether the intent
was to establish a program leading more e↵ectively and e�ciently to the goals
of democracy and free-markets, to benefit U.S. business or, in some cases, their
own districts, or to boost programs reflecting pet interests, Members frequently
expressed their own set of priorities of where the money might best be spent.
(Tarno↵ 2004, page 27)

Many of the programs that had been introduced into the earlier versions of the bill

remained. However, the House did manage to decrease the number of specific programs that

Senators had slipped in as amendments, along with giving up control over its own programs.

The final bill included 13 general categories of programs, providing significantly less detail

on how they were to be carried out (Tarno↵ 2004, page 26). As expected, the final bill

represented a compromise for both branches.

Simplifying the Senate’s bill, while important to some, was not the House leadership’s
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main priority. The House had decreased executive control in its version of the bill, and it

intended to keep those controls in the final version. This follows from the theory: House

Democrats were on average more liberal than in the Senate, making them less skeptical of

executive constraints. House debate over the final bill largely followed that of the first bill,

although national security issues were now more prominent than domestic programs. The

final version lost votes in the House. While the first vote had passed by 255-164, the second

House vote received only 232 votes. Most of the votes lost in the final version were from the

most conservative members. If anything, Democrats were more likely to vote for the second

version than the first. Their colleagues in the Senate had introduced programs that they

supported.

Moderate Democrats were just as likely as liberal Democrats to change their vote in

favor of the final bill. This is surprising given that the acceptance of domestic spending

conditions, set by the liberal wing of the party, was by far the most important change. Of

the 28 legislators who increased their vote (either changing from an ‘abstain’ to a ‘yea’ or

a ‘nay’ to anything else), 11 came from the moderate and 11 from the liberal wing of the

party. Only 6 were Republicans. Once again, this provides evidence that the moderates got

something out of the final bill—perhaps due to the work of their moderate colleagues in the

Senate.

Unlike the House, the Senate passed the final bill by voice vote and with no debate (CQ-

Almanac 1992). Although some Senators did not see their pet projects in the final bill, the

legislation did manage to represent their interests in some way. No programs were excluded

entirely; however, some were relegated to executive discretion or merged into a paragraph

describing other existing programs. The senators whose amendments were not included,

whether those were political or programmatic, put up little fight in the final vote.
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4 Discussion and Conclusion

The creation of the FSA provides an opportunity to see the theory through several new

angles. First, the legislators who most complained about the creation of new, redundant

programs were the ones most likely to vote for the bill anyway. These particular programs

did little to benefit those legislators’ interests. Instead, a disproportionate number of new

programs were created by the moderate legislators who the model expects to be least likely

to support the bill. This suggests that the inclusion of these programs was necessary to

gain their support. Second, not all new programs that were suggested made it into the final

bill. Even powerful legislators were sometimes unable to gain support for their pet projects

when it was clear that they would support the bill anyway. Finally, the House attempted

to use direct provisions as a substitute for new programs. This was possible because House

moderates were more liberal, and therefore less skeptical of executive constraints, than in

the Senate.

The experience of the FSA informed future aid legislation and US responses to democrati-

zation. The programs and funds created by the bill continue to be used in appropriations bills

today. In 2009, SEED and FSA were combined to create the Assistance for Europe, Eurasia

and Central Asia account (AEECA). In the past decades, coordination of FSA programs

has improved, although it might be said that Eastern Europe’s democratization process has

stalled.

Later funding programs to the FSU would fragment the aid in similar ways. However,

there is reason to believe that agency coordination is improving. Just as entrenched interests

within agencies can lead to turf wars, entrenched interagency interests has led to more

linkages between previously divided agencies. The FSA is now serving as an example for

how coordination in other foreign aid realms can be improved. Despite early problems, there

is a chance that internal conflicts can be resolved.
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Senate Amendments

Page 1

Number Sponsor Description Keyword

2655 BURNS Earmark

2673 STEVENS Earmark

2674 STEVENS Earmark

2676 MACK Earmark

2682 BYRD Earmark

2688 MCCONNELL Earmark

2699 SIMPSON Earmark

2701 BROWN Earmark

2712 KASTEN Earmark
2720 CRANSTON To extend legal training to the countries of Eastern Europe. Earmark

2722 MCCAIN Earmark

2723 RIEGLE Earmark

2724 MACK Earmark

2725 LUGAR Earmark
2646 PELL To authorize specific funding for programs of the act. Politics

2648 LEAHY Politics

2649 LEAHY Politics

2650 LEAHY Politics

To support the use of telecommunications technologies in 
delivering educational and instructional programming to the 
independent states of the former Soviet Union.
To clarify that fish and fish products are included as 
agricultural commodities.
To encourage the placement of United States and Foreign 
Commercial Service Officers in the cities of Vladivostok and 
Khabarovsk to ensure adequate United States support for 
business development in the Russian Far East, and to 
establish a technical assistance center at an American 
university.
To provide assurances that nuclear fuel rods will not be 
provided to Cuba unless certain compliances are met.
To promote development of capital projects involving coal-
based technology.
 To promote competitive opportunities for United States 
insurance companies.
Expressing the sense of the Congress that the President 
should take those actions necessary to minimize disruption 
to the international market in the event of sales from the 
independent states of the former Soviet Union of defense-
related commercial grade uranium.
To express the Senate's intent to support the work of Junior 
Achievement to educate the youth of the newly independent 
states of the former Soviet Union in the ways of capitalism 
and free enterprise.
To strengthen "Buy American" provisions of law by limiting 
exceptions for procurement outside the United States.

To require the Secretary of Transportation to promulgate 
final regulations on airline computer reservation systems and 
slots at high density traffic airports.
To require the Secretary of Agriculture to provide disaster 
assistance to eligible orchardists that planted trees for 
commercial purposes but lost the trees as a result of fire 
blight.
To urge the President to obtain commitments and facilitate 
the withdrawal of Russian military personnel from Cuba.
To authorize the use of appropriated funds for the 
independent states of the former Soviet Union to provide 
support in addressing the nutritional needs of infants by 
providing processed baby food as part of any direct food 
assistance program.

To strike the provision related to the credit-worthiness 
requirement of the agricultural export credit guarantee 
program.
To make minor and technical amendments to the agricultural 
provisions of the committee amendment.
To exclude certain agricultural trade and assistance laws 
from the general waiver authority.



Senate Amendments

Page 2

2656 EXON Politics

2662 MCCONNELL Politics

2663 D'AMATO Politics
2666 SPECTER Politics

2667 COCHRAN Politics

2675 BOREN Politics

2683 DODD Politics
2684 RIEGLE To provide for the extension of defense conversion programs Politics

2687 KENNEDY Politics

2689 WIRTH Politics

2696 SARBANES Politics

2707 SPECTER Politics

2708 SPECTER Politics
2709 RIEGLE To provide for programs that aid Americans. Politics
2711 METZENBAUM To provide for programs that aid Americans. Politics

2717 GLENN Politics

2719 KASTEN Politics

2721 D'AMATO Politics

2726 SPECTER Politics
2659 RIEGLE New Treasury and Commerce programs Program

2660 MCCONNELL Program

2661 SYMMS Program

2671 HATCH Program

2672 BAUCUS Program

To require a report on the feasibility of using barter, 
countertrade and other self-liquidating finance methods to 
facilitate the strategic diversification of United States oil 
imports through cooperation with the former Soviet Union in 
the development of their energy resources.
To strike provisions of Public Law 102-138, Department of 
State Authorizations, 1992-93, regarding United States-
Soviet Reciprocity concerning occupancy of new chancery 
buildings.
To prohibit the use of funds from this act to pay for the 
indebtedness of republics of the former Soviet Union to 
international financial institutions.

To authorize the use of a portion of international military 
education and training (IMET) assistance for training in 
economic security and development.
To match any tied aid offers made by foreign countries to the 
former Soviet Union.
To require that U.S. spending for domestic defense 
conversion programs is not less than spending for such 
programs in the former Soviet Republics.

Relative to the International Migration Fund for the former 
Soviet Union.
To authorize the use of funds to promote the health of 
women in the independent states of the former Soviet Union.
To provide that executive branch agencies should utilize the 
resources and expertise of existing United States 
educational facilities in Europe.
INTERNATIONAL LENDING REQUIRED TO BE SECURED 
BY CERTAIN EXPORT EARNINGS
INTERNATIONAL LENDING REQUIRED TO BE SECURED 
BY CERTAIN EXPORT EARNINGS

To apply existing procedures for the waiver of the 
prohibitions on assistance, and for other purposes.
To provide for environmental protection in the Republics of 
the former Soviet Union.
To express the sense of the Senate regarding assistance to 
Israel.
To provide that any international lending be required to be 
secured by certain export earnings.

To promote drug education, interdiction and eradication 
programs.
To include the establishment of an efficient intermodal 
transportation system among the activities supported by the 
bill.
To provide technical assistance to promote the development 
of certain specified agricultural programs.
To provide technical assistance to support environmental 
and health protection laws.



Senate Amendments

Page 3

2677 GORTON Program

2678 LIEBERMAN Program

2679 LIEBERMAN Program

2681 BRADLEY Program

2690 MITCHELL Program

2692 KERRY Program

2693 PELL Program

2695 LUGAR Program

2697 KERREY Program

2698 HARKIN Program

2715 DOMENICI Program

2718 DOLE Program

2647 CHAFEE Security

2651 LEAHY Security

2652 WELLSTONE Security

2653 NUNN Security

2654 WARNER Security

2657 PRESSLER Security

2658 PRESSLER Security

To support the production of books for use in the educational 
systems of the independent states of the former Soviet 
Union.
To assist business and commercial development in the 
former Soviet Union.
research and development opportunities for scientists and 
engineers of the former Soviet Union, and for other 
purposes.
To finance an educational and business exchange program 
with the independent states of the former Soviet Union and 
the Baltic states.
To designate the law and business training program for 
graduate students from the former Soviet Union, Lithuania, 
Latvia, and Estonia as the "Edmund S. Muskie Fellowship 
Program".
To authorize support for educational television programming 
for both children and adults with emphasis on teaching the 
fundamentals of a free market economy.
To authorize appropriations to establish and operate 
additional American Business Centers.
To require a report on the feasibility of establishing a 
multilateral facility for insuring investments.
To finance an educational and business exchange program 
with the independent states of the former Soviet Union and 
the Baltic states.
To establish American Agribusiness Centers in the 
independent states of the former Soviet Union and Baltic 
states, expand two-way exchanges among agribusiness 
practitioners and for other purposes.
To establish American Centers to promote commercial, 
professional, civic, and other partnerships between the 
people of the United States and the peoples of new 
independent States.
To improve the quality and availability of health care for 
citizens of the independent States of the former Soviet 
Union.
Adding a requirement that recipients of aid cooperate fully 
with the United States in uncovering evidence of the 
presence of living or deceased American prisoners of war 
from the Vietnam War, the Korean War, World War II, or 
other American operations under Soviet control.
To provide assistance to support training for and preparation 
of American participants in assistance programs and related 
activities.
To support the development of local and regional democratic 
institutions in the independent states of the former Soviet 
Union.
To authorize additional steps to promote the demilitarization 
of the independent states of the former Soviet Union.
To attach conditions to the proposed program set forth in the 
Nunn amendment.
To express the sense of the Congress with respect to 
Russian involvement in Moldova.
To support the independent states of the former Soviet 
Union in the issuance of independent currencies.



Senate Amendments

Page 4

2664 DECONCINI Security
2665 PELL In the nature of a substitute. Security

2668 GRAMM Security

2669 GRAMM Security

2670 CRANSTON Security

2680 GORE Security

2685 PRESSLER Security

2686 KERRY Security
2691 MCCONNELL Relating to the role of the International Finance Corporation. Security

2694 LAUTENBERG Security

2700 BYRD Security

2702 BROWN Security

2703 BROWN Security

2704 KASTEN Security

2705 BYRD Security

2713 WALLOP Security

2714 GRAHAM Security

2716 LUGAR Security

2727 KASTEN Security

2728 KASTEN Security

To restrict assistance for Russia until its armed forces are 
removed from the Baltic states.

To establish stable currencies and promote free enterprise in 
the CIS countries.
To establish stable currencies and promote free enterprise in 
the CIS countries.
To provide for a report on the possible alternatives for the 
ultimate disposition of ex-Soviet special nuclear materials 
(SNM).
To prohibit assistance to public or private entities that 
withhold the property of United States nationals in violation 
of law.
Relating to U.S. policy regarding orderly and timely 
withdrawl of Russian or Commonwealth of Independent 
States troops from Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia.
Conditioning aid to Azerbaijan on that country's 
demonstrated steps to end blockades and other offensive 
actions against Armenia and Nagorno-Karabach.

To provide technical assistance to the former Soviet Union to 
promote the protection of intellectual property.
To express the sense of the Congress in opposition to the 
sale of the LTV Aerospace and Defense Company to a 
foreign person, and for other purposes.
To ensure the development of a private banking sector and a 
secondary market that will speed the privatization of the 
economies of the states of the former Soviet Union.
To limit the use of the United States quota increase for the 
International Monetary Fund to the United States 
proportionate share of funding for new IMF programs for the 
independent states of the former Soviet Union.
To propose policy and staffing changes in the International 
Monetary Fund (IMF).
To provide for eligibility of the Baltic states for nonlethal 
defense articles.
To provide for improved safety of Soviet-designed nuclear 
power plants to enhance the operational safety and reduce 
the risk of a nuclear accident.
To provide for comprehensive planning and participation in 
international efforts to improve nuclear power plant safety.
To establish safeguard against the proliferation of nuclear 
weapons, to promote nuclear reactor safety and to reduce 
the danger of nuclear accident.
Regarding the progress of immigration reform in the 
Republic of the former Soviet Union.
To insure fair treatment of United States companies doing 
business in the Republics of the former Soviet Union.
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