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Abstract 

John Kingdon's Multiple Streams Framework (MSF) rests on the notion that 

the agenda setting process involves the movement of three constantly flowing and 

independent streams—problems, policy, and politics—each competing for the 

attention of decision makers. The opportunity for an issue to move onto the decision 

agenda and capture the attention of decision makers occurs with the opening of a 

policy window which provides a policy entrepreneur (PE) an opportunity to couple 

the streams. PEs must seize the opportunity to initiate action during this critical 

period because windows are open for only a short time. Once a window is closed, 

the three streams separate, signaling that interest in the issue has dissipated, and 

the opportunity for action is lost. 

The MSF's transformation from a descriptive framework to a full fledged 

theory according to critics has been hindered by a lack of explicit hypotheses. This 

study attempts to contribute to its transformation by subjecting hypotheses 

generated from the MSF concerning a key component of the MSF—PEs—to testing. 

Although the MSF accords PEs a central role in policy making, its operationalization 

of PEs and their actions in the context of the agenda setting process as depicted by 

the MSF have been neither formally articulated nor tested. 

This study utilizes a quantitative approach as a method of inquiry. 

Theoretical propositions generated from the MSF serve as the general analytical 

strategy for the study as well as structure the research design. Drawing upon the 

experience, knowledge and efforts of individuals to influence US-Cuba policy 
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between 1989 and 2006, a survey consisting of standardized questions is used as 

the principal method of data collection. Raw survey data are analyzed using various 

statistical procedures and tests to either confirm or reject hypotheses generated 

from the MSF. The results are compared with the empirical evidence to determine 

whether there is a good fit between fact and theory. 

The results of the study provide weak evidence to support the MSF's 

characterization of PEs and their actions in the agenda setting process as depicted 

by the framework, suggesting that further refinement of the MSF's entrepreneurial 

concept is necessary. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction 

1.0 Introduction 

The theoretical literature on decision making is ripe with models, frameworks 

and theories that seek to explain the policy process. Each approach offers a unique 

interpretation of how the process unfolds and the variables that are central to the 

process. John Kingdon's multiple streams framework (MSF) is one such framework 

that seeks to unravel the complexities of decision making by focusing on how issues 

become prominent on the government's decision agenda and how solutions to 

those issues are identified and adopted from the universe of available alternatives. 

The MSF rests on the notion that the policy process involves the movement of three 

constantly flowing and independent streams—problems, policy, and politics—each 

competing for the attention of decision makers. The opportunity for an issue to 

move onto the decision agenda and capture the attention of decision makers occurs 

with the opening of a policy window which provides a policy entrepreneur (PE) an 

opportunity to couple the streams. PEs must seize the opportunity to initiate action 

during this critical period because windows are open for only a short time. Once a 

window is closed, the three streams separate, signaling that interest in the issue has 

dissipated, and the opportunity for action is lost until the next window opens. 

At the heart of the MSF are PEs, an identifiable class of actors that advocate 

for proposals or for the prominence of ideas (Kingdon, 1995: 122). What 

distinguishes PEs from other participants in the policy process is their willingness to 
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invest their resources (time, energy, reputation and money) in hope of some future 

benefit such as satisfaction derived from solving a problem, the promotion of 

personal interests, shaping the direction of future policy, and playing an active role 

in the policy process (Kingdon, 1995:122-124). However, not all PEs are successful 

in their efforts. What sets apart successful PEs from other entrepreneurs are four 

defining characteristics: their claim to a hearing, their political connections, their 

negotiating skills, and their persistence. In the competitive realm of policy making 

where individuals must compete for the attention of decision makers, Kingdon's list 

of entrepreneurial qualities accords an entrepreneur a competitive advantage by not 

only increasing the likelihood that person's voice will be heard from the many 

competing voices, but also that he or she will be taken seriously by decision makers. 

It is during the coupling process that these characteristics prove to be vital in 

determining if PEs are able to successfully push his or her preferred policy proposal 

onto the government's decision agenda for adoption. 

Although the MSF is considered a classic in the field of agenda setting, 

providing an effective conceptual map of the policy process, as well as highlighting 

the central role of PEs in the policy process, the MSF and its operationalization of 

key components of the policy process have been seen as simply too ambiguous to 

qualify the framework as a viable theory of decision making. This is apparent, 

according to analysts (Sabatier, 1997: 5; Bendor, Moeand Shotts, 2001:171), in the 

MSF's treatment of the individual. Sabatier (1997:5) suggests that in order to have a 

good understanding of policy-making, which is essentially carried out by human 
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beings, it is necessary to understand the fundamental element which drives the 

process—the individual. He (1997: 7-8) argues that without a coherent model of the 

individual, it is not possible to specify the causal drivers of the framework. This has 

led to suggestions that the MSF is more of a "heuristic device" than an "empirically 

falsifiabletool" (King, 1985; Howlettand Ramesh, 1995:138; Moya, 1998; Sabatier, 

1997: 5, 1999b; Mucciaroni, 1992:463-465; Bendor et. al., 2001). According to 

Sabatier, scientific theory should ensure that "major propositions [are] empirically 

falsifiable. This is what distinguishes science from other fields of human knowledge. 

To the extent that those propositions are logically related to others, the validity of 

untested aspects of the theory can also be assessed" (Sabatier, 1997:2). 

This study draws upon criticisms of the MSF and recommendations for the 

advancement of the MSF as a viable theory by subjecting two central propositions 

concerning PEs and their role in shaping policy generated from the MSF to rigorous 

analytical testing: 

Hi: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of 
manipulation, alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

The study draws upon the knowledge, expertise and efforts of individuals to 

influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 through 2006 to test each hypothesis, and 

in the process, gain further insight to a unique policy case that has garnered 
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considerable attention over the years. Theoretical propositions generated from the 

MSF serve as the general analytical strategy for the study as well as structure the 

research design. A survey consisting of standardized questions is used as the 

principal method of data collection. Raw survey data are analyzed using various 

statistical procedures and tests to either confirm or reject hypotheses generated 

from the MSF. The results are compared with the empirical evidence to determine 

whether there is a good fit between fact and theory. 

The results of the statistical analyses failed to support the hypothesis that 

policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully during an 

open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics: have a 

claim to a hearing; are politically connected; are skilled negotiators; and are 

persistent. However, a closer examination of the associated effect sizes and 

confidence intervals suggests that further testing is warranted to either confirm or 

refute the study's findings. Sufficient evidence was found to support the hypothesis 

that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully during 

an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, alter 

institutional venues and activate coalition support. The results should, however be 

viewed with caution because a single variable—streams—was the single most 

powerful predictor of success. 

1.1 The Case of US-Cuba Policy 

Relations between the United States (US) and Cuba have and continue to be 
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1 
defined by an embargo that was first imposed on Cuba by the US in 1961. 

Although the embargo has remained in place since 1961, over the years the US 

government has vacillated between measures that have either strengthened or 

relaxed the embargo. The complex web of laws, regulations and amendments that 

constitute the embargo are a testament to those shifts and decisions to change 

policy. Two fundamental geopolitical events—the end of the Cold War and the 

collapse of the Soviet Union in 1991—provided US decision makers with a critical 

window of opportunity to reexamine the direction of US-Cuba policy. Without the 

support of its key political and economic partner, Cuba was more vulnerable to 

external political and economic forces, and possibly open to the process of 

rapprochement with the US. The central question for US policy makers was whether 

to continue with existing policy, which up to 1991 failed to make any inroads in 

achieving US political objectives or to set a new course in US-Cuba relations by 

exploring alternative means by which objectives could be attained. What followed 

were a series of contentious policy decisions. 

The decision to strengthen the embargo resulted in the adoption and 

passage of the Cuban Democracy Act of 1992, the first significant change in US-

Cuba policy since President John F. Kennedy first legislated the embargo, and the 

first major policy change in the post-Cold War era. The 1992 Act, also known as the 

Torricelli Bill after its principal sponsor, Representative Robert Torricelli of New 

For a chronology of key legislative events in US-Cuba relations between 1989 and 2006, see 
Appendix A. 
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Jersey, was the first major piece of legislation to modify policy in the post Cold-War 

era by strengthening the provisions of the embargo. Despite opposition from key 

congressional committees,2 the bill was able to reach President Bush's desk for 

approval in a span of just over eight months on October 15,1992 (Porotsky, 1995).3 

Discontent over the direction of policy began to surface in 1994 when several 

key congressional members, including Senator Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island, 

Chair of the Senate Foreign Affairs Committee, and Representative Lee Hamilton of 

Indiana, the Chair of the House Foreign Relations Committee proposed that the 

1992 Act be repealed (Porotsky, 1995; Dunning, 1998). Ardent supporters of the 

1992 Act, the most vocal and visible being the Cuban-American National 

Foundation (CANF) and prominent Cuban-American members of Congress 

(Representatives Bob Menendez of New Jersey, Lincoln Diaz-Balart of Florida and 

lleana Ros-Lehtinen, also of Florida) did not waiver in their support, despite growing 

congressional and public support for less restrictive policy. Any attempts to 

normalize relations were thwarted with the passage of the Cuban Liberty and 

Democratic Solidarity Act of 1996, also referred to as "Helms-Burton" after the 

architects of the law, Senator Jesse Helms of North Carolina and Representative 

2 

The 1992 Act effectively eliminated the issuance of any trade licenses to foreign subsidiaries of US 
corporations. In tracking the legislative process of the 1992 Act, it is interesting to note that an 
amendment—H.Amdt.373—was proposed by Representative Sam Gejdenson of Connecticut that 
would have exempted the licensing provisions for foreign subsidiaries of US corporations in cases 
where the provisions violated the laws of the country in which the foreign subsidiary was located. 
However, the amendment was never passed in the House. 

The Torricelli Bill was first introduced in the House on February 5,1992 as H.R. 4168 and S. 2918 in 
the Senate by Senator Robert Graham on July 1, 1992. 
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Dan Burton of Indiana, by further tightening the trade embargo against Cuba 

(Randall, 1998a: 20). Tracking the legislative history of the 1996 Act revealed 

unsuccessful efforts by members of Congress to counter the legislation by providing 

an alternative policy. Bill H.R. 883 was introduced in the House by Representative 

Charles Rangel of New York on February 9,1995 as the Free Trade with Cuba Act, 

which sought to promote a peaceful and democratic change in Cuba. However, 

unlike "Helms-Burton" which tightened restrictions, H.R. 883 proposed that the 

embargo be lifted. The Clinton administration initially opposed the bill—in fact, 

President Clinton indicated that he would veto the bill if it reached his desk—yet he 

signed it into law in 1996 (Dunning, 1998; Lowenfeld, 1996). The President's 

decision to sign the 1996 Act was even more confounding because it presented a 

radical departure from previous executive decisions by relinquishing executive 

power over foreign policy, in this case US-Cuba policy, to Congress. 

Shortly after the passage of the 1996 Act, Congress passed Section 211 of 

the 1998 Omnibus Appropriation Act in 1998, which prohibited the registration or 

renewal in the US of a trademark if it was previously abandoned by a trademark 

owner whose property had been confiscated by the Cuban government. The 

passage of Section 211 was even more perplexing because the legislation, which 

benefited only a small select group of individuals, risked alienating US trading 

partners, beyond the 1996 Act, which according to legal analysts violated 



8 

international law concerning territorial sovereignty.4 

Following the controversial passage of Section 211 in 1998, the Trade 

Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act was signed into law in 2000. The 

2000 Act, which included critical provisions that permitted trade with Cuba in 

agricultural commodities, medicines, and medical supplies, but prohibited direct 

public or private export financing for this trade represented a significant departure 

from the restrictive measures adopted in 1992, 1996 and 1998. Supported by a 

bipartisan group of decision makers that included Senator John Ashcroft (Montana), 

Senator Max Baucus (Montana), Representatives Charles Rangel (New York) and 

George Nethercutt (Washington), Title 5 of the 2000 Act offered US exporters of 

agricultural products and other stakeholders the opportunity to expand their export 

markets to Cuba. Following the passage of the 2000 Act, exports of agricultural 

products to Cuba increased dramatically (Coleman, 2009: 5). By 2004, the US 

became the key supplier of agricultural products to Cuba and continued to export 

more agricultural commodities to Cuba than any other country between 2004 and 

2006 (Coleman, 2009: 5). 

The periods in between these four pillars of change were also marked with a 

series of amendments to the Cuban Assets Control Regulations (CACR), the 

regulatory framework which oversees the sanctions imposed on Cuba. Between 

1989 and 2006 an estimated 50 amendments were made to the CACR, covering a 

host of issues including licenses for travel, communications, publishing and exports, 

4 

Section 211 was referred to as the "Bacardi Law" after its key beneficiary, the Bacardi spirits 
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travel, remittances, and the trade and transport of Cuban goods (US Federal 

Registry, 2010). Following the election of George W. Bush in 2001, the government 

suppressed any efforts to normalize relations with Cuba by strengthening provisions 

of the embargo by passing a series of amendments to the CACR from 2001 through 

2006. The Bush Administration utilized the CACR to implement a series of 

amendments affecting trade, travel and remittances between 2002 and 2005, with 

the most dramatic amendment introduced in 2004 which halted people-to-people 

contact (e.g. travel, remittances and educational exchanges) (Colvin, 2009: 4). 

1.1.1 The "Unique" Case of US-Cuba Policy 

Why examine the case of US-Cuba policy? As many analysts (Clarke and 

Ratliff, 2001:28, Hoffmann, 2001; Lowenfeld, 1996:422-423) have suggested, the 

answer lies in the "uniqueness" of the case. A brief overview of the legislative 

evolution of US-Cuba policy is effective in not only bringing our attention to the 

complex policy framework that makes up US-Cuba policy, but also the fact that 

decisions to modify policy and the alternatives selected by decision makers were 

markedly controversial, and often counterintuitive, yet were eventually adopted. 

Despite the lack of any progress in achieving US objectives, decisions to modify 

policy with even more stringent requirements for rapprochement in the post Cold-

War era were labeled as "illogical" and counterproductive by vocal critics of policy 

such as Wayne Smith. The selection of the appropriate means by which to attain 

company. 
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policy objectives has and continues to be a divisive issue amongst decision makers, 

politicians, and Americans. According to Clarke and Ratliff (2001: 28), Hoffmann 

(2001), and Lowenfeld (1996: 422-423), in no other case has the US government 

imposed such strict conditions and requirements on a country's transition to 

democracy than it has on Cuba.5 

The vast body of literature, both scholarly and popular, that has emerged 

over the years examining US-Cuba policy is a testament to the contentious nature 

of the case as well as the complex and dynamic forces that underlie the policy and 

decisions to modify it. From 1989 through 2006, a number of different players 

entered the policy arena, bringing along their vision of US-Cuba policy and the 

means by which it could be attained, a fact which is reflected by various decisions 

that were made during this period to either strengthen or weaken provisions of 

policy. Although the literature is rich in detail concerning the evolution of policy over 

the years, there is much more to uncover about the role and influence of individuals 

in that process. Why were some individuals successful in having their preferred 

5 

In his research on US-Cuba policy, Lowenfeld (1996:422-423) notes, "the US has never 
adopted... comparable statute[s]... though there have been a good many countries in whose transition 
to democracy the United States had (or continues to have) an interest. Considering just the recent 
past, one thinks of Chile, Argentina and Brazil; of Haiti; of the Soviet Union and its constituent 
republics; of East Germany, Czechoslovakia and Poland; of Spain and Portugal; and also of China, 
Vietnam and Taiwan. Only for Cuba has Congress laid down a prescribed path, and sought to block 
alternative paths that might lead to the country's reintegration in some measure into the international 
economy without a change at the top". Lowenfeld's sentiments have been echoed by other analysts 
such as Clarke and Ratliff in their analysis of US-Cuba policy: "[wjhetherone supports or opposes US 
policy toward Cuba, the claim that it is nothing out of the ordinary is clearly a red herring. Cuba is in 
every way a special case. Indeed, that may constitute the essence of the problem. While the United 
States is broadly tolerant of a wide range of political economic practices elsewhere in the world, in 
Cuba it demands a higher standard...[US policy] has nothing to do with realities in Cuba or whether 
the policy has any realistic prospect of bringing about the democracy or peaceful transition 
Washington says it supports" (Clarke and Ratliff, 2001:18). 
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policies placed on the government's decision agenda, while others failed? Are there 

any clearly identifiable characteristics that make an individual much more likely to 

succeed? Are there any particular tools or strategies that are more effective than 

others? These are central questions that have yet to be fully addressed in the 

context of US-Cuba policy, and articulated using propositions generated by 

Kingdon's MSF. This study attempts to fill this void. 

1.1.2 Conceptualizing Policy Change 

The above brief overview of US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006 

highlights the complex and intricate web of laws and regulations that have shaped 

policy and US-Cuba relations since 1961 when the US officially proclaimed a trade 

embargo against Cuba. A central question that surfaces when discussing the 

evolution of US-Cuba policy since is whether policy has changed. Because policy 

change can take many forms, operationalizing change is often fraught with 

methodological debates about what exactly constitutes "change" (Blomquist, 2007: 

270-271); however, existing research on this subject can help us to address any 

ambiguity surrounding the issue. In his research on policy change, Hall (1993) 

differentiates between three categories or "orders" of policy change—first, second, 

and third. First order policy change involves changes to the settings of policy 

instruments while policy instruments and goals remain the same (Hall, 1993: 278). 

Hall (1993: 280) suggests that first order policy change mirrors incrementalism, 

satisficing and routinized decision making. In contrast, second order policy change 
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involves changes to both the settings of policy instruments and the instruments 

themselves while policy goals remain the same (Hall, 1993:279). In this case, policy 

change best resembles "strategic action" (Hall, 1993:280). Finally, third order policy 

change which occurs infrequently, involves radical shifts involving simultaneous 

changes to all three elements of policy—settings of policy instruments, policy 

instruments and policy goals (Hall, 1993: 279). Hall (1993: 279) suggests that first 

and second order policy change best resembles "normal policy making" 

characterized by continuity and incremental changes whereas third order policy 

change is much more fragmented and associated with "periodic discontinuities" in 

policy. 

Hall's research suggests that change can be minor or more fundamental in 

scope. With respect to US-Cuba policy, the US government has made a series of 

policy decisions which best resemble Hall's first and second order policy changes. 

Between 1989 and 2006, the US government oscillated between policy and 

decisions that changed policy by altering the settings of the policy instrument (e.g. 

amendments to the CACR) and/or modifying the policy instrument itself (e.g. 

allowing limited exports of agricultural commodities, medicines, and medical 

supplies to Cuba). The objective here is not to assess the magnitude of policy 

change, but rather bring attention to the fact that although the embargo has 

remained in place since 1961, policy has been modified in some form from 1989 to 

2006, and those changes are reflected by government decisions to strengthen or 

relax the embargo over time. 
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1.2 Research Objectives 

The primary objective of this study is to test propositions generated by the 

MSF focusing on three central elements—the inherent features of the policy 

process within which PEs function, entrepreneurial characteristics, entrepreneurial 

strategies—and in the process to contribute to the theoretical development of a 

policy framework. A secondary objective is to utilize insights provided by the MSF to 

enhance our understanding of the critical role played by individuals in shaping US-

Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. 

1.3 Methodology 

This study is designed as a quantitative case study to test the power of 

propositions generated by a framework to account for changes in policy by focusing 

on the pivotal role of PEs in the agenda setting process and in the process to 

provide greater insight to the role of individuals in influencing US-Cuba policy in the 

post-Cold War era. The study spans 17 years beginning in 1989 with the 

inauguration of the 41 s t President of the United States—George H.W. Bush—and 

ending in 2006 with George W. Bush's second term in office.6 The decision to select 

1989 as the starting point for the analysis was shaped by two fundamental 

geopolitical events—a declaration by US President George H.W. Bush and Soviet 

In terms of the US congressional calendar, this study begins with the 101 Congress and ends with 
the completion of the second session of the 109th Congress. 
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leader Mikhail Gorbachev in December of 1989 that the Cold War had ended7, and 

the collapse of the Soviet Union in December of 1991. The easing of tensions 

between the US and the Soviet Union, and the disappearance of Cuba's longtime 

political and economic ally—the Soviet Union—provided US decision makers with a 

valuable opportunity to reevaluate US-Cuba policy and set the direction for future 

US-Cuba relations in the post-Cold War era. To move beyond recent studies 

(Zebich-Knos and Nicol, 2000; Brenner, Haney, and Vanderbush: 2002; Morley and 

McGillion, 2002) that have examined US-Cuba relations in the Cold-War era, the 

time period under investigation is extended to coincide with George W. Bush's 

second term in office, concluding in 2006. Though the case study method is subject 

to criticism (Flyvberg, 2006; Ruddin, 2006; Yin, 2003,1989,1984; Stoecker, 1991); 

however, it is acknowledged to be a viable research method for testing propositions 

(Van Evera, 1997:54) and analyzing and explaining relationships (Yin, 1984; 

Becker, 1966). 

Theoretical propositions generated by the MSF were used to structure the 

research design, as well as to test both the validity of the study's findings and the 

MSF by comparing results with empirical evidence. Utilizing theoretical propositions 

as a general analytical strategy is recognized as an effective organizational and 

analytical tool for the collection and analysis of data, particularly with respect to 

There are conflicting opinions as to when the Cold War ended. Some argue that the Cold War was 
brought to an end with the 1989 Malta Summit between US President George H.W. Bush and Soviet 
leader Mikhail Gorbachev whereas others argue that the 1989 Malta Summit, although important was 
simply the catalyst. Events that swept Eastern European Communist governments between 1989 and 
1991, most notably the reunification of Germany in 1990 and ultimately the dissolution of the Soviet 



15 

case studies (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 228; Yin, 2003: 3). 

A survey consisting of standardized questions was used as the principal 

method of data collection. Two central types of surveys, e-mail and mail surveys 

were used to collect data that: (1) identified the presence of a PE; (2) assessed 

whether the PE possessed the "characteristics" of a successful PE; (3) identified 

strategies used by the PE; and (4) assessed the role of specific individuals identified 

in the literature as central figures in the evolution of US-Cuba policy and the degree 

to which they "fit" the entrepreneurial label. The survey method was selected as the 

central method of data collection because it is well suited to quantitative and theory 

based studies. The study addressed problems often associated with the survey 

method by utilizing previously validated surveys and incorporating several survey 

research design and implementation measures identified as effective in increasing 

survey reliability and validity and as useful guides in the development of the survey 

and questions to collect necessary data for the study. 

Existing published literature—both theoretical and empirical—examining US-

Cuba policy was used to identify potential respondents to the survey. In order to be 

short-listed for the study, it was necessary that individuals satisfied at least two of 

the following three requirements: possessed extensive experience in the analysis of 

public policy; possessed extensive experience in the analysis of US-Cuba policy; or 

were active in efforts to influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. 

Snowball sampling was also used to solicit additional candidates for the study. 

Union marked the official end to the Cold War. 
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Raw survey data were coded and analyzed using Statistical Package for the 

Social Sciences (SPSS). Descriptive statistics were used to provide summary data 

concerning the data set. Correlations were calculated and analyzed to assess the 

relationships between variables. Regression analysis was used to either confirm or 

reject hypotheses, and to quantify the relationships between variables. Statistical 

findings were then compared with empirical findings to test the "goodness of fit" 

between fact and theory. 

1.4 Significance of the Study 

Numerous studies have utilized the MSF as an organizational framework to 

account for policy change in a broad range of policy fields; however, almost none, 

the exception being Travis and Zahariadis (2002) and Klodnicki (2003), have utilized 

the MSF in the context of a quantitative analysis of policy and even fewer have 

subjected hypotheses generated from the framework to rigorous analytical testing. 

This study attempts to fill this void by subjecting hypotheses generated from the 

MSF to a series of statistical tests using data from the case of US-Cuba policy 

between 1989 and 2006. According to Zahariadis (1999: 88), quantitative 

applications of the MSF are necessary to "add more weight to the lens and enhance 

its predictive capability". Rigorous testing of hypotheses about major propositions 

put forth by a framework should, according to Sabatier (1997:6), also be viewed as 

the first step in transforming frameworks, such as the MSF into full fledged theories. 

A quantitative analysis of US-Cuba policy provides an opportunity to explore 
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aspects of an issue overlooked by qualitative methods as well as to address some 

of the limitations of qualitative methods. Studies of US-Cuba policy are numerous, 

including theoretical and empirical studies; however, absent from the literature is an 

analysis of policy from a quantitative perspective. 

1.5 Outline of the Dissertation 

Chapters two and three review two separate literature streams to provide an 

empirical and theoretical framework for the study. Chapter two reviews the 

literature, both scholarly and popular, outlining competing explanations of US-Cuba 

policy in the post-Cold War era. The objective here is to identify the most common 

propositions and basic assumptions underlying the forces that influenced 

government decisions to modify US-Cuba policy from 1989 through 2006, and to 

identify the relevant gaps in the literature. Chapter three reviews the theoretical 

literature regarding decision making, identifying key models, theories and 

frameworks that can aid in our understanding of the decision making process. The 

objective of this chapter is not to test the effectiveness of each approach, but rather 

to bring attention to the different attributes of each approach and select a framework 

that incorporates the core elements under investigation in this study. 

Chapter four provides a comprehensive discussion of Kingdon's MSF 

emphasizing PEs and their function within the framework. The framework's 

operationalization of PEs and their role in decision making is analyzed, and in the 

process key propositions are highlighted. 
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Chapter five attempts to address criticisms of the MSF by: (1) utilizing the 

organizational structure of two-level theories to bring greater clarity to the 

"mechanics" of the MSF and the underlying relationships between variables; and (2) 

integrating insights on policy entrepreneurship and decision making extracted from 

previous chapters to generate testable hypotheses pertaining to the central concept 

of PEs within the MSF. The chapter also serves as the methodological section of 

the study by identifying the sources of information for the study, methods that were 

used to collect the necessary data, and data analysis techniques. 

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 represent the empirical component of the study. 

Descriptive statistics, correlations and regression analysis were used to analyze raw 

survey data concerning: the role and significance of PEs in the policy process 

(chapter 6); survey participants' involvement in efforts to influence US-Cuba policy 

(chapter 7); and the importance of specific individuals reputed to be PEs in the 

evolution of US-Cuba policy (chapter 8). The results are used to support or refute 

the study's hypotheses concerning PEs and their role in shaping policy. Each 

chapter provides a synthesis of the results and assesses the degree to which the 

empirical and theoretical elements of the research are in agreement. 

Chapter 9 provides a synthesis of the study's conclusions and presents 

possible future avenues of research. 
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Chapter 2 Competing Explanations of US-Cuba Policy in the Post-Cold War 
Era 

2.0 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to extract from the literature, both scholarly 

and popular, some of the most common propositions and basic assumptions 

underlying decisions to modify US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. Existing 

empirical and theoretical literature concerning US-Cuba policy offers a number of 

competing explanations of the forces that shaped policy in the post-Cold war era. 

The literature can be organized according to two broad categories: (1) domestic 

politics; and (2) US foreign policy principles and values. The first category 

emphasizes two critical components of domestic politics—interest groups and 

bureaucratic politics—and their role in influencing foreign policy decisions. The 

second category focuses on the underlying principles and values—national security 

and the promotion and protection of human rights—that helped guide foreign policy 

decisions and the means by which these principles and values were protected and 

advanced. By reviewing the literature, we can highlight the tension surrounding 

decisions to modify policy as well as the appropriate means for attaining policy 

objectives, and in the process identify gaps in the literature that can be addressed 

by this study. 

2.1 Domestic Politics 

In the field of foreign policy, studies that address the selection of policy 
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alternatives and the decision phase of the policy process do so through the lens of 

the domestic policy arena (Durant and Diehl, 1989:184). This is reflected in the 

extensive body of literature that has developed with respect to the influence of 

domestic politics on foreign policy. It is within this domain that the majority of 

propositions and assumptions underlying changes to US-Cuba are to be found 

(Morley and McGillion, 2002; Groombridge, 2001; Smith, 2000a, 2000b; Perez, 

2000; Bassett, 1998; Keselman, 1996). 

2.1.1 Interest Groups 

Nathan and Oliver (1994: 215) note that in the American political system, 

interest groups represent "an important and constitutionally protected form of private 

power" and through their efforts are able to influence decisions and policy. Because 

the power of interest groups is inherent to the legislative process, Snyder (1991:14) 

suggests that interest groups have the ability to "hijack" the state and ultimately 

manipulate policy to reflect their own private interests. Pastor (1980:43) notes that 

this is of particular relevance to foreign policy because, unlike other policy fields, 

foreign policy is particularly vulnerable and permeable due to the absence of 

countervailing groups. Even in cases where opposing groups do exist, the majority 

may lose out to minority interests if the majority is neither organized nor feels 

strongly enough about the issue (Ogelman, Money and Martin, 2002; Pastor, 

1980:43). A review of the literature pertaining to the case of US-Cuba policy 

suggests that special interests played a central role in influencing government 
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decisions to modify policy between 1989 and 2006. 

Cuban-American Community and the Cuban-American National Foundation 

Founded by the late Jorge Mas Canosa, the CANF has become the most 

prominent interest group credited with shaping the overall direction of US-Cuba 

policy (Hogan, 2002; Morley and McGillion, 2002; Ogelman et. al., 2002; Mead, 

2001; Perez, 2000; Randall, 1998b; Smith, 1998; Kiger, 1997; Bagchi, 1996; 

Brenner and Kornbluh, 1995; Moffett, 1995). The CANF's official policy platform 

encourages the empowerment of the Cuban people in ways that do not aid or 

legitimize the Castro regime by advocating measures that support Cuban civil 

society while maintaining international political and economic pressure and isolation 

of the Castro regime (CANF, 2001). As the foremost Cuban exile organization in the 

US, the CANF and its members deliver an organized and powerful Cuban-American 

voice in Washington, D.C. (CANF, 2001). The CANF's success is attributed in part 

to the organization's strong political activism8 (Ogelman et. al., 2002; Garcia, 1996) 

and financial capital9 (Garcia, 1996; Moffett, 1995). These two attributes have led to 

8 

In their study of the political power of immigrant groups, Ogelman et. al. (2002:159) find that the 
Cuban-American lobby has used its narrow geographic base to cultivate its electoral strength, access 
to political power and influence over policy by focusing on states critical to presidential elections. 
States with large Cuban-American populations include Florida, New Jersey, California, New York, 
Texas, Illinois, Georgia, Nevada, Pennsylvania and Massachusetts (US Census Bureau, 2002,1996, 
1992). 

9 

Moffett's (1995) research reveals that the Cuban-American lobby has successfully used financial 
contributions to gain political clout in Congress and the executive branch. Garcia (1996:147) notes 
that the CANF's Free Cuba Political Action Committee has been credited with playing a critical role in 
rewarding members of Congress with financial contributions in exchange for their support of policies 
that reflect the interests of the CANF. 
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arguments that the CANF has utilized its political and financial power to influence 

government decisions to modify US-Cuba policy (Hogan, 2002; Morley and 

McGillion, 2002; Ogelman et. al., 2002; Warner, 1999; Smith, 1998; Kaplowitz, 

1998; Kigerand Kruger, 1997; Garcia, 1996; Brenner and Kornbluh, 1995; Moffett, 

1995). 

Owners of Expropriated Property 

The passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act offered US nationals the means by 

which to reinstate their rights over property confiscated by the Cuban government 

(O'Heaney, 2000:5; Shamberger,1998).10 The most controversial provision and the 

centerpiece of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, Title Ill-Protection of Property Rights of US 

Nationals, establishes the basis for American citizens and corporate entities to sue 

foreign investors for damages arising from "trafficking" in confiscated property the 

Cuban government seized without compensation following the 1959 Cuban 

Revolution (US Congress, 1996:30).11 In 1972, the US Foreign Claims Settlement 

Commission (1972a, 1972b) certified a total of 5,911 claims by American citizens 

and companies as eligible for compensation with an aggregate value of 

approximately US$1.8 billion of which US$1.6 billion was accounted for by 898 

For an analysis of the property issue, see Borchers, Kelly, Witmer, Moreno, Pearlstein and Wunsch 
(2007). 

11 
Since the passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, the government has waived the right to sue under 

Title III. 
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corporate claimants and US$220 million by 5,013 individual claimants.12 The right to 

sue over confiscated property that was granted to US nationals fueled arguments 

that both corporate and individual owners of expropriated property were the driving 

force behind the government's decision to pass the 1996 LIBERTAD Act (Hogan, 

2002:6; Muse, 1998; Goldberg, 1997; Moffett, 1995). 

Claims by Cuban Nationals 

The property rights provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act are unique 

because they not only award US claimants the right to sue those found to be 

trafficking in property, but also grant Cuban-Americans a privilege no other group of 

naturalized citizens holds—the right to sue before they became US citizens (Hogan, 

2002:6; Dhooge, 2000; O'Heaney, 2000:3; Smith, 2000b; Muse, 1998; US House of 

Representatives, 1996: 30, 1995:55). Members of other ethnic groups questioned 

why this privilege was given only to Cuban-Americans and not to other immigrants 

who fled countries where hostile regimes confiscated their private property, and who 

have since become naturalized (Dhooge, 2000; Smith, 2000b). The narrow focus on 

Cuba made the 1996 LIBERTAD Act an easy target for criticism and fueled 

suggestions that Cuban exiles pushed for the bill, eventually forcing the government 

to give in and pass it (Hogan, 2002:6; Muse, 1998; Goldberg, 1997; Castaneda and 

In terms of 1995 dollars, the year preceding the passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, the total value 
of claims was estimated at approximately US$5.5 billion (Castaneda and Montalvan, 1995:228). 
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Montalvan, 1995: 228-229; Davis, 1995; Moffett, 1995).13 

Intellectual Property and Trademark Owners 

A corporate entity that is argued to have capitalized on the 1996 LIBERTAD 

Act along with Section 211 of the 1998 Omnibus Appropriation Act is Bacardi-

Martini USA, the American holding company of Bermuda based Bacardi Ltd.. As a 

key beneficiary of both pieces of legislation, Bacardi-Martini is seen as playing an 

instrumental role in shaping policy (Morley and McGillion, 2002:101; Stone, 1998:7; 

Davis, 1995). In fact, Bacardi Martini's influence was reputed to be so strong that 

the 1996 LIBERTAD Act was referred to as the "Bacardi Bill" when it was being 

drafted and later, the "Bacardi Rum Protection Act" when it was passed (Stone, 

1998:7; Davis, 1995).14 Bacardi-Martini was not incorporated into American 

operations until after properties were expropriated in Cuba; however, under 

13 

Prior to 1995, immigrant groups including Cuban Americans had approached Congress to have their 
property claims validated by the FCSC; however, their requests were rejected on the basis that they 
did not meet citizenship requirements (Center for National Policy, 2000:44; Davis, 1995). It was not 
until 1994 according to Castaneda and Montalvan (1995) that the government changed its position on 
the citizenship requirement. Castaneda and Montalvan (1995:228-229) suggest that the initial 
provisions of the Helms-Burton bill considered by Congress reflected the demands of Cuban exiles, a 
fact that Davis (1995) corroborates in her review of the Helms-Burton bill. Davis (1995) also found 
that, although the original bill's provision regarding confiscated property allowed any US citizen to sue 
individuals "trafficking" in stolen assets, it did not single out Cuba. According to Davis (1995), drafters 
of the Helms-Burton bill argued that the bill was limited to Cuba only after they realized the 
consequences and enormity of opening up claims to all US citizens. When asked why previous 
claimants were not granted the right to sue, Marc Thiessen, spokesman for the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee argued that it was neither the fault nor responsibility of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee to grant previous claimants the right (Davis, 1995). What Thiessen failed to 
highlight according to Davis (1995) was the central role played by members of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee in coordinating the drafting of the Helms-Burton bill. 

14 

Bacardi Martini's involvement was highlighted when it held a fund raiser for Jesse Helms and had 
the company's lawyers assist Helms to draft Title III of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act (Davis, 1995; Stone, 
1998:7). 
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provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, Bacardi was awarded an equal claim to 

compensation and the right to sue anyone found to be trafficking in expropriated 

property (O'Heaney, 2000:3). The Bacardi case is significant because it not only 

highlights the influence of special interests, but also reveals the magnitude of the 

property issue which extends beyond physical assets. The term "property" as 

defined by the 1996 LIBERTAD Act includes not only physical property, but also 

patents, copyrights, trademarks, and any other form of intellectual property (US 

Congress, 1996:6).15 Under the provision of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, Bacardi 

Martini could sue not only the Cuban government, but also Pernod Ricard, Havana 

Club's international distributor for rights to the Havana Club brand name, which 

would essentially eliminate Bacardi's key competitor in the rum market (Stone, 

1998:7).16 Like the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, Section 211 of the 1998 Omnibus Act 

provided Bacardi with added protection concerning its rights to the "Havana Club" 

name.17 Efforts to repeal the legislation by Senator Max Baucus, Representative 

15 

Those who fled Cuba following the Cuban Revolution left behind physical assets of their companies 
under the assumption that they were able to keep ownership of intellectual property such as 
trademarks and brand names. The Cuban government argued that the expropriation of property also 
included trademarks (Perry, Woods and Shapiro, 2000:77). 
16 

Controversy over ownership of the brand name surfaced in 1995 when Bacardi-Martini began to 
market rum under the Havana Club brand name in the US where Cuba had already registered the 
brand name (Perry et. al., 2000:77). Bacardi-Martini had purchased the rights to the trademark name 
in 1995 from the original owners who had fled Cuba after their property was nationalized by the Cuban 
government in 1960 (Perry et. al., 2000:82). Two years earlier in 1993, French spirits company, 
Pernod Ricard entered into a joint venture with the Cuban government to produce and market Havana 
Club rum globally (Sullivan, 2003b: 16; Perry et. al., 2000:82; Stone, 1998:7). In 1995, Bacardi-Martini 
petitioned the US Patent and Trademark Office to revoke Cuba's registration of the trademark and at 
the same time began marketing rum under the Havana Club brand name in the US (Perry et. al., 
2000:82). 
17 

Section 211 of the 1998 Act prohibits the renewal, registration and enforcement of legal claims of 
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Charles Rangel and key business coalitions such as the National Foreign Trade 

Council and USA*Engage failed (Landau and Smith, 2001a). According to Wayne 

Smith (Landau and Smith, 2001a: 1, 3), a staunch critic of US-Cuba policy and 

former Chief of the US Interests Section in Cuba, (1979-1982), Section 211 is 

illogical and had it gone through normal legislative procedures, it would have been 

defeated. 

Power of Interests? 

A number of analysts (Center for Responsive Politics, 2001; Dhooge, 2000; 

Center for National Policy, 2000; O'Heaney, 2000; Smith, 2000a; Haney and 

Vanderbush, 1999; LeoGrande, 1998, 1997; Muse, 1998; Walker, 1996) have 

challenged these commonly accepted explanations on several grounds. First, 

Haney and Vanderbush (1999) note that explanations that focus solely on the 

influence of the CANF and their ability to swing votes and money politics are too 

simplistic because the case of US-Cuba policy and the CANF are much more 

complex than is generally understood. In fact, several analysts (Center for 

Responsive Politics, 2001; Smith, 2000a; LeoGrande, 1998, 1997; Walker, 1996) 

suggest that, although the CANF is one of the most recognized and prominent 

Cuban organizations in the US, it does not wield the degree of political and financial 

influence suggested.18 The extent to which interests are capable of translating their 

Cuban nationals or their successors involving trademarks or trade names that were involved in 
property confiscated after 1959 without prior approval from the original owners (Lee, 2004-1-2) 

In his review of US-Cuba policy, LeoGrande (199884, 1997 213) found that despite Clinton's 
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power into influence, particularly in the field of foreign policy, has been challenged 

by several analysts within the broader theoretical literature on interest group theory. 

In their analysis of interest groups, Nathan and Oliver (1994: 215) note that 

"magnitude, prestige, and intensity of the activity and the resources committed by 

private power do not easily translate into influence." 

Second, a key assumption of the literature is that the CANF and its position 

on US-Cuba policy reflects the interests of all Cuban-Americans. This has led to the 

misperception that Cuban-Americans are a monolithic group with regards to 

opinions concerning the direction of policy (Cuban Committee for Democracy, 

2004; Schmidt, 2004; Ogelman et. al., 2002:158; Garcia, 1996; Elliston, 1995). In 

her study of the Cuban-American community in South Florida, Garcia (1996:163-

164) found that the collapse of the former Soviet Union led to intense debates within 

support for the 1992 CDA, only 18% of Florida's Cuban population voted for Clinton in 1992. In his 
analysis of the 1992 election, Smith (2000a) found that the direction of US-Cuba policy was not the 
deciding issue or even a significant issue in Florida. This is an important point because it challenges 
the power of the electoral calculation behind the 1992 CDA (Smith, 2000a). Four years later in 1996, 
Clinton's bid for re-election was successful as was his effort to secure Florida's 25 electoral votes. In 
his review of the key political and policy issues of the 1996 presidential election, Walker (1996) found 
that Clinton's platform on critical domestic issues such as education, Medicare and Medicaid helped 
him win his bid for re-election. LeoGrande (1998:84; 1997:213) also found that it was Clinton's 
platform on Medicare, not his stance on US-Cuba policy that helped him capture over 40% of the 
Cuban vote in Florida in 1996. 

A comprehensive study by the Center for Responsive Politics examining the role and influence of 
Cuban-American money in elections from 1979 to 2000 challenges arguments that Cuban-American 
money influenced the eventual outcome of the 1992 CDA and 1996 LIBERTAD Act. The study 
examined political fund-raising and contributions by the CANF, major donors and their families within 
the Cuban community, elected officials who have received money from Cuban Americans, Cuba-
related legislation and vote correlations in Congress, and political contributions by Cuban Americans 
compared to that of other ethnic groups. The study confirmed arguments that Cuban Americans 
contribute heavily to election campaigns as well as to party committees; however, it also found a weak 
correlation between financial contributions and votes for pro-embargo measures they have pushed for 
in Congress (Center for Responsive Politics, 2001). 
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the community regarding the means by which democratic reforms in Cuba could be 

accelerated. In response to the hard line approach favoured by the CANF, 

opposition groups favouring a constructive approach began to emerge in 1990 and 

flourish over the years (Garcia, 1996: 164-167).19 

Third, the growing generational divide within the Cuban-American community 

has been pivotal in fueling opposing opinions concerning the direction of policy and 

challenging the power of the CANF (Bendixen and Associates, 2009; Eckstein, 

2009; Eckstein and Barberia, 2002; Center for national Policy, 2000). Lisandro 

Perez, Professor at the Florida International University, notes that the CANF's 

platform on the issue of property rights has been relatively weak for reasons that 

stem from the generational divide within the Cuban-American community itself 

(Center for National Policy, 2000:44). For the generation of Cuban exiles that 

accumulated their wealth in the US, their interests, according to Perez, lie with the 

opportunities that are available through investments back in Cuba, rather than 

through compensation and reclaiming property (Center for National Policy, 

2000:44). It is this generation of Cubans, according to Perez, that wields the 

greatest power in the community, hence, the issue of compensation for Cuban 

exiles who were not American citizens at the time of confiscations, although 

important, was not the driving force for the community that it has been made out to 

be (Center for National Policy, 2000:44). 

19 

This includes moderate groups such the Cuban American Coalition, Cambio Cubano, Cuba 
Committee for Democracy, Cuban American Defense League, and the Cuban American Alliance 
Education Fund. 
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Finally, in his research on interest groups, Snyder (1991:150) points out that 

the broader literature on interest group theory has yet to fully address questions of 

how and why groups that are harmed by counterproductive policies are incapable of 

opposing groups with very narrow interests. This is of particular relevance to the 

case of US-Cuba policy where business, trade and agricultural interests such as 

USA*Engage, US Chamber of Commerce, US National Foreign Trade Council, 

American Farm Bureau Federation, USA Rice Federation, and US Wheat 

Associates, interests that have a major stake in the outcome of policy, failed to 

make any inroads in their demands to have restrictions eased prior to the passage 

of the Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act of 2000.20 In 1998, 

Robert L. Muse, legal representative for American Sugar Company, one of the top 

ten companies with claims in excess of US$50 million, testified before Congress 

that contrary to prevailing beliefs, the majority of corporate claimants did not support 

any restrictive measures passed by the government in 1996 (Muse, 1998).21 Muse's 

sentiments were echoed by congressional members as well as prominent business 

leaders (Dhooge, 2000; Dunning, 1998: 227; Rosen, 1997; US House of 

Representatives, 1995:55). As with corporate claimants, the majority of individual 

claimants argued that it was in their interests that the 1996 LIBERTAD Act not be 

adopted because it would hinder efforts to have property claims resolved, in that it 

20 

For an analysis of the economic impact of US policy on business and agricultural sectors, see US 
International Trade Commission (2007, 2001), Rosson and Adcock (2001), and Stern (2000). 

Dunning (1998: 227) and Rosen (1997) note that of the 25 largest certified corporate claims, 
Colgate-Palmolive Co. was the only company that supported the 1996 LIBERTAD Act. 
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would increase the number and value of claims (Groombridge, 2001: 304; Dhooge, 

2000; US House of Representatives, 1995:55). 

2.1.2 Bureaucratic Politics 

In what is perhaps the most widely recognized theoretical work in the field of 

foreign policy decision making, Allison's (1971) study of the 1962 Cuban Missile 

Crisis defines foreign policy as the political result of bureaucratic bargaining (Pastor, 

1980:30).22 More specifically, in the words of Allison, "the name of the game is 

bureaucratic politics: bargaining along regularized channels among players 

positioned hierarchically within the government" (Allison, 1969:707). The focus of 

attention here is not the legislative but rather the executive branch and how 

decisions are made within this branch of government (Rosati, 1981:235; Halperin, 

1974:5). Pastor (1980) notes that one of the greatest strengths of the literature on 

bureaucratic politics is its ability to highlight the irrationality of foreign policy decision 

making: "the most penetrating and enduring insight of the literature... is the simple 

point that foreign policy is often more the product of a dysfunctional decision-making 

process than of a rational assessment of instruments and objects" (Pastor, 

1980:32). In terms of power, authority and staff, the most visible bureaucratic 

organizations involved in foreign policy are the US Department of State and the 

National Security Council (NSC) (Qingshan, 1992: 15). With respect to US-Cuba 

The bureaucratic model is also associated with scholarship by Huntington (1960) and Halperin 
(1974). 
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policy, studies (Brenner et. al., 2002; Morley and McGillion, 2002; Vanderbush and 

Haney, 1999; Bassett, 1998); Kaplowitz, 1998; Brenner and Kornbluh; 1995) 

suggest that a number of bureaucratic organizations have played a pivotal role in 

shaping policy, a fact that is mirrored by the complex web of laws that make up the 

embargo. 

Following his electoral win in 1992, Clinton indicated that an internal review of 

US-Cuba policy would take place in 1993. Key members of Clinton's foreign policy 

team—Warren Christopher, Secretary of State; Tony Lake, National Security 

Advisor; Mort Halperin and Richard Feinberg, Senior Directors of the NSC; and 

Peter Tarnoff, Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs—advocated a more 

constructive policy toward Cuba, one that sought to increase dialogue with rather 

than isolated the Cuban government (Vanderbush and Haney, 1999: 397; Bassett, 

1998:2-3; Brenner and Kornbluh, 1995:34, 36-37). In the early part of 1993, there 

was a "behind-the-scenes" debate within the Administration concerning the direction 

of policy under the 1992 CDA (Brenner and Kornbluh, 1995:36). There was a push 

from inside Clinton's foreign policy team to implement what was referred to as a 

"calibrated response"23 to changes in Cuba and to expand the Track II24 provisions 

23 

According to LeoGrande (1997: 215), a policy of calibrated responses involved changes to policy 
that were proportionate to reforms carried out by the Cuban government. The benefits of this 
approach were two fold: they did not require direct negotiations between the American and Cuban 
governments; and the policy was flexible in that it allowed for improved relations with Cuba by using a 
"carrot" rather than a "stick", and in doing so, it helped bolster support for advocates of reform within 
Cuba's political elite (LeoGrande, 1997: 215). 

24 

The two-track policy, which was established by the 1992 CDA provided for outreach to the Cuban 
people in the form of humanitarian donations, including food and medicines while at the same time it 
strengthened the embargo by imposing restrictions on US subsidiaries from trading with Cuba (Fisk, 
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of the 1992 Act, which were favoured by Clinton (LeoGrande, 1997: 215; Brenner 

and Kornbluh, 1995:36). This option was quickly pushed aside in 1994 as 

bureaucratic interests voiced their concerns (LeoGrande, 1997:215; Brenner and 

Kornbluh, 1995:37). 

Bassett (1998:1) found that a select group of bureaucratic players from the 

State Department, the NSC and at times, the Department of Defense and the 

Department of Justice, pushed for a hard-line approach with Cuba. Within the State 

Department, Michael Skol, Deputy Assistant Secretary, and Dennis Hays, Director 

of the Office of Cuban Affairs fought all efforts to soften policy (Morley and 

McGillion, 2002: 57-70; Brenner and Kornbluh, 1995:37).25 Conflicts within the NSC 

focused on whether Cuba was a threat to national security, which, if it was, would 

justify larger budgets for the NSC (Brenner et. al., 2002:201). The characterization 

of Cuba as a "rogue state" by Anthony Lake, National Security Advisor helped 

bolster arguments for a hard line policy (Brenner et. al., 2002:201). The State 

Department's Bureau of Human Rights and Humanitarian Affairs battled with the 

Office of Cuban Affairs to ease current policy in order to improve human rights 

conditions in Cuba (Brenner et. al., 2002:201). The Treasury Department's Office of 

Foreign Assets continued to espouse the value of sanctions as a weapon, despite 

2001:94). 

25 

Skol's approach reflected what analysts referred to as the "old school" of diplomacy, one that 
advocated measures that exerted great pain on a target at its weakest moments (Morley and 
McGillion, 2002:57, 61-70). For Hays, the objective was to deny Cuba access to Latin America, a 
process that would be accelerated if a much more restrictive policy was passed (Morley and 
McGillion, 2002:57-58). 
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evidence that sanctions destabilized trade regimes (Morley and McGillion, 2002:59; 

Brenner et. al., 2002:201). Trade and commerce agencies did not support the trade 

sanctions provisions of the 1996 legislation, opting for increased trade relations with 

Cuba (Bassett, 1998:8). Brenner and Kornbluh (1995:37) argue, that in the end, the 

battle over the direction of policy was lost by Halperin and others at the NSC to the 

State Department, Treasury and White House officials who supported a hard-line 

approach with Cuba. Bureaucratic struggles over US-Cuba policy continued to 

emerge between the same departments and agencies that were tasked with 

implementing and enforcing the embargo. 

In 2007, the US Government Accountability Office (GAO) released the 

findings of its investigation concerning the impact of changes to embargo laws and 

regulations on organizations between 2001 and 2005. The GAO concluded that the 

complex web of legislation that represented the embargo along with several 

changes during the period examined led to competing priorities between 

organizations tasked with implementing and enforcing the embargo (US GAO, 

2007). 

Looking Beyond Bureaucratic Politics? 

Critics of the bureaucratic approach to understanding decision making 

suggest that it draws almost entirely on vested interests and entrenched ideas of the 

players and the organizations they represent (Bassett, 1998:10), while ignoring two 

critical factors that have an impact on decision making and the formulation of 
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policy—organizational structures (Hammond, 1986) and external forces (Brenner, et. 

al., 2002:201).26 In the case of US-Cuba policy, it is argued that the emphasis on 

divisions within the executive branch overlooked key developments within Congress 

as well as Cuba itself that had an impact on the decision making process (Brenner 

et. al., 2002:201; Bassett, 1998). Rosati (1981: 251) suggests that in order to fully 

comprehend the nature of decision making processes as well as outcomes of 

processes, it is necessary to look beyond existing bureaucratic variables identified 

by the literature and incorporate broader factors that are work, as well as 

understand how their interaction contributes to decision outcomes. 

2.2 US Foreign Policy in the Post-Cold War Era 

The end of the Cold War played a pivotal role in redefining the concept of 

security. Containing communism and protecting the US from direct military threats, 

the principal focus of the government's security strategy during the Cold War was 

replaced by efforts to combat terrorism, drug trafficking, immigration flows and 

nuclear threats, issues that embodied the new threats to national security (Center 

for National Policy, 2003:8; Canrong, 2001:309; US White House, 1996). American 

foreign policy in the post-Cold War era also reflected a growing interest in the 

promotion of democracy and respect for human rights (US NSC, 2006, 2002; 

Center for National Policy, 2003:8). These two pillars—security and the promotion of 

For a critique of the bureaucratic model, see Bendor and Hammond (1992), Hammond, 1986, 
Rosati (1981), Caldwell (1977), Freedman (1976), Ball, 1974, Cornford (1974), Desmond, (1974), 
Perlmutter (1974), and Art (1973). 
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democracy and human rights—are important from the standpoint of this study 

because they were used to justify decisions to modify policy and influence the 

selection of the appropriate policy alternatives. 

2.2.1 National Security 

During the Cold War, direct threats to national security consisted primarily of 

military threats to the borders and government of the US. (Franzblau, 1997:1; 

Rogers and Copeland, 1993; Morgenthau, 1982). This traditional notion of national 

security which shaped US-Cuba policy during the Cold War began to undergo a 

transformation during the 1980s to include non-military threats, a transformation that 

was accelerated by the end of the Cold War and the tragic events of September 11, 

2001 (US NSC, 2006, 2002; Franzblau, 1997:1; Rogers and Copeland, 1993; 

Ullman, 1983; Morgenthau, 1982). It is during this period that state sponsored 

terrorism, drug trafficking, migration and nuclear threats moved to the forefront of 

security discussions and US-Cuba policy. 

Cuba as a State Sponsor of Terrorism 

The concept of a "rogue state", arguably an American concept (Cameron, 

2002:139), is closely tied to the State Department's list of states that sponsor 

terrorism. Following the end of the Cold War, the State Department identified Cuba 

as a state sponsor of terrorism in its annual report to Congress, Patterns of Global 

Terrorism, (hereafter referred to as Patterns) because Cuba provided refuge to 

terrorist organizations and political training to leftist organizations (US Department of 
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State, 1991:30).27 Cuba remained on the list from 1992 through 2006 (US 

Department of State, 2007, 2006, 2005,2004, 2003, 2002,2001, 2000,1999,1998, 

1997, 1996, 1995: 23, 1994:19, 1993:22), despite its efforts to reorient its foreign 

policy (Council on Foreign Relations, 2002; Landau and Smith, 2002; Dominguez, 

1994). Cuba's continued designation as a state sponsor of terrorism fueled 

arguments that Cuba posed a serious threat to the security of the US (US Senate, 

1992; US House of Representatives, 1991), a fact that was highlighted by Section 

1702 (3) of the 1992 CDA in which the Castro government was accused of being 

involved in "military interventions and subversive activities throughout the world" that 

included narcotics trafficking and support for terrorist organizations (US Congress, 

2002). The Cuban "threat" was at the forefront of arguments for revisions to policy 

in 1996 and served as justification for the passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act to 

ensure the "continued national security of the United States in the face of continuing 

threats from the Castro government of terrorism" (US Congress, 1996:4). 

Cuba—A Terrorist Threat? 

Landau and Smith (2002, 2001), critics of US-Cuba policy, suggest that 

allegations by the State Department that Cuba was a state sponsor of terrorism, and 

27 

Patterns provides data on terrorist trends, groups, activities, and identifies countries designated as 
state sponsors of terrorism subject to US sanctions. Patterns is submitted to Congress in compliance 
with Title 22 of the US Code, Chapter 38, Section 2656f(a) which defines acts of international 
terrorism as "involving citizens or the territory of more than one country" and terrorism as 
"premeditated, politically motivated violence perpetrated against non-combatant targets by sub-
national groups or clandestine agents, usually intended to influence an audience." In 2004, Patterns 
was replaced with Country Reports on Terrorism. Cuba was first added to the list in 1982 because of 
the Cuban government's support for guerrilla organizations in Colombia (Sullivan, 2004; Perl, 2000: 
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hence by inference, a threat to security, direct or indirect, were false and 

misleading. In fact, ever since Cuba was first categorized as a state sponsor of 

terrorism, the State Department has consistently failed to provide sufficient evidence 

in its annual reviews to justify Cuba's inclusion on the list (Perl, 2004, 2004b; 

Peters, 2002b, 2001a).28 Instead, Patterns, according to critics, has been 

successfully used by opponents of Castro to politicize the issue in order to justify 

retaining Cuba on the terrorism list rather than seriously addressing security issues 

(Perl, 2004:5; Sullivan, 2004; Washington Office on Latin America, 2003; Peters, 

2001a). The characterization of Cuba as a "rogue state" by government officials 

such was used to bolster arguments for a hard line policy (Brenner et. al., 

2002:201). 

Cuba's Links to Drug Trafficking 

Located in the corridor to the Caribbean, Cuba is geographically situated 

between leading drug producing countries, Colombia and Venezuela, and the 

16; Council on Foreign Relations, 2002; Peters, 2001a). 

28 

In 1998 the US Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA) undertook a comprehensive assessment of 
Cuba's military threat to US national security in coordination with other key security agencies—the 
Central Intelligence Agency, the State Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research, National 
Security Agency, and US Southern Command Joint Intelligence Center. The agencies assessed 
traditional military capabilities as well as unconventional threats to security that included the 
development of chemical and biological weapons, the potential for mass migration, attacks on citizens 
or residents of the US and possible internal unrest in Cuba that could involve US citizens, residents or 
the armed services (US DIA, 1998).ln terms of Cuba's military capabilities, the DIA (1998) concluded 
that Cuba's military posed a negligible threat to the US and surrounding countries, hence a military 
attack by Cuba could easily be thwarted by the US military. Furthermore, the DIA (1998) concluded 
that any efforts to engage in military actions beyond the defense of its territory and political system 
would work against Cuba's efforts to improve relations with neighbouring countries (US DIA, 1998). 
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largest narcotics consumer in the world, the US (Kornbluh, 2000: 2). By virtue of its 

location, which proved to be strategically valuable to the US during the Cold War, 

Cuba was, and continues to be, vulnerable as a major transit point in the drug 

smuggling trade (Sullivan, 2001:17; Kornbluh, 2000:2). Cuba's limited physical and 

financial resources, along with a lack of co-operation with the US, have hindered its 

ability to stem the flow of drugs and have been skillfully used by staunch opponents 

of the Castro regime to justify restrictive measures against Cuba (Kornbluh, 2001; 

US Department of State, Bureau of International Narcotics Matters, 1993). Since 

1987, when the State Department first began publishing the International Narcotics 

Control Strategy Report (INCSR), Cuba has never been identified as either a major 

illicit drug producing or transit country, yet the US government continues to label it 

as a country of "concern" and a threat to national security because of its alleged 

involvement in drug trafficking activities (US Department of State, Bureau for 

International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005, 

2004, 2003, 2002, 2001, 2000, 1999; US House of Representatives, 1999: 50).29 

The Cuban "drug threat" was at the forefront of arguments for revisions to 

policy in 1996, and eventually used as justification for the passage of the 1996 

29 

The INCSR is used by the President to report to Congress on major drug-transit and illicit drug 
producing countries (US Department of State, Bureau for International Narcotics and Law 
Enforcement Affairs, 2001). The criterion used to decide whether to place a country on the list is the 
volume of drug trafficking to the US a country actively contributes to and actively supports (US 
Department of State, Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, 2001; US 
House of Representatives, 1999: 51). Supporters of a hard-line approach have focused on having 
Cuba added to the list since 1990 in order to substantiate allegations that Cuba is a security threat to 
theUS(Gedda, 1999). 
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LIBERTAD Act.30 Analysts suggest that supporters of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 

skillfully used Cuba's diminished capacity to fight trafficking to argue that Cuba was 

not only uncooperative on drug trafficking matters, but also an active participant in 

such matters (Gedda, 1999; US House of Representatives, 1999).31 Two years later 

in 1998, an aggressive campaign to include Cuba on the list of major drug trafficking 

countries was launched by Representatives Dan Burton and Benjamin Gilman with 

the support of Representatives Lincoln Diaz-Balart and llleana Ros-Lehtinen 

(Gedda, 1999; Burton, 1998). Representatives Burton and Gilman continued their 

campaign to have Cuba placed on the list in 1999 and 2000 by voicing their 

concerns before key congressional committees (US House of Representatives, 

2000, 1999). Although efforts to include Cuba on the list of major drug trafficking 

countries failed, subsequent INCSRs in 2001 through 2006 continued to identify 

Cuba as a country of "concern" (US Department of State, Bureau of International 

Narcotics Matters, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2006 2007). 

Cuban Drug Threat? 

Critics of US-Cuba policy have questioned why Cuba was not included on the 

government's list of major illicit drug producing and transit countries despite 

30 

Section 2 (13) of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act identifies Cuba's active involvement in drug trafficking as 
a threat to the national security of the US (US Congress, 1996:3). 

31 

The effects of Cuba's deteriorating economy on the government's ability to control drug trafficking 
were becoming even more pronounced by 1993, yet the US government failed to recognize efforts by 
the Cuban government to cooperate with US drug enforcement agencies as well as a series of 
bilateral agreements with Jamaica and Guyana to combat drug trafficking in the region (US 
Department of State, Bureau of International Narcotics Matters, 1993). 
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allegations that Cuba's involvement in drug trafficking was a major threat to US 

security (Center for Defense Information, 2003; Kornbluh, 2000). It is suggested 

that, if the issue was truly a matter of security, a policy of co-operation rather than 

confrontation would have been much more constructive in combating drug 

trafficking and assuring that the US was protected (Center for Defense Information, 

2003; Kornbluh, 2000). The absence of any formal cooperation or bilateral 

agreements on narcotics matters between the US and Cuba has, according to 

critics of policy, been counterproductive in the fight against drug trafficking for both 

countries (Center for Defense Information, 2003; Kornbluh, 2000).32 Drug traffickers 

have been able to capitalize on poor US-Cuba relations by using Cuban territory as 

a "safe" transit point for drugs destined for the US (Kornbluh, 2000; US House of 

Representatives, 1999). According to William E. Ledwith (2000), former Chief of 

International Operations, US Drug Enforcement Agency, as Cuba continues to 

expand its foreign trade relations, both Cuba and the US will become even more 

vulnerable to the drug trafficking trade as drug traffickers look to expand their 

operations. Critics suggest that policies should reflect the fact that counter narcotics 

is a mutual security interest that the US shares with Cuba, and hence policies that 

do not reflect this help encourage rather than deter drug trafficking (Kornbluh, 

Since 1990 the US and Cuba have not had any bilateral narcotics agreements, and any co-operation 
concerning narcotics matters is on a case by case basis (US Department of State, Bureau for 
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, 2008, 2007, 2006, 2005, 2004, 2003, 2002, 
2001, 2000, 1999, 1998, 1997, 1996, 1995, 1994). Efforts to increase collaboration on narcotics 
matters have been met with opposition by the US despite evidence of the benefits of increased co
operation (Kornbluh, 2000: 1; US House of Representatives, 1999). 
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Cuban Migration 

Since the end of the Cold-War, the expanded scope of threats to national 

security has made it easier for governments to classify immigrants as security 

threats (Franzblau, 1997: 2). In a comprehensive review of immigration policy in 

1997, the US Commission on Immigration Reform found that perceptions that 

immigrants pose a threat to a country's national security stem largely from beliefs 

that immigrants compromise a country's language and culture, drain a country's 

social and financial resources, and are closely linked to terrorism or increased crime 

(Franzblau, 1997: 33). According to the US Coast Guard (2008), migrants from 

Haiti, the Dominican Republic, the People's Republic of China and Cuba account for 

the greatest share of undocumented migration to the US. Between 1989 and 2006, 

the Coast Guard interdicted a total of 60,593 Cuban migrants, the second largest 

number after those from Haiti (US Coast Guard, 2008). 

The Cuban migration crisis in 1994 helped fuel arguments that Cuban 

migration was a threat to national security, which required the government to take all 

necessary steps to deter mass Cuban migration to the US (Noriega, 2004; US 

White House, 1998:51; US House of Representatives, 1996:4).33 With a growing 

number of refugees reaching Florida's coast, advocates of a more restrictive US-

33 

In June of 1994, deteriorating economic conditions in Cuba fueled civil unrest on the island which 
led to an increase in the number of Cubans attempting to flee to the US (US GAO, 1995a: 2). The 
problem was compounded by an influx of migrants from Haiti and the Dominican Republican, the 
majority of whom were arriving in Florida (LeoGrande, 1998:76). 
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Cuba policy played on fears that the flood of Cuban migrants would drain the 

country's social and economic resources (US House of Representatives, 1996:9). 

The US government abruptly changed migration policy in 199434 and engaged in a 

series of discussions with the Cuban government over migration issues which 

eventually led to the passage of bilateral agreements in 1994 and 1995 that would 

help stem the flow of Cuban migrants (Sullivan, 2003b: 31 ; Council on Foreign 

Relations, 1998; Dominquez, 1997:68). Following the signing of the 1995 accord, 

supporters of a hard-line approach with Cuba continued to voice their concerns (US 

House of Representatives, 1996:66,1995c: 12,30). Castro's "threats" to unleash a 

mass exodus of Cubans to the US that rivaled the 1980 Mariel boat lift were 

equated to an act of aggression against the US by opponents of Castro.35 The 

passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act was a testament to the success of hardliners in 

capitalizing on the "migration threat." One of the intended objectives of the 1996 

LIBERTAD Act, as outlined in Section 3(3), was to "provide for the continued 

national security of the US in the face of continuing threats from the Castro 

34 

On August 19,1994, the US government announced that any Cuban migrants rescued at sea would 
be returned to the US naval base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba (US Coast Guard, 2004b; Sullivan, 
2003b: 31). This was a reversal of earlier policy which permitted Cubans attempting to flee Cuba entry 
to the US (Sullivan, 2003b: 31). 
35 

According to supporters of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act, "in view of the threat to the national security 
posed by the Castro government's continuing blackmail to unleash another wave of Cuban refugees 
fleeing from Castro's oppression, most of whom find their way to US shores, further depleting limited 
humanitarian and other resources of the US, the President should do all in his power to make it clear 
to the Cuban Government that....any further political manipulation of the desire of Cubans to escape 
that results in mass migration to the US, will be considered an act of aggression which will be met 
with an appropriate response in order to maintain the security of the national borders of the US and 
the health and safety of the American people" (US House of Representatives, 1996:66,1995c: 12,30). 
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government", which included "the political manipulation by the Castro government of 

the desire of Cubans to escape that results in mass migration to the United States". 

The issue of Cuban migration garnered considerable political attention 

following a number of key events: an increase in migrant interdictions between 1998 

and 199936, the government's poor handling of the case of Elian Gonzalez in 2000, 

and the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 (Sullivan, 2005a: 3; Diaz, 2004; 

Fletcher, 2003). According to James Cason, former Chief of the US Interests 

Section in Havana (2002-2005), the terrorist attacks had a fundamental impact on 

the political environment in the US, such that any mass migration by sea could 

easily be interpreted as a security threat (Diaz, 2004). According to Dr. Damian 

Fernandez, former director of the Cuban Research Institute at Florida International 

University, "if it happened today [post "9-11" era], given the war on terrorism, the 

United States might be likely to interpret mass migration as an act of war" (Diaz, 

2004), a concern that intensified in 2006 as Cuban migrant interdictions reached a 

record high of 2,810 (Wasem, 2007: 4). 

A Migration Issue? 

The 1994 and 1995 migration accords were significant because they not only 

helped to deter mass Cuban migration and to reduce the probability of military 

confrontation between American and Cuban forces, but also illustrated the 

36 

The total number of migrant interdictions during the first two years following the passage of the 1995 
Accord were relatively low (a total of 411 in 1996 and 421 in 1997); however, there was a dramatic 
increase in the total number of Cuban interdictions from 903 in 1998 to 1,619 in 1999 (Wasem, 2007: 
4). 



44 

importance of co-operation between the two countries in developing mutually 

beneficial policies concerning issues that transcended borders (Dominguez, 

1997:68-69). Danielle Barav (2008), an analyst with the Cuba Project at the World 

Security Institute, suggests that the link between migration and threats to national 

security has, and continues to be, an effective political tool for politicians in winning 

the support of a small select group of hardliners in the Cuban-American community. 

As for the possibility of future "threats" of mass migration from Cuba, Cason along 

with other members of the intelligence community and the Coast Guard suggest that 

the risk of mass Cuban migration is low because the migration accords provide 

sufficient opportunities for those leaving Cuba to leave legally and safely (Barav, 

2008; Diaz, 2004). Cason notes that if a mass migration were to occur, US 

government agencies are capable of handling migration surges, as was evident in 

the repatriation of 900 Haitians in February of 2004 (Diaz, 2004). 

Cuba's Nuclear Threat 

The nuclear issue quickly rose to the top of US concerns in 1995 following a 

series of high profile congressional hearings in 1991 and 1995, and the publication 

of government reports that investigated the likelihood of a nuclear accident in Cuba 

(Alvarado, 1998: 3; US House of Representatives, 1995a, 1995b; US Senate, 1991; 

US GAO, 1995a, 1995b, 1992). The government highlighted numerous safety, 

technical and structural concerns with Cuba's Juaragua project arguing that, 

because of its proximity to the US, Americans would be exposed to radioactive 
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fallout resulting from an accident (Cereijo, 2000; Alvarado, 1998; Federation of 

American Scientists, 1999; US House of Representatives, 1995a, 1995b; US 

Senate, 1991; US GAO, 1995a, 1995b, 1992).37 According to the US government, 

the probability of an accident occurring because of inadequate safety measures and 

poor infrastructure was significant enough that Cuba's operation of a nuclear reactor 

would pose a threat to national security (Cereijo, 2000; Alvarado, 1998; Federation 

of American Scientists, 1999; US House of Representatives, 1995a, 1995b; US 

Senate, 1991; US GAO, 1995a, 1995b, 1992). Concerns were heightened in 1995 

when Cuba and Russia engaged in discussions to resume construction at Juaragua 

(Cereijo, 200). Although discussions failed to produce an agreement, concerns 

regarding Cuba's nuclear facilities did not subside (Cereijo, 2000). In addition to 

safety issues, the government claimed that the real purpose of Cuba's nuclear 

program was for the development of a secret nuclear weapons program, a claim 

that was refuted by analysts and scientists working in the nuclear field (Alvarado 

and Belkin, 1994: 19). Despite any conclusive evidence that Cuba's operation of a 

nuclear reactor posed a threat to the US, ardent critics of the Cuban government, 

Senator Jesse Helms and Representative Dan Burton, continued their campaign to 

label Cuba a threat to US national security. The passage of the 1996 LIBERTAD 

Act was viewed as a victory by supporters of a hard-line approach with Cuba 

37 

In 1983, Cuba and the former Soviet Union began the construction of two nuclear reactors at 
Juaragua situated on the south central coast of Cuba, approximately 180 miles south of Key West, 
Florida (Cereijo, 2000; US GAO, 1997:2; Sullivan, 1996; Alvardo and Belkin, 1994:1). Construction of 
the nuclear plant was halted by the Cuban government on September 5, 1992 following the 
termination of financial assistance from the Soviet Union (Cereijo, 2000; US GAO, 1997:2; Sullivan, 
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because the 1996 Act prohibited any sources of US assistance, including 

assistance from third parties to Cuba, that would help fund the construction of 

nuclear reactors at Juaragua (Alvarado, 1998:6; US Congress, 1996). 

Cuba—A Nuclear Threat? 

Decisions to strengthen the embargo based on the Cuban "nuclear threat" 

were unfounded, according to critics (Landau and Smith, 2001; Alvardo, 1998), for a 

number of reasons. First, Landau and Smith (2001) and Alvardo (1998) argued that 

there was no immediate threat to US security because Cuba's nuclear reactors 

were never fully operational. Dr. Jonathan Benjamin-Alvarado, former analyst with 

the Center for Latin American Studies at Georgetown University, noted that the 

growing unease in the West over the safety of nuclear reactors along with series of 

reports on the issue helped to encourage "sensational speculation rather than 

serious evaluation" (Alvardo, 1998: 3). 

Second, Cuba did not at any point in time possess nuclear fuel to operate the 

reactors (Landau and Smith, 2001; Alvardo, 1998). According to (Ret.) Admiral 

Eugene Carroll, "nuclear Chernobyl in Cuba [did] not exist despite claims of 

alarmists in the US" (Green, 1997), a fact that was supported by nuclear physicist 

Thomas Cochran who visited Cuba in 1995 (Rodgers, 1997). As for future threats, 

the escalating costs of refurbishing or creating new plants and Cuba's struggle to 

strengthen the country's economy prohibited any plans to resume construction of 

1996; Alvardo and Belkin, 1994:1). 
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the plants (Benjamin-Alvarado, 1998).38 

Finally, the US government's failure to acknowledge efforts by the Cuban 

government to address nuclear concerns through its membership in the IAEA and 

by becoming a signatory to a number of international treaties and agreements, 

failed to add any credibility to US claims that Cuba posed a nuclear threat (IAEA, 

2004; US GAO, 1997:1; Alvardo and Belkin, 1994:23). With one less source of 

tension regarding security, analysts suggested that the termination of the nuclear 

threat that prevailed during the Cold War should have been viewed as an 

opportunity to move toward strengthening rather than weakening relations with 

Cuba (Landau and Smith, 2001; Center for National Policy, 2000; Green, 1997; 

Alvardo, 1998:6). 

Biological Warfare 

Claims that Cuba posed a nuclear threat, which peaked in 1996, were quickly 

replaced with claims of a new security threat—biological warfare (BW). Concerns 

that Cuba possessed the capability to wage BW were voiced by Secretary of 

Defense William Cohen with the release of the 1998 report, The Cuban Threat to 

US National Security (Sullivan, 2006b: 36-37; US Information Agency). Cohen 

stated in a letter accompanying the report that he was "concerned about Cuba's 

38 

The gradual deterioration of Cuban-Russian cooperation on nuclear matters could not be attributed 
to measures passed by the US in the 1996 LIBERTAD Act which precluded any assistance to Cuba 
from third parties (Alvardo, 1998: 6). The real impetus for the reduction of Cuban-Russian nuclear 
co-operation and Cuba's decision to halt the Juaragua project was economic—both Russia and 
Cuba—lacked the necessary hard currency to continue (Alvardo, 1998:6). 
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potential to develop and produce biological agents, given its biotechnology 

infrastructure" (Sullivan, 2006b: 36-37; US Information Agency).39 

In 2002, allegations that Cuba possessed BW capabilities were brought to 

the forefront of policy discussions by John Bolton, Under Secretary of State for 

Arms Control and International Security (Sullivan, 2006b: 37). In a speech before 

members of the Heritage Foundation on May 6, 2002, Bolton argued that Cuba's 

threat to national security had been underestimated by the US government, 

referring to the findings of the 1998 report (Sullivan, 2006b: 37; Bolton, 2002).40 

Bolton's controversial remarks garnered considerable attention and debate, which 

led to congressional hearings to assess Cuba's biological capabilities. Committee 

requests to hear from Bolton were denied by Secretary Powell (US Senate, 2002: 

2). Instead, Carl Ford, Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research, 

testified on behalf of the Department of State (US Senate, 2002: 3). In his 

testimony, Ford attempted to temper Bolton's remarks by differentiating between the 

terms "effort" and "program" with respect to Cuba's biological capabilities (Sullivan, 

2006b: 38). Cuba, according to Ford, had a biological "effort" and not a biological 

weapons "program". Two years later on March 30, 2004, Bolton reignited the 

"biological threat" in his testimony before the House Committee on International 

39 

Cohen's comments were viewed as an apparent attempt to hasten any criticisms of the 1998 report 
released by the US Defense Intelligence Agency which found that Cuba posed a negligible threat to 
national security (US Defense Intelligence Agency, 1998). 

40 

Bolton's allegations were echoed by Carl Ford, Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and 
Research a few months earlier in March 19,2002 before the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations. 
However it was Bolton's comments that garnered the greatest share of controversy and attention 
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Relations examining the Bush Administrations's strategy on non-proliferation (US 

House of Representatives, 2004). Throughout his testimony, Bolton repeatedly 

emphasized the government's concern regarding Cuba's efforts to develop 

biological weapons and reiterated, albeit using much more carefully crafted words, 

that Cuba remained a security threat because of its BW capabilities (US House of 

Representatives, 2004). Bolton's confirmation hearings in 2005 for the post of US 

Ambassador to the United Nations (UN) once again brought the issue to the 

forefront of policy discussions (Sullivan, 2005a: 33-34). 

Cuba—A Biological Threat? 

Claims that Cuba posed a biological threat were undermined by what often 

seemed to be contradictory comments by key senior government officials. Following 

Bolton's controversial remarks in 2002, Powell was quick to reiterate that, although 

the Administration believed that Cuba had the capacity and capability to conduct the 

necessary research to develop biological weapons, it did not have any evidence to 

substantiate claims that Cuba in fact had such weapons (Sullivan, 2006b: 37). 

Former President Carter also echoed his skepticism concerning Cuba's biological 

threat following his visit to Cuba in 2002 (Gonzalez, 2002). In late June 2003, it was 

reported that Christian Westermann, a senior intelligence analyst with the State 

Department's Bureau of Intelligence and Research, had testified before a closed-

door congressional hearing that he was pressured to modify his findings to reflect 

(Sullivan, 2006b: 37; Unites States Senate, 2002b: 1-2). 
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the Administration's views on the biological threat posed by Cuba and that Bolton's 

assertions that Cuba had a biological weapons program were not based on 

sufficient intelligence (Sullivan, 2006b: 38; Risen and Jehl, 2003). In 2005, the State 

Department revised its findings concerning Cuba's biological capabilities, concluding 

that Cuba had the technical capacity to pursue BW and expressing uncertainty as to 

whether Cuba had then or ever had an active BW effort in the past (Sullivan, 2006b: 

39; US Bureau of Verification and Compliance, 2005). Doubts concerning Cuba's 

BW capabilities were bolstered with the release of the State Department's 2005 

edition of Country Reports on Terrorism, which reiterated that there was no 

conclusive evidence concerning the existence and extent of a Cuban biological 

weapons program (Sullivan, 2006b: 39; US Bureau of Verification and Compliance, 

2005). 

2.2.2 Democracy and Human Rights 

With the end of the Cold War, the promotion of democracy and respect for 

human rights emerged as pillars of US foreign policy (US Department of State, 

Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labor, 2004) and a roadblock to 

constructive US-Cuba relations. The Cuban government's reluctance to carry out 

substantive political and economic reforms that would lead to democracy or a 

market economy and its disregard for human rights, was used by the US 

government to justify strengthening provisions of the embargo. Refusal to allow free 

and fair elections had contributed, according to the US government, to the 
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deterioration of the welfare and health of the Cuban people (US Congress, 1996:2, 

1992). The US government has also repeatedly drawn attention to Cuba's poor 

record on human rights, emphasizing the government's restriction of basic rights 

(Sullivan, 2003b: 2; US Congress, 1996:2, 1992). In its annual review of human 

rights practices in Cuba, the State Department has identified a number of human 

rights violations by the Cuban government since 1990 (US Department of State, 

Bureau of Democracy, Human Rights and Labour, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 

1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005,2006, 2007, 2008). US claims of 

human rights violations in Cuba have been corroborated by human rights 

organizations such as Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch (HRW), and 

Global Exchange. The embargo provided the means, in this case, the use of 

sanctions to address the Cuban government's indifference to democratic reform and 

continued violation of human rights. 

Sanctions in various forms and intensity have been used as the principal 

means of encouraging Cuba's transformation into a democracy and the protection 

of human rights. The underlying assumption of the US strategy is to isolate the 

island, both politically and economically, in order to pressure the Cuban government 

to carry out the political and economic reforms it deemed necessary. The ends in 

this case—democracy and the protection of human rights—have not been the 

primary focus of debate within the literature. Instead, the debate has centred on the 
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means by which foreign policy objectives could be achieved.41 Opponents of US 

strategy argue that the punitive economic and political measures advanced by 

restrictive measures are counterproductive to the development of democratic 

principles and the protection of human rights (Human Rights Watch, 2004; Amnesty 

International, 2003; UN Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 

2002; Global Exchange, 2001; Groombridge, 2001:6-7; Hoffman, 1999; UN, 1997; 

UN Committee on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 1997).42 The use of 

punitive measures has resulted, according to critics, in the strengthening of the 

regime and continued violation of human rights (Amnesty International, 2003: 10-

13). In its review of US policy and its impact on political and civil rights in Cuba, 

Amnesty International (2003:10) found that US policy has strengthened rather than 

weakened the state's capacity to deny citizens basic fundamental rights. The effects 

of US policy can be seen in a number of areas, the most visible being Cuba's legal 

system, which has been used to defend all forms of repression on the island since 

1996 (Amnesty International, 2003:10). The UN echoed its concerns over the 1992 

and 1996 legislation in its 1997 review of US policy, concluding that US legislation 

had impeded the capacity and efforts of dissidents to induce political and economic 

reform on the island as well as the advancement of economic, social and cultural 

41 
This is part of a larger debate within the sanctions literature concerning the effectiveness of 

sanctions as a foreign policy tool. For a comprehensive discussion of the debate on sanctions and 
their utility as a foreign policy tool see Baldwin, (2000,1995), Center for Strategic and International 
Studies (1999), Haass (1998), Littlefield (1998), Roth (1998), Dashti-Gibson, Davis and Radcliff 
(1997), Hufbauerand Winston, (1997), Hufbauer, Schott and Elliott (1990) and Pape (1997). 
42 

For a review of sanctions and their effectiveness in promoting democracy and/or human rights see 
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rights of Cuban citizens (Amnesty International, 2003:10; UN, 1997). A 

comprehensive review of US policy in 2002 by a group of UN agencies concluded 

that the "negative effects of the [policy were] felt disproportionately, not by the 

decision makers and authorities whose policies [it was] aimed at influencing, but by 

the weakest and most vulnerable members of the population" (Amnesty 

International, 2003:8; UN, 2002).43 

An Alternative to Isolation—Engagement 

Critics of policy argue that the US government should adopt an alternative 

policy to promoting democracy and protecting human rights in Cuba, this being a 

policy of engagement that utilizes economic, political or cultural incentives to 

influence the targeted country's behaviour (Center for National Policy, 2003; Haass 

and O'Sullivan, 2000:2; Arendt, 1998; LeoGrande, 1997:220; US House of 

Representatives, 1995: 57-58). Supporters of engagement argue that this particular 

approach could provide both countries with opportunities to resolve issues that are 

of mutual concern as well as to strengthen bilateral relations between the two 

countries, which could help resolve any future issues (Center for National Policy, 

2003:11). A policy of engagement would also allow for increased contact between 

US and Cuban citizens, which could bring a flow of valuable information, ideas and 

influence to Cuba and in turn weaken the government's control and manipulation of 

Gibbons (1999), Salter (1997), and Center for Economic and Social Rights (1996). 

43 

Participants included the UN Food and Agriculture Organization, UNICEF, the UN Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization, the UN Population Fund, and the World Health Organization. 
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information which it has used successfully to maintain totalitarian control of the 

country (Sullivan, 2003a: 7-8; Peters, 2002a; Human Rights Watch, 1999). 

Supporters of economic engagement—USA*Engage, American Farm Bureau 

Federation, Americans for Humanitarian Trade with Cuba—argue that the best 

means of promoting democratic development is trade. The underlying assumption 

here is that economic liberalization breeds political liberalization (Dorn, 1996). 

HRW and Global Exchange, supporters of people-to-people contact, argue 

that a nation open to trade is not necessarily one open to advancing democracy and 

human rights (Global Exchange, 2001; Human Rights Watch, 2001). Advocates of 

people-to-people contact identify numerous examples of totalitarian and 

authoritarian regimes that have reaped the economic benefits of increased trade, 

yet resisted any form of political and legal reforms, China being a prime example 

(Anderson, Cavanagh and Athreya, 2000; Abrams, 1998). China's economic 

growth, which has been fueled by increased trade, has led to new human rights 

abuses that are exploited by companies for profit (Abrams, 1998; Kamm, 1995). 

Advocates of people-to-people contact also suggest that decisions to tighten 

embargo measures prohibit the US government from pursing any policy other than a 

policy of hostility towards Cuba (Center for National Policy, 2003; Human Rights 

Watch, 1999; LeoGrande, 1997:220). Supporters of engagement argue that, until 

the embargo is repealed, lifting the ban on travel is an important first step towards 

the goals of democracy and human rights (Center for National Policy, 2003:13-14; 

Peters, 2003; Sullivan, 2003a; Absten, 2002:8-9; Delahunt, 2002:13; Peters, 2002a; 
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Vasquez, 2002:16-17; Human Rights Watch, 1999; LeoGrande, 1997:220). Ardent 

proponents of engagement and supporters of lifting the travel ban, such as Mavis 

Anderson, Senior Associate with the Latin American Working Group, question the 

intent of US policy by pointing out that US citizens have the right to travel to 

countries with authoritarian or communist governments such as China, Vietnam, 

Burma and Iran, and could even visit the former Soviet Union prior to the end of the 

Cold-War, yet they are denied the right to travel to Cuba (Sullivan, 2003a: 8; 

Absten, 2002:8-9). 

The Promotion of Democracy and Human Rights—Fact or Fiction? 

Although existing literature has focused primarily on the means for advancing 

democracy and human rights in Cuba, inconsistencies in US foreign policy have 

elicited a great deal of skepticism regarding whether the true intent of US-Cuba 

policy is to promote democracy and protect human rights (Center for National 

Policy, 2003; Fisk, 2001; Warner, 1997; Detroit, 1996; Lisio, 1996; Elliston, 1995). 

When compared to US decisions to engage with other repressive communist 

countries such as China, Vietnam or North Korea, US-Cuba policy inevitably elicits 

the question, why not engage with Cuba (Hogan, 2002; Mowry, 1999; Warner, 

1997; Carroll, 1996; Detroit, 1996)? Clinton's decision to normalize relations with 

Vietnam and China brought up the question as to why similar steps could not be 

taken with Cuba (Center for National Policy, 2003; Hogan, 2002; Mowry, 1999; 

Carroll, 1996; Elliston, 1995:39). In the case of China, advancing democracy and 
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protecting human rights were linked to a policy of constructive engagement through 

trade, whereas with Vietnam, the full embargo against the country was lifted.44 

Critics of US policy also express concern regarding the criteria for a democratic 

transition set out by the US government (Ratliff and Fontaine, 2000; Smith, 2000a; 

Hoffman, 1999: 11-12). Ratliff and Fontaine (2000:24) argue that the magnitude of 

democratic change the US government is demanding will never happen under the 

current Cuban government, and even if it did occur, the US government would not 

accept it.45 The promotion of democracy and human rights is a legitimate objective 

according to Ratliff and Fontaine (2000:10); however, there is an "unbridgeable gap" 

between the high goals the US proclaims and its ability to bring them about in Cuba. 

Many believe that it is the Cuban people themselves who will ultimately determine 

the fate of their country (Schoultz, 2002; Center for National Policy, 2000:20). 

2.3 Conclusions 

A review of the literature shows that a number of possible factors can be 

used to account for decisions to modify US-Cuba policy and the selection of 

alternatives from 1989 through 2006—the influence of special interests, divisions 

44 

For comparisons of policies with China see Arendt (1998) and with Vietnam see Hogan (2002: 22-
24)andMowry(1999). 

45 

Analysts who have studied Cuba's economic reforms suggest that although the reforms have not 
ended socialism, they have fundamentally altered Cuba's economic environment by emphasizing the 
importance of productivity and providing the foundation for an economy governed by capitalist 
principles (Peters, 2002c: 18-20; Spirtas, 2000:1; Fedarko, 1995; Perez-L6pez, 1995). Cuba's political 
system; however, has undergone very few fundamental changes with the exception of a series of 
institutional reforms implemented during the early 1990s that were designed to promote a 
generational change within the political leadership and restructure the state apparatus by 
decentralizing power (Sullivan, 2003b: 2; Corrie, 1999:21; Remirez de Estenoz, 1998:164). 
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within the executive branch of government, and new foreign policy priorities in the 

post-Cold War era that emphasized security and the promotion and protection of 

human rights. Although each approach provides a very different window through 

which decision making and the resulting policies can be understood, each approach 

alludes to, but does not fully explore, the role of individuals in that process. What is 

lacking in the literature is a much more comprehensive and systematic analysis of 

the role played by individuals in moving issues onto the government's decision 

agenda and influencing the selection of alternatives. Individuals have the capacity 

and opportunity to influence policy during the policy making process; however, not 

all individuals have the same power. Why are some policy advocates successful at 

influencing the government's agenda and policy whereas others fail? Are there any 

discernable patterns of behaviour, traits, or strategies that set apart successful 

individuals from all other competitors in the policy process? This study attempts to 

answer these questions by utilizing and building upon the central role played by PEs 

in the decision making process as described by the MSF, thus help fill the void in 

the existing literature. In his study of policy entrepreneurship, Mintrom (1994:2) 

found that studies that examine the role of individuals in policy development are 

effective in revealing that policy advocates constitute a clearly identifiable class of 

actors whose central role in the decision making process can help us understand 

why certain policy ideas, and hence policies, are adopted and others discarded. The 

next chapter reviews various theoretical models of decision making to help develop 

the theoretical component of the study. 
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Chapter 3 Decision Making Models, Theories and Frameworks 

3.0 Introduction 

The process of policy making involves making decisions and choices. Howlett 

and Ramesh (2003:165-166) note that, regardless of outcomes, a decision involves 

the intention to embark on a course of action or in some cases inaction: "whether a 

policy decision is negative or positive, it involves the development and expression of 

a statement of intent on the part of authoritative decision-makers to undertake some 

course of action or inaction". The processes through which decisions and ultimately 

policy emanate have been and continue to be of interest to scholars in many fields 

of study (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:166). This chapter first identifies and reviews 

major models, theories and frameworks that have been developed over the years in 

the fields of foreign policy and the policy sciences to explain how policy choices and 

decisions are made. Having identified key approaches from both policy fields, the 

chapter then outlines key features of each approach and offers a critique, identifying 

strengths and weaknesses of each approach. The objective of this chapter is to 

bring attention to the different attributes of each approach and thus build and justify 

the theoretical foundation for the study that incorporates the core elements under 

investigation. Having selected the MSF, the chapter then justifies the selection as 

an appropriate focus for the study. 
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3.1 Foreign Policy: Decision Making Models and Theories 

In what is now considered to be classic work in the field of foreign policy, 

Snyder, Bruck and Sapin (1954) and Snyder (1958) first introduced the "decision 

making approach" to studying foreign policy (Gustavsson, 1998, 16; Hagan, 2001: 

5). Snyder et. al (1954) showed that the competing literature on decision making 

could be used effectively to explain how foreign policy decisions were made 

(Preface, 2001: 1). In contrast to the then prevailing opinion that viewed states as 

unitary actors responding to external stimuli, Snyder et al. (1954) argued that 

foreign policy was the product of the decision-makers' subjective "definition of the 

situation" (Snyder et. al., 1954; Snyder, 1958; Gustavsson, 1998: 16). In doing so, 

they introduced concepts such as "organizational context" and "definition of the 

situation" that were adopted and modified by subsequent models of decision making 

(Snyder et. al., 1954; Hagan, 2001: 5). Building on the work of Snyder et al. (1954) 

and Snyder (1958), Rosenau (1966) outlined a "pre-theory" of foreign policy which 

by the late 1960s and early 1970s became a major research program and stimulus 

for additional research on foreign policy decision making (Gustavsson, 1998:17). 

Their efforts provided the foundation for research on foreign policy decision making 

and the development of models and theories that seek to explain foreign policy 

decision making. 

This study identifies six core approaches to conceptualizing and explaining 

US foreign policy decisions—the rational model (RM), interest group theory, the 

Bureaucratics Politics (BP) model, theories of congressional behaviour, the 
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interbranch politics (IP) model, and cognitive theories. The focus of this section of 

the analysis is on theories of congressional behaviour, the IP model, and cognitive 

theories. The RM is examined separately from the literature on foreign policy and 

policy sciences, not because it is unique to one particular field of study, but for the 

46 
central reason that it is common to both fields. 

3.1.1 Theories of Congressional Behaviour 

Theories that seek to explain congressional behaviour as it affects foreign 

policy can be grouped according to three schools of thought—constituency, 

committees, and cue taking (Pastor, 1980:36). Although there is some variation 

among approaches in their interpretation of what guides congressional behaviour, 

Dahl (1964) and Carroll (1966) found that they share a common correct view of 

Congress and congressional behaviour depicting Congress as an institution having 

a short-term, immediate and concrete vision, being individualistic, and whose 

participation in the formulation of foreign policy is, according to Carroll (1966: 14) 

"episodic and fitful" (Pastor, 1980:42). Consequently, the greater the involvement of 

Congress in formulating policy, the more distributive, narrow and short-term the 

resulting policy (Pastor, 1980:61). In his assessment of congressional theories, 

Pastor (1980: 344-345) suggests that they are effective in providing a road map to 

the foreign policy making arena, identifying the relevant players in the process, and 

providing explanations of the "rules of the game"; however, the central focus on a 

46 

To avoid duplication, interest group theory and the BP model are not examined in this section 



61 

single institution—Congress—is limiting because it ignores other institutions central 

to the process and the impact of their interaction with Congress (Baldwin, 1966; 

Pastor, 1980: 50-51; Qingshan, 1992: 20). Whiteman (1985: 295) suggests that 

congressional theories are incomplete because they fail to integrate critical activities 

such as the identification and definition of problems and the search for alternatives 

which precede voting choices. 

3.1.2 Interbranch Politics Model 

Dahl's (1950) study of Congress's role in foreign policy, in which he 

concluded that "the President proposes and the Congress disposes," served as a 

foundation for subsequent research that examined the interactive process between 

Congress and the Executive as a device for understanding policy (Baldwin, 1966; 

Robinson, 1967; Lehman, 1976; Bax, 1977; Pastor, 1980; Maass, 1983) and the IP 

model (Pastor, 1980: 53). The IP model, like the BP model, examines institutional 

policy making to explain policy outcomes; however, unlike the BP model which 

views foreign policy as the political result of competing agencies within the executive 

branch, the IP model views policy as the product of competition between the 

Executive and the Congress (Pastor, 1980: 53). The IP model suggests that to 

better understand policy outcomes and to improve upon them, it is essential to 

focus on the relationship between the Executive and Congress (Pastor, 1980: 349). 

The IP model views interaction between the two branches as conflictual because of 

because they were discussed in chapter two. 
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institutional biases and opposing priorities (Pastor, 1980: 53). This tension is often 

reflected in battles involving the appropriate means by which to achieve policy 

objectives (Pastor, 1980: 349). 

The greatest strength of the IP model is that it broadens the foreign policy 

arena by looking beyond single institutions to include the Executive and Congress 

(Qingshan, 1992: 20, 23). The IP model also emphasizes the importance of the 

interactive component of the policy process, which is often ignored by some 

theoretical approaches (Pastor, 1980: 346; Qingshan, 1992: 154-155). Pastor 

(1980: 345) and Qingshan (1992: 155) suggest that the IP model is effective in 

identifying factors that play a critical role in transforming institutional preferences 

and interests into policy; however, Pastor (1980: 54) also notes that the IP model 

does have one very important limitation—it foregoes detail for simplicity. To assume 

that government is organized in a neat and coherent pyramid with the president 

making decisions from the top which the various levels implement them is 

problematic according to Pastor (1980: 54), as the literature on BP demonstrates. 

3.1.3 Cognitive Theories 

Unlike theories that focus on societal or bureaucratic constraints on decision 

making in foreign policy, cognitive theories focus on the decision making capacity of 

individuals (Ikenberry, 2002:465). Tetlock and McGuire note that the central 

objective of cognitive research is to understand the behaviour of decision makers in 

the context of demands and pressures placed by their environments. Cognitive 
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theories posit that political behaviour originates with individuals; hence, 

characteristics of individual decision makers are critical to understanding decisions 

(Hudson, 2002:428). Growth in cognitive research has led to an extensive body of 

theoretical and empirical literature focusing on the roles cognitive variables play in 

the foreign policy making process (Holsti, 1976; Tetlock and McGuire, 1985,2002: 

488; Lepgold and Lamborn, 2001: 4-8). This includes the influence of perception 

and misperception in foreign policy decision making (Jervis: 1968, 2002: 466), 

group think (Janis: 1982, 2002), the use of historical analogies (Khong: 1987,1992, 

2002) and the impact of personality on foreign policy decision making (Browning 

and Jacob, 1971; Hermann, 1972,1984; Korany, 1986; DiRenzo, 1977; Greenstein, 

1987; Snare, 1992; Winter, 1992; George and George, 1998; Preston, 2000). 

In their review of cognitive perspectives on foreign policy, Tetlock and 

McGuire (1985, 2002) recognize that cognitive theories have made a major 

contribution to understanding decision making by looking beyond traditional societal 

and bureaucratic explanations. In their view, the cognitive research program 

continues to be "heuristically provocative in the sense of suggesting new avenues of 

empirical and theoretical exploration" (Tetlock and McGuire, 1985,2002:499). They 

hold that further research in the field is necessary in order to strengthen the 

theoretical underpinnings of the approach as well as generate consensus on the 

degree to which and the manner in which cognitive variables impact policy. Other 

theorists (Nisbett and Wilson, 1977; Ebbesenand Konecni, 1980; Herrmann, 1988; 

Kaufman, 1994) suggest that in order to advance the cognitive paradigm, future 
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research should focus on addressing inherent methodological problems of cognitive 

models. 

3.2 Rational Model 

Firmly rooted in economic reasoning, the RM suggests that policy makers, 

like their utility maximizing economic counterparts, prefer policies that are "utility 

maximizing" or as Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 167) put it, policies that "maximize 

47 

the expected outcomes of the choices they could make". The RM is "rational" in 

that it portrays decision making as a logical and sequential process that will lead to 

the "best" possible choice in attaining the intended goals (Carley, 1980; Denhardt, 

1993:97; Stone, Maxwell, and Keating, 2001: 5; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 167). 

According to the RM, decision makers are: completely informed regarding decisions 

to be made; confront problems that are clear and unambiguous; are able to identify 

all relevant and available alternatives, and are aware of their consequences; will 

select the alternative that yields the maximum utility (i.e. the optimal choice); and, 

exhibit preferences that are constant and transitive (Lahti, 1996; Forester, 1984: 

23). 

Lahti (1996) suggests that the attractiveness of the RM is attributed to its 

logical, sequential approach to decision making. Critics are quick to point out; 

however, that the RM, although effective in providing a description of how decisions 

Rational theorists include Arrow (1951, 1992), Downs (1957, 1967), Olsen (1965, 1982) and 
Niskanen (1971). 
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ought to be made does not provide a realistic portrayal of what is, in other words, of 

how decisions are actually made (Simon, 1947; Etzioni, 1967,1989; Forester, 1984: 

24; Anderson, 1990; Zey, 1992; Denhardt, 1993; Ham and Hill, 1993; Porter, 1995; 

Kegley and Wittkopf, 2001; Stone, 2002; Birkland, 2001; Maxwell and Keating, 

48 

2001). Critics have suggested that the model imposes unrealistic demands on the 

decision maker which undermines the notion of rationality (Etzioni, 1967, 1989; 

Anderson, 1990:112; Birkland, 2001:210-211). Limited time, imperfect information, 

difficulty in predicting the future, and measurement problems are just a few factors 

that constrain a decision maker's ability to act rationally (Anderson, 1990:112; 

Kegley and Wittkopf, 2001: 53; Stone, Maxwell and Keating, 2001:5). In his critique 

of the rationalistic approach, Etzioni (1967: 385-386) challenged a number of key 

assumptions of the RM, most notably a decision maker's ability to make "rational" 

decisions. Etzioni (1967: 385-386) noted that separating values and facts, and 

means and ends was not possible as the model suggested because decision 

makers do not have at their disposal clearly identifiable set of values that can be 

used as guidelines to evaluate alternatives. Moreover, according to Etzioni (1967: 

48 

Simon (1947), perhaps the most noted critic of the RM (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 168), 
developed an alternative model premised on "bounded rationality" and "satisficing".The model 
suggests that individual rationality is "bound" by imperfect information and inadequate time, skills and 
resources (Simon, 1947; March and Simon, 1958; Perrow, 1972; Forester, 1984:24). Recognizing the 
limitations of their situation, decision makers choose options that "satisfy" organizational goals and 
are acceptable in the face competing demands (Simon, 1947; Stone, Maxwell and Keating, 2001: 5). 
Simon's criticisms helped to stimulate efforts (Bellman and Zadeh, 1970; Kahneman and Tversky, 
1979; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981,1982,1986; Whalen, 1987; Mendozaand Sprouse, 1989; Haas, 
2001) at developing "second best" versions of the RM that took into consideration the limitations of 
human behaviour under conditions of uncertainty (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:170-171) as well as a 
model of decision making—the incremental model—that took to heart Simon's ideas of bounded 
rationality and satisficing (Birkland, 2001: 212; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 170). 
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385-386), faced with time constraints and inadequate resources, decision makers 

are unable to collect the necessary information for rational choice; hence, decisions 

are often made out of frustration rather than a "rational" decision process. Anderson 

(1990: 33) later suggested that the model's rigid and narrow assumptions were not 

only unrealistic, but also fail to take into full account the politics of decision making. 

If decisions are in fact made in the manner by which the RM suggests, individuals 

would according to Anderson(1990: 33) be devoid of altruism, concern for the public 

interest, and the desire to formulate good policies. 

3.3 Policy Sciences: Decision Making Models and Frameworks 

Lasswell (1951,1956, 1971), credited as being the "progenitor" of the policy 

sciences in the early 1950s (Denhardt, 1993: 140; McCool, 1995c:1; Birkland, 

2001:14; deLeon and Kaufmanis, 2000/2001:9), provided the foundation for the 

development of the policy sciences as a distinct field of study. From a theoretical 

perspective, the policy sciences have helped bridge the divide between political and 

administrative sciences and uncover the complexities of the public decision making 

process (Boix, 1990; Subirats, 1990: 15). As an instrumental tool, the policy 

sciences have equipped decision makers with the analytical instruments and 

research techniques necessary for effective decision making (Boix, 1990: 167; 

Subirats, 1990: 15). 

Opinions concerning the state and direction of policy scholarship in the policy 

sciences are mixed. Those critical of the discipline argue that efforts to develop 
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systematic generalized theory have been limited (McCool, 1995c: 7; Greenberg, 

Miller, Mohr and Vladeck, 1977; Hill, 1997:1). Hill (1997) has suggested that the 

limited theoretical progress can be attributed to: a lack of interest; the complexity of 

the policy process; the "faddishness" of the discipline; and theoretical timidity. In 

contrast, others (Dunn, 1988; Schlagerand Blomquist, 1996; Schlager, 1997,1999; 

Sabatier, 1997, 1999a) argued that, although there is considerable room for 

improvement, there have been a number of accomplishments that can guide future 

research. For Schlager (1997:15), the policy sciences should be viewed as dynamic 

in the sense that the mix of theories, methods and cases is constantly changing and 

in the process contributing to theory and method building. 

The eight core approaches to conceptualizing and explaining policy decision 

making in the field of policy sciences are: the stages model (SM), the incremental 

model (IM), the mixed scanning model (MSM), the garbage can model (GCM), the 

multiple rounds model (MRM), the punctuated equilibrium model (PEM), the 

advocacy coalition framework (ACF), and the MSF. 

3.3.1 Stages Model 

What is central to the SM, both in its original version (Lasswell, 1951, 1956, 

1971) as a model of decision making and its subsequent transformation (Jones, 

1970; Brewer and deLeon, 1983; Kronenberg, 1995; Anderson, 2000) into a model 

of the policy process, is the idea that choices or policy outcomes are the result of 

activities that are carried out according to a series of analytically distinct stages 
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(McCool, 1995b: 109). The model's central idea of a "delineated, sequential 

framework" (deLeon, 1999: 21) has been argued to be one of the most well 

recognized contributions to the field of policy sciences (Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 

1993c; Meier, 1993; Jann and Wegrich, 2005). The model helped to simplify the 

complexity of the policy process by disaggregating the process into distinct 

components (Ripley, 1995: 157) and to stimulate valuable research on each of the 

various stages of the process (Suchman, 1967; Ikle, 1971; Rivlin, 1971; Titmuss, 

1971; Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973; Cobb, Ross, and Ross, 1976; Kaufman, 

1976; Bardach, 1977; Hjern and Hull, 1982; Masmanian and Sabatier, 1983; 

Quade, 1983; Nelson, 1984; Kingdon, 1995; Nelson, 1984; Weimer and Vining, 

1989; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003). 

Despite its contribution to the study of the policy process, the SM has also 

been the subject of considerable criticism (Nakamura, 1987; Sabatier, 1991b; 

1999b; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1993c; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1994), 

most notably concerning its underlying assumption of rationality (Jenkins-Smith and 

Sabatier, 1994: 177; Porter, 1995: 10; Sutton, 1999; Neilson, 2001). The SM, in 

both its original formulation and subsequent revisions, parallels the cognitive steps 

of the rational approach which many critics argue portrays an unrealistic view of the 

process (Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1994: 177; Porter, 1995: 10; Sutton, 1999; 

Neilson, 2001). The model's portrayal of the policy process as a series of discrete 

and sequential stages and the assumption that decision makers follow each of the 

stages of the process in a sequential and logical order is, according to critics 
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(Sutton, 1999: 9; Nakamura, 1987; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1993c: 3; Jenkins-

Smith and Sabatier, 1994:177; and Sabatier, 1999b: 7) far removed from the reality 

of how decisions are actually made. Neilson (2001) argues that decision makers are 

motivated not by the need to make the "best possible decision" as suggested by the 

model, but rather by the need to "satisfy the demands of the public". These as well 

as other criticisms have led analysts to suggest that the model has outlived its 

49 
usefulness (Sabatier, 1999b: 7; Jann and Wegrich, 2005: 30). 

3.3.2 The Incremental Model 

Drawing on his observations of policy making in governments, Lindblom 

(1955, 1958, 1959) proposed an alternative model of the policy process—the IM 

which asserts that decision makers arrive at their decisions through "successive 

limited comparisons" or more specifically, "limit[ed] policy comparisons to those 

policies that differ in relatively small degree from policies presently in effect" 

49 

Sabatier (1991b: 145), Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1993c:3), Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1994: 
177), Ripley (1995: 157) and Sabatier (1999b) also argue that the SM is not really a causal model 
which prevents any serious policy scholarship. Without any clear causal drivers, it is impossible to 
develop and test workable hypotheses within and across the various stages (Sabatier, 1991b: 145; 
Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1993c: 3; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1994: 177; Ripley, 1995: 157; 
Sabatier, 1999b: 7). Sabatier (1986) and Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier (1994: 177) suggest that the 
model's attention to a specific cycle of problem identification, policy decision and implementation for a 
specific policy initiative and legislator makes the model too narrow in its scope. Moreover, focusing on 
the policy cycle as the temporal unit of analysis ignores the fact that policy evolution is an interactive 
process involving multiple actors from different levels of government where problems and solutions 
are constantly being revised and tested against a constantly changing background of external events 
and associated policy issue areas (Heclo, 1974; Jones; 1975; Nelson, 1984; Sabatier and Pelkey, 
1990; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1994:177-178). In his review of the SM, Porter(1995) highlights 
the model's inability to account for collective decision making as new actors appear join the process. 
Critics (Sabatier, 1991, 1999b; Jenkins-Smith and Sabatier, 1993c: 4; DeLeon, 1999:23-24) also 
suggest that the stages metaphor is ineffective in integrating policy analysis and policy-oriented 
learning throughout the public policy process. 
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(Lindblom, 1959: 84). In his now classic critique, Lindblom suggests that decision 

makers engage in decision making by following a "mutually supporting set of 

simplifying and focusing stratagems" (Lindblom, 1959:517) that included: restricting 

analyses to narrowly defined policy alternatives; linking policy goals with the 

practical aspects of the problem; focus on problem solving; analysis of alternatives; 

and focus on participants in policy making. In the end, decisions and ultimately 

policies are only marginally or in terms of the model "incrementally" different from 

the status quo (Lindblom 1959; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 171). Empirically, 

incrementalism advances three major propositions about the policy process: at the 

heart of policy making is bargaining and compromise between multiple actors with 

varying degrees of resources, and individual opinions and interests; in the process 

of policy making, individuals often look to past policies to formulate new policies, 

which is why "new" policies are often variations of past policies; and lastly, faced 

with a limited pool of alternatives from which to build upon as well as the need to 

compromise, final policy outcomes tend to be incremental (Lindblom 1959; Hayes, 

50 

2001:3). 

Lindblom (1959) argued that the IM was a drastic improvement over earlier 

RMs of decision making because unlike RMs, the IM provided a much more 

accurate and realistic depiction of how individuals subject to time constraints, limited 

resources and imperfect information carry out comprehensive analysis' of solutions 

Associated with incrementalism are Braybrooke and Lindblom (1963) and Aaron Wildavsky 
(1964,1992). 
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to problems (Anderson, 1990:114; Hayes, 2001). In his assessment of the IM, 

Hayes notes that its sense of realism is "rooted in realistic assumptions about 

mankind's inherent nature and capacities" (Hayes, 2001:5). The model has the 

added feature of enabling decision makers to "test the water" before any major shift 

in policy is carried out, thus avoiding the possibility of any serious mistakes 

(Anderson, 1990; Denhardt, 1993: 96-97). Incrementalism has also been seen as 

"politically expedient" because arriving at acceptable solutions in matters that 

involve groups can be accomplished more easily through incremental change to 

existing policy rather than through major shifts in policy (Lindblom, 1959; Anderson, 

1990:114; Denhardt, 1993: 96 ). 

Critics (Etzioni, 1967, 1989; Adams, 1979; Lustick, 1980; Gawthrop, 1971; 

Brewer and deLeon, 1983; Forester, 1984; Nice, 1987; Dryzek and Ripley, 1988; 

Berry, 1990; Grindle and Thomas, 1991; Hayes, 1992; Weiss and Woodhouse, 

1992; Jones, True and Baumgartner, 1997; Sutton, 1999, Kingdon, 1995; Stone, 

Maxwell and Keating, 2001) have identified a number of fundamental limitations of 

the IM. First, the ambiguity surrounding key concepts such as an "increment" 

(Cates, 1979: 528; Dryzek and Ripley, 1988) and processes led to criticisms 

concerning the model's ability to provide an adequate theory of causation 

(Anderson, 1990: 114; Dryzek and Ripley, 1988: 708; McCool, 1995b: 167). 

Second, critics have suggested that the model is limited in terms of its analytical 

usefulness because it fails to take into account the dynamic nature of the policy 

process, which can be subject to instability (Dror, 1964; Etzioni, 1967; Adams, 1979; 
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Cates, 1979; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 172) or bursts of innovation (Etzioni, 

1967; Anderson, 1990; Grindle and Thomas, 1991; Dror, 1964; Neilson, 2001; 

Stone, Maxwell and Keating, 2001), leading to fundamental rather than incremental 

changes in policy. A third, but closely related, criticism of the model has suggested 

that it ignores external factors that can influence policy makers' decision making 

capacity and ultimately policy (Grindle and Thomas, 1991: 29; Neilson, 2001). This 

problem, according to critics (Brewer and deLeon, 1983: 24; Kingdon, 1995: 80; 

Neilson, 2001), is compounded by the model's lack of attention to a critical element 

of the policy process—agenda setting—where ideas take hold and become policy 

alternatives. Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 172) note that these, as well as other 

limitations, suggest that incrementalism is "neither the ideal method of decision

making, as suggested by some adherents, nor, as Lindblom himself had 

alleged...the only possible method. Rather, it [is] only one of several possible types 

or styles of decision-making". 

3.3.3 Mixed Scanning Model 

In an attempt to overcome the unrealistic assumptions of the RM and the 

limitations of the incrementalist model, Etzioni (1967, 1968) developed the MSM of 

decision making, which combined the more constructive elements from both models 

(Etzioni, 1967,1986; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:173). The MSM is categorized as 

an "hierarchal model of decision making that combines higher order, fundamental 

decision making with lower order, incremental decisions that work out and/or 
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prepare for the higher order ones" (Goldberg, 1975: 934; Etzioni, 1986: 8). Etzioni 

uses the term scanning to refer to "search, collection, processing, and evaluation of 

information as well as to the drawing of conclusions, all elements in the service of 

decision making" (Etzioni, 1986:8). Optimal decisions result from an initial search or 

"scanning" for alternatives followed by an in depth examination of the most 

promising alternatives (Etzioni, 1967, 1986; Howlett and Ramesh, 203: 174). The 

model suggests that the decision making process consists of two stages—a pre-

decision stage and an analytical phase (Alexander, 1979, 1982; Svenson, 1979; 

Voss, 1998; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:174). At the pre-decision stage, problems 

are assessed and "framed". It is during this stage that decision makers utilize 

incremental analysis when assessing the problem. At the analytical phase, decision 

makers assess specific solutions. Decision making at this stage is considered to be 

more rational in nature. This two stage approach is according to Etzioni (1967, 

51 

1986), a true reflection of how decisions are made in reality. 

One of the primary reasons Etzioni (1967,1986) developed the MSM was to 

overcome the limitations posed by both the RM and the IM of decision making. 

According to Etzioni (1967: 390; 1986), the MSM, by combining the more 

constructive elements of both models, provides a much more realistic and effective 

51 

Following its introduction in 1967, the model underwent evaluations as both a prescriptive and 
descriptive theory (Chadwick, 1971; Bradley,1973; Dyson, 1975; Janis and Mann, 1977; Wright, 1977; 
Cates, 1979; Lee, 1979; Hackett, 1980; Hanna, 1980; Parkinson, 1980; Smith and May, 1980; 
Falcone, 1981; Wimberly and Morrow, 1981; Wallace, 1983; Starkie, 1984). In more recent work, a 
similar two-stage model of decision-making referred to as the poliheuristic model has emerged in the 
field of US foreign policy decision-making (Mintzand Geva, 1997b; Mintz, Geva, Redd, and Carnes, 
1997; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 174). 
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approach to understanding the decision making process. Critics (Hann, 1980; 

Smith and May, 1980; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:175) question, however, whether 

in fact the MSM avoids problems associated with its predecessors. Howlett and 

Ramesh (2003: 175) suggest "it is [unclear] how mixed scanning overcome[s] the 

problems associated with the RM, since without the systematic comparison of all 

possible alternatives it is impossible to assure that a final decision was a maximizing 

one". Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 175) also add that it is questionable whether the 

model can be differentiated from the two models it purportedly replaces because 
53 

they, too, share elements of the MSM. Although the MSM has been well received 

by public policy practitioners, policy scholars have looked to alternative models such 

as the GCM, which captures the uncertainly and ambiguity decision makers confront 

in daily decision making (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 175). 

3.3.4 Garbage Can Model 

Developed by Cohen, March and Olsen (1972:1), the GCM posits that 

organizational decision making resembles an organized anarchy characterized by 

problematic, unclear technology, and fluid participation. The opportunity to make a 

decision is described as a GC into which a broad selection of problems are 

generated by individuals and solutions are deposited (Cohen et. al., 1972:2). The 

mixture of garbage in each of the cans depends on the assortment of cans that are 

52 

See Etzioni (1967: 385-388) for a critique of the rational and incremental models. 
53 

Most notably, Lindblom's (1959) techniques of marginal analysis (Howlett and Ramesh (2003:175). 
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available, on the labels assigned to alternative GCs, on what garbage is being 

generated, and on the rate at which the garbage is collected and cleared (Cohen et. 

al., 1972:2). Cohen et. al. suggest that "problems, solutions, and participants move 

from one choice opportunity to another in such a way that the nature of the choice, 

the time it takes, and the problem it solves all depend on a relatively complicated 

intermeshing of elements" (Cohen et. al., 1972: 16). These elements, which they 

label "streams", include the combination of choices that are available at any one 

time, the combination of problems, the combination of solutions that are in search of 

problems, and the external requirements placed on the decision makers. The key to 

understanding the decision making process is the intertwining or "coupling" of the 

various elements or "streams", which is determined by temporal sorting. 

As first presented by Cohen et. al. (1972), the GCM seemed to contradict the 

traditional view of how decisions were made in organizations (Masuch and LaPotin, 

1989: 1; Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 175). The model rejected conventional linear 

models of decision making and the rationality in the decision making process, 

including the limited rationality of the IM, and replaced it with an alternative form of 

decision making characterized by ambiguity and unpredictability (Peters, 2002; 

Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:175). Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 175-176) note that 

Cohen et. al. skillfully used the GC metaphor to represent the ambiguity and lack of 

structure that decision makers are confronted with during the decision making 

process. The model is recognized by some theorists (Daft, 1982; Lahti, 1996) as a 

major theoretical contribution to the study of organizational decision making. The 
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GCM's innovative approach to understanding decision making provides a fresh, and 

a much more realistic, alternative to existing models such as the rational and IMs, 

which rely on rationality (or in the case of incrementalism, on "bounded rationality") 

to explain decision making (Daft, 1982; Lahti, 1996). Howlett and Ramesh (2003: 

177) suggest that the GCM played a critical role in shifting attention away from the 

rationalist and incrementalist debate over the merits of their respective models, to 

discussions and research of decision making within alternative institutional contexts. 

Challenging and controversial, the GCM and its underlying assumptions have 

been the subject of considerable criticism. One of the most heavily criticized 

elements of the model has been its underlying assumption of independent streams 

(Weiner, 1976; Mucciaroni, 1992; Heimerand Stinchcombe, 1998; Bendor et. al., 

2001:172). In their assessment of the GCM, Bendor et. al. (2001:172) suggest that 

the notion of independent streams does not stand up to scrutiny because the 

degree of independence cannot be clearly delineated. 

A second issue of contention has been the GCM's inadequate theory of 

individual choice. Bendor et. al. (2001:171-172) acknowledge that, since the model 

was first introduced in 1972, subsequent revisions have attempted to overcome this 

limitation; however, they contend that little progress has been made in this direction. 

A third area of criticism has focused on the model's treatment of organizational 

structure (Argyris, 1976; Perrow, 1977; Padgett, 1980; Carley, 1986; Bendor et. al., 

2001:172-173). Bendor et. al. suggest that the model's limited treatment of 

organizational structure "takes structure as exogenous, thus ignoring where 
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structure comes from or why it takes the forms it does. The [model's] focus is on the 

effects of structure, not on its origin, design or change" (Bendoret. al., 2001:172). 

This is problematic according to Bendor et. al. (2001: 173) because it ignores a 

fundamental component of decision making—the "instrumental use of structure by 

leaders". They suggest that, despite efforts over the years to address the GCM's 

limitations, it has become "so complex and confusing" that "there is little reason for 

thinking that it can look ahead to a more fertile future. For fundamental reasons, the 

theory lacks the rigor, discipline, and analytic power needed for genuine progress" 

(Bendor et. al., 2001:169). These as well as other criticisms of the GCM have led to 

suggestions that it should be thought of as more of a style of decision making rather 

than a general model of decision making (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 176; 

Mucciaroni, 1992:466). 

3.3.5 Multiple Rounds Model 

The MRM of decision making rests on the assumption that policies do not 

originate from a specific course of action, but rather from a series of decisions made 

by a number of different actors (Teisman, 1992:33; Teisman, 2000: 943-944). In his 

work on public policy decision-making, Scharpf (2000: 943-944) notes that public 

policy is the product of the interaction between multiple actors, each having a 

unique understanding and perspective of the problem, and the appropriate solution. 

From this perspective, the MRM of decision making can be best understood as an 

interactive approach where decisions occur in multiple venues, each with a distinct 
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set of participants, procedural rules and ability to influence the outcome of a 

decision (Weiss, 1980; Klijn, 2001; Mintzberg, Raisinghani and Theoret, 1976; 

Teisman, 1992, 2000). Decisions made at the beginning of each round have a direct 

impact on subsequent rounds by defining the context in which they occur (Teisman, 

2000: 938-939). Each subsequent round in turn can alter the direction of the 

process as new participants appear, and in some cases, as procedural rules are 

modified (Teisman, 2000: 939). Decision outcomes (i.e. policies) are therefore the 

direct result of the cumulative efforts of various participants in the decision making 

process. 

The defining feature of the model is its interactive approach to decision 

making . According to Allison and Halperin (1972), Stokman and Berveling (1998), 

and Sager (2001), interaction allows for predictability regarding the types of 

decisions that are likely to emerge as a result of the interaction between actors 

within and between venues, and the various strategies employed by actors to 

influence outcomes (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003: 178). In their work on networks 

and decision making, de Bruijn and ten Heuvelhof (2000) suggest that the MRM of 

decision making allows for the design of decision-making processes that help to 

specify the roles of different participants and stages in the process, and ensures 

that outcomes are less "irrational" than might otherwise be the case (Howlett and 

Ramesh, 2003: 178). In their work on managing complex networks, Kickert et. al. 

(1997) suggested that the MRM offers an organizing framework that can be 

effectively used in the field of governance to advance the study of policy networks 
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(Teisman, 2000: 949). The MRM is often compared to the stages model, IM, and 

GCM of decision making; however, Howlettand Ramesh (2003: 177) suggest that 

the comparison of the MRM with the IM and GCM is misleading, because unlike its 

predecessors, it does not take into consideration the role of intra-organization 

bargaining in policy formulation. Instead, policies are shaped by the nature of the 

decision to be made and the structural attributes of the organizations responsible for 

the policy (Howlett and Ramesh, 2003:177). In his comparison of the stages model, 

the GCM and the MRM, Teisman (2000: 945-949) argues that the approaches differ 

structurally with respect to the paths by which decisions unfold, the underlying 

assumptions about the nature of the decision making process, and the content of 

decision making. 

3.3.6 Punctuated Equilibrium Model 

54 

Originally developed by Baumgartner and Jones (1993), the PEM posits 

that policymaking is characterized by long periods of stability, punctuated by brief 

periods of major policy change. Policy change is attributed to "the interaction of 

subsystem politics and behaviourial decision making, a combination that creates 

patterns of stability and mobilization or punctuated equilibrium" (Baumgartner and 

Jones, 1993; True, Jones and Baumgartner, 1999:98). The PEM emphasizes the 

54 

See also Baumgartner and True (1998), and True et. al., (1999). The PE concept was first 
introduced in evolutionary biology (Eldridge and Gould, 1972; Gould and Eldridge, 1977,1993; Raup, 
1991; John, 2003: 15; Birkland, 2001: 227) where species develop at a "very slow process, 
characterized by long periods of stability with little or no change and interrupted by brief periods of 
rapid change" (Hensel and Diehl,1998: 3). What makes the process evolutionary is the process of 
selection (John, 1999: 43, 2003: 21). 
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pre-decision activities of the policy process—issue definition and agenda setting 

(Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; Schlager, 1999: 254; True et. al., 1999: 97). As 

issues are defined in different ways, and as issues emerge on and recede from the 

public agenda, existing policies can be either reinforced or questioned. 

Reinforcement leads to very little change, if any, whereas the questioning of policies 

creates opportunities for dramatic changes to policy. What differentiates the PEM 

from alternative agenda-setting models is the model's dual focus—the PEM explains 

both policy stasis and punctuations (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993; True et. al, 

1999: 97-98). Both equilibria and punctuations (minor and major changes) rest on 

bounded rational decision making (Schlager, 1999: 241; True, Jones and 

Baumgartner, 1999: 194). 

A key strength of the PEM, which according to True et. al. (1999:98-99; 111) 

differentiates it from all other models is its ability to explain not only stability, but also 

change in a single theory. The PEM is also credited with highlighting the interactive 

role between subsystems of government and bounded rational decision making 

(True, Jones and Baumgartner, 1999:111; Dudley and Richardson, 1966; Hardin, 

1996; Cioffi-Revilla, 1997). 

55 

In her assessment of the PEM, Schlager (1999: 248-249) acknowledges 

In her work on institutionalism, Schlager (1999: 248) emphasizes the importance of institutions to 
the decision making process by highlighting the critical functions they serve—institutional structures 
provide the general context within which decisions are made, and they also provide decision makers 
with venues that can be used by decision makers to control decision making around a particular 
issue. Schlager (1999:248) suggests that maintaining support for existing policies can be achieved by 
simply controlling the venue that oversees the policy. Alternatively, changes to policy can be instigated 
by changing venues or involving participants from other venues in the process (Schlager, 1999:248). 
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that the PEM pays attention to institutional arrangements; however, she suggests 

that institutions are conceptualized at a relatively cursory level, which requires 

further refinement to clearly articulate the dynamics of the underlying micro and 

macro level processes at work. Other areas of concern to Schlager (1999:245-246, 

252) include the PEM's: limited attention to collective action issues and how they 

56 57 
affect policy; lack of predictive power; and inability to provide an explicit 

58 

explanation of how to determine whether changes in policy are major or minor. 

3.3.7 Advocacy Coalition Framework 

59 

Developed by Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999, 1993a), the ACF is a 

causal theory of the policy process which views policy change and formation as a 

function of coalitions' (policy actors) beliefs and external changes in non-cognitive 

factors (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999: 123, 151). The ACF focuses on pre-

decision activities (problem definition and the formulation of alternatives) and the 

adoption stage (decision) of the policy process (Sabatier and Jenkins Smith, 1999, 

1993a; Schlager and Blomquist, 1996: 665; Schlager, 1999: 254). Belief systems 
56 

Schlager (1999: 245-246) notes that the PEM "does not pay attention to how interests organize 
themselves. Rather it pays attention to the consequences of such organization and activity." 
57 

In her view, "the model can lead us to expect that punctuations will happen and that the magnitude 
of change will be related to its frequency of occurrence, but it will not help us to make specific 
predictions for particular policy issues" (Schlager, 1999: 252). True et. al. (1999: 111-12) also 
acknowledge this point in their analysis of the model. 
58 

See also Heck (2004) on this point. 
59 

Sabatier (1987,1988) first presented a conceptual framework of the ACF and later in collaboration 
with Jenkins-Smith developed the ACF (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999; 1993a). 
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are the centrepiece of the ACF and are what distinguish the ACF from competing 

approaches, which typically focus on interests in explaining change (Cairney, 1997: 

889; Neilson, 2001). The central role of belief systems in the ACF is highlighted by 

the framework' treatment of individuals. Individuals in the ACF are boundedly 

rational, just as are individuals in the PEM (Schlager, 1999: 131). However, unlike 

the PEM which focuses on the characteristics of the situation to explain individual 

choices and actions, the ACF centers on belief systems to explain individual 

decision making (Sabatierand Jenkins-Smith, 1999:130-135; Schlager, 1999:243). 

Because an individual's ability to process information is limited by cognitive biases 

and constraints, belief systems act as a guide for individual behaviour (Sabatier and 

Jenkins-Smith, 1999: 131). 

A key strength of the ACF is the framework's identification and integration of 

factors of the policy process, which earlier approaches had typically overlooked 

(John, 2003; Mulholland and Shakespeare, 2005). In his assessment of the ACF, 

John (2003) notes that the ACF's incorporation of the "ideational approach" to the 

functioning of coalitions helps to provide an understanding of the significance of 

discourse in the political process (John, 2003: 19; 1998: 146). Mulholland and 

Shakespeare (2005:29) also note that, unlike earlier approaches to understanding 

the policy process, the ACF identifies and incorporates a number of external factors 

that are often overlooked, such as the role of beliefs, economic conditions and core 

policy values that help to define coalitions. Finally, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith 

(1999: 151) point out that the ACF has several falsifiable hypotheses. 
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Despite its strengths, some analysts (Zahariadis, 1995a; Cairney, 1997; 

Ward, 1997; John, 1998; Schlager, 1999) suggest the ACF has limitations which 

prevent it from providing an adequate explanation of policy change. Zahariadis 

(1995a: 381) suggests that the ACF's lack of predictive power reduces the 

framework to a "heuristic device" rather than an empirically falsifiable guide to policy 

analysis. This is evidenced, according to Zahariadis (1995a: 381), in the ACF's 

dependence on a number of variables to help explain policy choice. Second, 

Schlager (1999: 253) suggests that the ACF fails make a clear distinction between 

major and minor policy change, and in doing, jeopardizes two central aspects of the 

framework—subsystems and beliefs. According to Mintrom and Vergari (1996:435), 

the failure to differentiate between the varying degrees of change prevents the ACF 

from articulating the conditions under which major policy change takes place. Third, 

critics (Loeber and Grin, 1999; Cairney, 1997: 891; Mintrom and Vergari, 1996:425) 

suggest that the framework's emphasis on beliefs overlooks the importance of other 

60 

critical elements of the policy process. Fourth, Ward (1997), John (1998) and 

Schlager (1999) suggest that the framework's treatment of institutional 
61 

arrangements is problematic. Whereas Ward (1997) and John (1998) are critical 

60 

Cairney (1997: 891) suggests that attributing change largely to core beliefs, overlooks a large 
component of political activity which concerns secondary aspects of belief systems. In their critique of 
the ACF, Loeber and Grin (1999) and Grin and Hoppe (1997) suggest that the framework's focus on 
actors' beliefs relating solely to public policy ignores more fundamental beliefs individuals have 
relating to their organization or profession (Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999: 134). Moreover, 
Mintrom and Vergari (1996: 425) suggest that the ACF's focus on beliefs overlooks a critical 
component of policy formulation, the processes by which policy actually changes. 

61 

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999: 153) suggest that on a conceptual level, there needs to be 
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of the framework's lack of attention to institutional arrangements, Schlager (1999) 

suggests that the real concern is the inadequate level of attention paid to 

62 

institutional arrangements. Lastly, although the ACF addresses issues of collective 

action through its definition of a coalition, Schlager (1995, 199: 245-246), and 

Schlager and Blomquist (1996) suggest that further refinement of the framework's 
63 

treatment of collective action is necessary. According to Schlager (199:245), "the 

[ACF] makes strong claims that imply that coalitions engage in a high degree of 

coordinated behaviour. Yet the evidence of this coordinated behaviour presented by 

[the ACF] can be accounted for by competing explanations." Given the critical role 

collective action plays in the ACF, she (1999: 246) suggests further research to 

address the issue. 

3.3.8 Multiple Streams Framework 

Drawing upon the GCM, Kingdon (1995, 1984) developed an alternative 

greater attention to the role of institutions in the ACF. 

62 

According to Schlager (1999: 249) institutional arrangements are a prominent feature of the ACF. 
She points out that institutional arrangements play a critical role in explaining changes in beliefs and 
policy, they appear in the ACF as both system-level variables and as policy subsystem variables, they 
are an integral part of the strategy set of coalitions, and they also appear in the hypotheses generated 
by the ACF. The central issue for Schlager is that although institutional features are an integral 
component of the ACF, they "appear at a relatively gross level". She (1999: 249-250) argues further 
development of the ACF's institutional components is necessary because institutional arrangements 
have a direct impact on individuals' choices of strategies. 

63 

Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999: 153) acknowledge that further work on the framework's 
treatment of collective action is necessary. They suggest that this area provides an opportunity for 
researchers to develop and test hypotheses generated by institutional analysis and development, the 
ACF, and other approaches. 
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approach to understanding the decision making process—the MSF. The MSF 

explores: how issues, also referred to as problems, are defined, brought to the 

attention of and chosen by policymakers for action, and how alternatives also 

referred to as solutions are generated and selected by policymakers (Kingdon, 

1995). The MSF rests on the notion that the process by which agenda items and 

alternatives come to the forefront of the government's agenda involves the 

movement of three constantly flowing and independent streams—problems, policy, 

and politics. The problem stream focuses on how and why certain issues come to 

be defined as problems and how they capture the attention of policy makers. The 

policy stream contains potential solutions to a problem. It is here where ideas for 

policy change are generated and discussed by specialists in policy communities. 

The politics stream captures the political "mood" towards policy change. The joining 

or "coupling" of the three streams by a PE during critical moments, referred to as 

"policy windows", will move an item onto the government's decision agenda and 
65 

compel an authoritative choice be made and implemented. At this point in time a 

Although Kingdon (1984, 1995) remains true to the underlying theory of the GCM developed by 
Cohen et. al. (1972), three modifications are made. First, the original four streams found in the GCM 
are reduced to three streams—problems, policy and politics. The participants and choice opportunities 
streams found in the GCM are merged into a single stream, the politics stream in the MSF. Second, 
the solutions stream found in the GCM is represented by the policy stream in the MSF. Kingdon 
(1984,1995) modifies the policy stream by incorporating an "evolutionary" component to describe the 
process by which ideas emerge and evolve over time. Third, Kingdon (1984, 1995) introduces two 
critical elements to the MSF—PEs and policy windows. 

65 

The governmental agenda represents the "list of subjects to which governmental officials and those 
around them are paying serious attention" (Kingdon, 1995: 202). Within the governmental agenda is 
the decision agenda, "a list of subjects within the governmental agenda that are up for an active 
decision " (Kingdon, 1995: 202). Kingdon notes that it is here on the decision agenda where 
"[proposals are being moved into position for legislative enactment...or subjects are under review for 
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problem is recognized, a solution to that problem is available and the politics of the 

situation support change. Because windows open infrequently, and do not remain 

open for long, it is important that the PE seize the opportunity to take action. Once a 

window is closed, the three streams separate, signaling that interest in the issue has 

dissipated (Kingdon, 1995). 

Four key assumptions guide the MSF—ambiguity, temporal sorting, bounded 

rationality, and independent streams (Zahariadis, 2003: 2-7). First, the MSF rests 

on the assumption that policy making is made under conditions of ambiguity. 

Zahariadis (1999: 89-90) notes that ambiguity is a simple fact of policy making, one 

66 

that makes the process complicated, difficult and less discernible. 

Second, unlike models that stress rational action, the MSF pursues an 

alternative logic based on time—a unique and scarce resource which is of primary 

concern to policy makers (Zahariadis, 2003: 4). Faced by time constraints, 

individuals focus their attention not on selecting issues that they can resolve, but 

rather on addressing the sheer number of problems that are forced on them 

an imminent decision by the president or a department secretary...[It is here where] the issue is 'really 
getting hot' which is a step up from saying that the participants are seriously occupied with it" 
(Kingdon, 1995: 166).The MSF argues that the probability that an item on the decision agenda will 
move into position for an authoritative choice increases when all three elements—problem, policy 
proposal and political receptivity are linked into a single package by a PE (i.e. there must be a 
coupling of the three streams) (Kingdon, 1995: 202). 

66 

Zahariadis (2003: 2-3) suggests that ambiguity should not be confused with the related concept of 
uncertainty. Ambiguity according to Zahariadis should be thought of as a multifaceted way of thinking 
that allows one to interpret circumstances or phenomena in many different ways whereas uncertainty 
can be interpreted is a lack of information or ignorance. Zahariadis (1999: 90; 2003: 3) suggests that 
having more information may or may not reduce uncertainty for analysts, but it will not reduce 
ambiguity, it will simply make the policy process much more comprehensible (Wilson, 1989: 228; 
March 1994: 178-179). 
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(Zahariadis, 2003: 5). 

Third, the MSF draws upon Simon's (1947) boundedly rational individual to 

explain individual decision making. The MSF's underlying assumption of bounded 

rationality is driven by the context within which policy making occurs, in this case 

ambiguity. As Zahariadis explains, "the problem under conditions of ambiguity is 

that we often do not know what the problem is. Its definition is vague and shifting. 

Distinguishing between relevant and irrelevant information is problematic, which can 

lead to false and misleading facts" (Zahariadis, 2003: 4). Under such extreme 

conditions, the central concern for many policy makers is not to solve problems, but 

to bring some order and clarity to their situation (Weick, 1979: 175; Zahariadis, 

2003: 4). Hence, "choice has more to do with the simultaneous evocation of 

problems and solutions than with any inherent correlation between them" 

(Zahariadis, 2003: 4). 

Fourth, the MSF assumes that the three streams, problem, policy and 

politics, flowing through the system are largely independent and shaped by their 

own internal forces (Kingdon, 1984, 1995: 19; Zahariadis, 2003: 6-7). 

Independence suggests among other things: participants come and go, therefore 

increasing or decreasing the odds that a specific choice will/will not be made; 

problems emerge on the government's agenda regardless of whether there are 

solutions or whether they can be solved; solutions are generated by individuals not 

67 

In the original GCM there is a strict assumption of the independence of the streams (March, Olsen 
and Cohen, 1972). Although Kingdon (1984,1995) maintains independence of the streams, he 
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necessarily because they address a problem, but rather because the solutions 

happen to cater to a problem that reflects their self-interests; and, changes in the 

political stream occur regardless of any changes in the nature of problems 

confronting a country (Zahariadis, 2003:6). By treating the streams as independent, 

the individual dynamics of each stream can be highlighted, thus allowing for a much 

more complete understanding of agenda (Kingdon, 1995). 

Kingdon's modification of the GCM through the MSF has garnered both 

praise and criticism. Proponents (Porter, 1995; Birkland, 1997, 2001; Saint-

Germain, 1996; John, 1998; Zahariadis, 1999, 2003; Tiernan and Burke, 2002; 

Hopkins, 2004) of the MSF highlight a number of praiseworthy features of the 

framework. Porter (1995: 26-27) and Zahariadis (1999, 2003) suggest that the 

greatest strength of the MSF is that it not only recognizes the complexity of the 

policy process, but is able to bring order to the chaotic world of policy making. 

Ambiguity, according to Zahariadis (1999 89-90), is a fact of policy making, as is 

serendipity. Whereas ambiguity makes policy making complex and less 

comprehensible, serendipity reduces the ability to predict future events (Zahariadis, 

1999 89-90). The MSF brings order to such conditions through temporal sorting. 

Saint-Germain and Calamia (1996:57) note that the MSF also provides insight to the 

process of policy change by identifying relevant institutions, actors, and political 

processes. By delineating the key elements of the process, the MSF forms the basis 

for evaluation of that process according to Saint-Germain and Calamia (1996: 57). 

suggests that they are "loosely coupled" (Kingdon, 1995). 
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The MSF is also commended by theorists (Porter, 1995; John, 1998) for highlighting 

68 

the importance of ideas in the policy process. The MSF addresses questions of 

"what makes an idea's time come?" and "what makes people in and around 

government attend at a given time, to some subjects and not to others?" (Kingdon, 

1995:1). The MSF elevates the stature of ideas by exploring how ideas become 

policy. Finally, Hopkins (1984) suggests that the MSF "remains the most developed 

and coherent account of agenda-setting" (Hopkins, 2004: 4). The framework is 

considered a classic in the field of agenda setting, and in 2001 Kingdon's book, 

Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policy received top honours as the leading policy 

related books by the Public Policy Section of the American Political Science Review 

(Shoup, 2001:14).69 

Critics like Bendor et. al. (2001: 169) consider Kingdon's MSF to be "one of 

the most highly regarded treatments of policymaking in the last two decades." Yet, 

they as well as others (Sabatier, 1997, 1999a; Mucciaroni, 1992; Schlager, 1999; 

King, Keohane and Verba, 1994) also suggest that there are serious limitations to 

the MSF that can be traced back to its origin—the GCM—developed by Cohen et. al. 
70 

(1972). The single most criticized aspect of the MSF is its lack of a theoretical 

68 

For a discussion of the role of ideas in policy making and empirical research on the topic see 
Goldstein (1993), Goldstein and Keohane (1993a), and Braun and Busch (1999). 

69 

The second edition (1995) of Kingdon's book, Agendas, Alternatives and Public Policy was ranked 
the second most influential policy related book or article written in the past ten years (Shoup, 2001: 
14). 
70 

Although Bendor et. al. (2001) directly critique the GC theory, their critique can be extended to 
Kingdon's MSF because the framework is firmly rooted in the theoretical work of the original GCM 
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structure. This has led to the characterization of the framework as a "heuristic 

device" rather than an "empirically falsifiable tool" (King, 1985; Howlettand Ramesh, 

1995:138; Moya, 1998; Sabatier, 1997: 5, 1999b; Mucciaroni, 1992:463-465; 

71 

Bendor et. al., 2001). According to Sabatier, scientific theory should ensure that 

"major propositions are empirically falsifiable...[F]alsifiability is what distinguishes 

science from other fields of human knowledge. To the extent that those propositions 

are logically related to others, the validity of untested aspects of the theory can also 

developed by Cohen et. al. (1972). Bendor et. al (2001:169) note that "most of its influence is now 
exercised indirectly, through more recent works that have moved into new terrain and gained much 
attention in their own right but are grounded in the original theory". 
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Zahariadis (1999: 86) argues that the characterization of the MSF as a "heuristic device" is based 
on arguments that theoretical models should be able to explain how policies are made and predict 
future policy outcomes. According to Zahariadis (1999: 86), in theory, explanation and prediction 
should act in concert; however, in practice they often do not. Brunner (1991:70) goes one step further 
and suggests that prediction is not necessarily the central purpose of scientific study in the realm of 
the policy sciences, but rather the sharing of knowledge. Other theorists (Forester, 1984:30; deLeon, 
1998; Olsen, 2001:194) suggest that the explanatory power of the MSF should not be minimized. 
Olsen suggests that explanation is just as important as prediction: [tjhere is no reason to downgrade 
the value of raising good research questions, of detailed accounts of how political organizations and 
institutions really work, and of theoretical speculation based on surprising empirical observations. 
Such questions, observations, and speculations often advance political science, even when all the 
elements are not organized into a coherent and powerful theory. [CJritics attach little value to the 
process of developing and exploring theoretical ideas, compared to the process of testing such 
ideas....[l]gnoring the exploration of competing assumptions is likely to impoverish, not enrich, the 
understanding of politics (Olsen, 2001:194). In his work on decision making styles, Forester (1984: 
30) suggests that role of theory may not necessarily be limited to that of prediction: "[t]he role of 
theory may well not be to predict what will happen if, instead, the role of theory may be to direct the 
attention of the decision maker to suggest what important and significant variables, actors, events and 
signals to be alert to, to look for, to take as tips or warnings". 

The diversity of opinions concerning the MSF's "atheoretical" label reflect a broader debate, 
particularly in the realm of political science of what constitutes "theory". In his review of theories of 
the policy process, Ravalli notes that there is considerable diversity with regards to what is labeled 
theory: "one should realize that there are diverse epistemological pathways to theory-building. 
Kingdon's [MSF] may appear weak by positivist standards, but extremely strong within an 
epistemology informed by scientific realism (Lane, 1996)...political scientists are still disagreeing on 
the meaning of 'explanation'. Some would look at general laws and prediction as the main litmus test 
for successful explanations, whereas other would argue that policy problems emphasize diagnosis 
over prediction and the understanding of specific policy processes in unique historical contexts over 
general laws" (Dudley, Parsons, Ravalli and Sabatier, 2000: 134). 
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be assessed" (Sabatier, 1997:2). Sabatier (1997: 5) argues that falsification is 

difficult with the MSF because the framework has no explicit hypotheses and is too 

fluid in its structure and operationalization. Building on Sabatier's criticisms, 

Mucciaroni argues that the MSF "does not allow us to predict what kinds of 

problems are likely to be coupled with what kinds of solutions and, in turn, the kinds 

of political conditions that make it more likely for them to get on the agenda" 

(Mucciaroni, 1992:464). For Bendor et. al. (2001:169), the MSF attempts to do too 

much and ends up being too complex and confusing. 

The MSF's weak theoretical underpinnings are evident in the treatment of 

such integral components as individuals (Sabatier, 1997: 5; Bendor et. al., 

2001:171). Sabatier (1997:5) suggests that, in order to have a good understanding 

of policy making, which is essentially carried out by human beings, it is necessary to 

understand the fundamental element which drives the process—the individual. 

Without a coherent model of the individual, Sabatier (1997: 7-8) argues, it is not 

possible to specify the causal drivers of the framework. Bendor, et. al. (2001), 

suggest that the framework's discussion about individuals and how they make 

decisions in the context of ambiguity is deeply flawed because "everything inherit to 

individual choice is left endogenous to the choice process" (Bendor et. al., 2001: 

72 

Sabatier (1997) identifies four other criteria by which a scientific theory should be judged. First, 
scientific theory should be logically coherent (Sabatier, 1997:1). Second, a theory should have clear 
drivers and a causal process (Sabatier, 1997:1-2). For Sabatier, specifying causal drivers and 
processes is a critical component that many frameworks fail to achieve. Third, the theoretical scope 
should be clearly defined (Sabatier, 1997:2). Fourth, a theory should be "fertile" such that the theory 
leads to implications that are not obvious and it produces a number of predictions for each of its 
assumptions (Sabatier, 1997:2). For a further discussion of the criteria by which a scientific theory 



92 

171). Critics (Sabatier, 1996; Schlager, 1999:247; Mucciaroni, 1992:465-470; 

Bendor et. al., 2001:172-173) suggest this is also reflected by the framework's lack 

of adequate attention to the context within which individuals act—the institutional 

setting of decision making. In her work on institutionalism, Schlager (1999: 248) 

emphasizes the importance of institutions to the decision making process by 

highlighting that they provide the general context within which decisions are made, 

and also provide decision makers with venues that can be used by decision makers 

to control decision making around a particular issue. Schlager (1999:248) suggests 

that maintaining support for existing policies can be achieved by simply controlling 

the venue that oversees the policy. Alternatively, instigating significant changes to 

policy can be achieved by changing venues or involving participants from other 

venues in the process (Schlager, 1999: 248). 

In addition to concerns regarding the MSF's lack of a sound theoretical basis, 

which can be seen in its treatment of the individual, critics also point out a number 

of other limitations: the underlying assumption of independence between the three 

streams, which according to critics (Mucciaroni, 1992:472-481; Sabatier, 1997: 7, 

1999a; Bendor et. al., 2001:172), cannot be justified on theoretical grounds; 

inadequate attention to how previous solutions affect subsequent debates 

surrounding an issue, and ultimately policy (Durant and Diehl, 1989; Mucciaroni, 

1992:470-472; Weir, 1992:191); failure to take into consideration that change can 

be either rapid or non-incremental, which is a central feature in the process of 

should be judged see the work of Lave and March (1975:59-73), and King, Keohane, and Verba 
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developing policy alternatives; and, finally, a limited scope of inquiry with its 

emphasis on only one part of the larger policy making process—the pre-decision 

process (Sabatier, 1991a; Schlager, 1999:253). 

3.4 Conclusions 

In reviewing the various decision making models, theories and frameworks, it 

is clear that each approach presents a different picture of the policy process. 

Although each approach has its strengths and limitations, the MSF is selected as 

the theoretical foundation for this study for four central reasons. 

First, the MSF is one of the few approaches to understanding decision 

making that accords a prominent role to the individual in the process of decision 

making, which is the focus of concern in this study. This is important because it 

allows us to extrapolate critical information that can be utilized to fully account for 

the actions and influence of individuals in the development and adoption of policies. 

Second, the MSF offers a unique approach to understanding decision making 

and outcomes, one that embraces rather than ignores the complexities and chaos 

of the decision making process, as is reflected in the case of US-Cuba policy. The 

MSF assigns participants, processes, and the elements of timing and ambiguity a 

central role in the decision making process, therefore giving us the power to provide 

a much more comprehensive picture of the underlying forces that give rise to policy. 

It is true that, in selecting the MSF, we are confronted with a number of 

(1994:99-113). 
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criticisms (King, 1985; Howlettand Ramesh, 1995:138; Moya, 1998; Sabatier, 1997: 

5, 1999b; Mucciaroni, 1992:463-465; Bendor et. al., 2001) of the framework. 

However, in his critique of the MSF, Sabatier (1997:6) suggests that the MSF holds 

great promise as viable theory of policymaking. He holds (1997: 6) that through 

further elaboration and development, the MSF can be transformed from a 

rudimentary framework to a full fledged theory. The first step in the transformation of 

the MSF involves developing testable hypotheses about major propositions it puts 

73 

forth. This study builds on research carried out by Zahariadis (1992,1995b, 1996, 

1999, 2003), Zahariadis and Allen (1995), Cherry (2000), Schuh (2000) and Travis 
74 

and Zahariadis (2002), using the MSF as well as the literature on policy 
75 

entrepreneurialship to add greater theoretical weight to the MSF's treatment of 

73 

As discussed earlier in this chapter, Sabatier (1997: 5) argues that falsification is difficult with the 
MSF because the framework has no explicit hypotheses and is too fluid in its structure and 
operationalization. To transform the MSF into a full fledged theory, Sabatier (1997: 2) suggests it is 
necessary to ensure "major propositions are empirically falsifiable". 
74 

In his work on the evolution of privatization policies in Britain and France, Zahariadis (1995b, 1999, 
2003) agrees with critics (King, 1985; Howlett and Ramesh, 1995; Moya, 1998; Sabatier, 1997, 
1999b; Mucciaroni, 1992; Bendor et. al., 2001) that the MSF leans towards understanding and 
explanation rather than prediction; however, his work also shows that the framework does in fact 
possess predictive capabilities. In their respective research, Zahariadis (1992, 1995b, 1996), 
Zahariadis and Allen (1995) and Cherry (2000) show that the MSF is capable of explaining policy 
decisions by incorporating institutional arrangements. In her study of change in the US civil service, 
Schuh (2000) extends Kingdon's (1984) MSF to the authoritative decision process and in the process 
develops and tests hypotheses relating to the differences in policy-making aspects of the 
administrative action and legislation decision processes. 

See Raines and Prakash (2005), McCowan (2005, 2004), Carter and Scott (2004), Carter, Scott, 
and Rowling (2004), Mackenzie (2004), Oliver (2004, 1991), Lieberman (2002), Swift (2002), 
Cline,(2001); Garrett (2001), Mintrom, (2000, 1997a), Oliver and Shaheen (1997), Davis ( 1999), 
Roberts and King (1996, 1991), Schiller (1995), Schneider and Teske (1995, 1992), Polsby (1994), 
Roberts (1994), Bryson and Crosby, 1992, Weissert ( 1991), Doig and Hargrove (1987), King and 
Roberts (1987), Walker (1974), and Price (1971). 
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PEs. 

Lastly, the MSF offers important and necessary potential for cross 

fertilization. Reviews of decision making approaches from the fields of foreign policy 

and the policy sciences have shown that there is very little collaboration between 

the two fields of study, despite evidence that theoretical cross fertilization is not only 

possible, but also beneficial to further theoretical progress (Lentner, 2006; Hart and 

Rosenthal, 1998:235; Zahariadis, 2003: 162-163). In his review of theoretical 

developments in the fields of public policy and foreign policy, Lentner (2006: 178) 

argues that the two fields of study have largely ignored each other, overlooking the 

opportunities that cross fertilization of the two fields holds for future theoretical 

developments. According to Lentner (2006: 178), foreign policy analysts could 

beneficially employ Kingdon's (1995) two main organizing ideas: participants and 

processes. By treating each participant and process as an "impetus" and a 

"constraint," analysts would have a handy means of examining the unfolding of 

foreign policymaking processes. The MSF is a good candidate for overcoming many 

of the obstacles to cross fertilization because it is explicitly synthetic—it integrates 

earlier contributions from research on preferences, interests, choices, ideas, and 

networks (Sabatier, 1991b: 149; John, 1998, 2003: 14) and can be refined to 

integrate insights generated by models, theories and frameworks from the realm of 

foreign policy. Studies by Newmann (1998) and Zahariadis (2003), which have 

modified the MSF with insights from foreign policy models, suggest that further 

research in this direction is not only theoretically possible, but also necessary to 
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acquire a better understanding of the decision making processes that generate 

76 

policies. Expanding the scope of the MSF to the field of foreign policy is a "first-

step" towards further collaboration between two distinct fields of policy analysis. 

That is not to discredit the validity of alternative approaches or suggest that the MSF 

should be viewed as a comprehensive theoretical framework for understanding how 

decisions are made in the fields of foreign policy and the policy sciences. To make 

such bold claims would require extensive testing of the framework against 

alternative approaches, which is beyond the scope of this analysis. What this study 

attempts to do is to help refine the MSF by adding greater substance to its 

theoretical underpinnings, specifically, the role of PEs in the process of decision 

making. In the process, this study helps push the MSF closer to being a full fledged 

theory. As noted by Schlager (1997: 14-15), frameworks that are repeatedly and 

rigorously revised and tested in response to empirical findings contribute to theory 

building. 

Chapter four provides a detailed analysis of the MSF and the role of PEs in 

decision making. 

Chapter 4 The Multiple Streams Framework 

4.0 Introduction 

Chapter three extracted some of the basic tenets of the theoretical literature 

on decision making used to account for policy making. In reviewing the various 

76 

Newmann (1998) modifies the GCM with foreign decision-making models to explain shifts in policy. 
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approaches to decision making, the MSF was selected as the conceptual 

foundation for this study. This chapter provides a comprehensive discussion of 

Kingdon's MSF and the role of PEs within the framework, and in the process 

identifies key propositions and concepts that can be used to develop testable 

hypotheses. 

Government decision makers are constantly confronted with an endless 

number of problems vying for their attention; however, only a few are successful in 

capturing their attention, and even fewer reach the government's decision agenda 

for authoritative decision. Just as problems compete for the attention of decision 

makers, so do policy solutions. In the process by which the list of available 

alternatives is narrowed, some are able to survive the selection process while others 

are discarded. In the complex and chaotic environment of government decision 

making, policy advocates seeking to have their issues heard and acted upon by the 

government need to understand why and how (1) certain policy issues reach the 

government's agenda while others fail, and (2) certain policy alternatives survive 

while others fail to get off the ground. Kingdon's MSF addresses these by exploring 

the processes of agenda setting and the specification of alternatives (also referred 

to as the generation of alternatives or solutions), the pre-decision stage of the 

decision making process which ultimately shapes the decision process, i.e. choice. 

The literature on agenda setting typically does not make a distinction between 

agenda setting and the specification of alternatives; however, Kingdon's (1995:4) 

MSF views them as distinct elements because they are governed by different 
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participants and processes. Before elaborating on the participants and processes 

involved in agenda setting and the specification of alternatives, it is important to 

define the central concept of agendas as used in the MSF to map the decision 

making process. 

4.1 Agendas 

Cobb and Elder (1972, 1971), pioneers in the field of agenda setting 

research (McClain, 1990: 264), recognized early on the importance of agenda 

dynamics in the process of policy development.77 Kingdon (1995) draws on their 

insights to differentiate between two types of agendas—governmental and decision 

agendas. The governmental agenda is the list of issues that are attracting 

considerable attention by those in and around the government (Kingdon, 1995:3).78 

The decision agenda is a subset of the governmental agenda consisting of issues 

that are in line for an authoritative decision—legislative enactment or presidential 

Cobb and Elder (1972: 30) note, "[t]he question of how an issue comes to be on a formal agenda for 
authoritative decision-making is a crucial aspect of the overall governmental process. An issue must 
command attention before the choice process begins. Moreover, the way in which an issue is defined 
when it reaches the attention of decision-makers may well delimit the range of alternatives 
subsequently considered. In fact, by the time an issue arrives at an actual choice point, its fate may 
already be decided, for all practical purposes. The crucial questions may be whether or not it gets on 
the governmental agenda, how it is defined by that time, how visible it is, and what social influences 
have been activated in the process. See also Walker (1977) on the importance of agenda setting in 
decision making. 

78 

Kingdon's governmental agenda parallels what Cobb and Elder (1972: 85; 1971) refer to as the 
systemic agenda which "consists of all issues that are commonly perceived by members of the 
political community as meriting public attention and as involving matters within the legitimate 
jurisdiction of existing governmental authority." 
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choice (Kingdon, 1995: 4, 202).79 Issues that reach the decision agenda are being 

positioned for authoritative action, or as Kingdon (1995: 166) describes "really 

getting hot".80 The distinction between governmental and decision agendas is an 

important one because the processes whereby issues reach the respective agendas 

are different and critical to an issue moving from relative obscurity to prominence. 

Before turning our attention to the processes involved in agenda setting and the 

specification of alternatives, it is important to identify key participants involved in the 

MSF. Participants, like processes, can act as both catalysts and constraints in the 

decision making process. 

4.2 Participants 

The literature on decision making has a tendency to provide a very narrow 

focus of analysis in relation to participants involved in the process, most often 

analyzing the roles of participants in isolation rather than in relation to other 

participants in the process (Kingdon, 1995: 68). The MSF looks at the broader 

community of participants involved, highlighting their roles and level of influence in 

the process (Kingdon, 1995: 21-44, 45-70). Participants in the MSF are 

Kingdon's decision agenda parallels what Cobb and Elder (1972: 86) interchangeably refer to as the 
institutional, governmental, or formal agenda which is defined as "that set of items explicitly up for the 
active and serious consideration of authoritative decision-makers". 

80 

Kingdon (1995:166) notes, "fw]ithin the governmental agenda, there is a smaller set of items that is 
being decided upon, a decision agenda. Proposals are being moved into position for legislative 
enactment, for instance, or subjects are under review for an imminent decision by the president or a 
department secretary. In the vernacular of the participants, the issue is "really getting hot" which is a 
step up from saying that the participants are seriously occupied with it". 
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disaggregated according to two clusters—visible and hidden participants.81 

4.2.1 Visible Participants and Agenda Setting 

The "visible" cluster of participants centres on elected and appointed officials 

which includes the president, high-level political appointees, and members of 

Congress (Kingdon, 1995: 68-69, 199). It is the visible cluster of participants that 

sets the governmental agenda (Kingdon, 1995: 68-69).82 The MSF is careful in 

recognizing that, although the efforts of visible participants can help push as well as 

impede an issue from reaching the governmental agenda, not all visible participants 

yield the same level of power (Kingdon, 1995: 68-69, 199). Although the president 

does not wholly control the agenda, he or she is a dominant force in agenda setting 

(Kingdon, 1995: 23,24-26,69).83 Presidential power to set the agenda stems from a 

number of sources—institutional resources such as the veto and presidential hiring 

authority, the organizational structure of the executive branch compared with 

Congress allows for greater unitary decision making, a command of public attention 

Although the distinction between visible and hidden participants is not absolute, Kingdon (1995:68-
69) suggests that their differences are strong enough to be meaningful and justify their differentiation. 

82 

For a detailed discussion see Kingdon (1995: 21-44; 45-70). 
83 

Kingdon notes, "[n]o other single actor in the political system has quite the capability of the president 
to set agendas in given policy areas for all who deal with those policies...The president, of course, 
does not totally control the policy agenda, for many events beyond his control impinge on the agendas 
of various participants and even on his own agenda...[nevertheless,] there is little doubt that the 
president remains a powerful force in agenda setting, particularly compared to other actors" (Kingdon, 
1995: 23). Studies by Larocca (2006), Nelson (2002), Cohen (1995), Baumgartnerand Jones (1993), 
Bond and Fleisher(1990), Moe and Teel (1970), and Huntington (1965) provide ample evidence that 
the president yields significant influence in agenda setting. There are, however, competing studies by 
Edwards and Wood (1999), Wood and Peake (1998) and Andrade and Young (1996) which suggest 
that the president's influence in agenda setting is not as pronounced as the literature suggests. 
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which can be used to influence governmental officials to support the president's 

agenda, and the degree of presidential involvement on the agenda itself (Kingdon: 

1995: 24-26). The president's power, does not, however extend to the selection of 

alternatives, which in essence limits the president's power to determine the final 

outcome.84 Political appointees include those individuals in departments and 

bureaus who are appointed by the president, such as cabinet secretaries, 

undersecretaries, and heads of bureaus and administrations (Kingdon, 1995: 27-

28). Their influence on agenda setting rests in elevating an issue on the agenda 

(Kingdon, 1995:28).85 Finally, the ability of members of Congress to set the agenda 

stems from a variety of sources: legal authority, the ability to garner publicity and 

communicate information concerning an issue by holding hearings and introducing 

bills, access to a diverse mix of substantive and political information originating from 

a broad community of experts that includes the bureaucracy, academics, 

constituencies and interest groups, and the longevity of civil servants (Kingdon, 

1995:36-38). The reasons why members of Congress engage in agenda setting 

activities are numerous, the most common being the need to satisfy constituents, 

the desire to enhance their political reputations, and to create "good" public policy 

84 

According to Kingdon, "[s]etting the agenda and getting one's way...are two very different things. 
The president may be able to dominate and even determine the...agenda, but is unable to dominate 
the alternatives that are seriously considered, and unable to determine the final outcome" (Kingdon, 
1995:23-24). 

85 

Kingdon suggests, "[e]ven when the political appointees do not originate an idea, they still play a 
large part in placing it on the agendas of important people, both within and outside their agencies. 
Many times, proposals and ideas float around within executive branch agencies for some time, 
without being taken very seriously. But should a high-level political appointee take an interest in the 
project, the issue suddenly attains much greater prominence" (Kingdon, 1995: 28). 
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(Kingdon, 1995:38-40). Our review of visible participants has identified them as 

powerful agenda setters; however, their authority does not extend to the generation 

of alternatives, where we find the "hidden" cluster of participants playing the lead 

role. The MSF's differentiation between agenda setting and alternative specification 

is particularly useful in accounting for this distinction (Kingdon, 1995: 24). 

4.2.2 Hidden Participants and the Generation of Alternatives 

The "hidden" cluster of participants is compromised of academics, 

researchers, consultants, career civil servants, congressional staffers, presidential 

staff and interest groups (Kingdon, 1995: 69-70). Hidden participants exert their 

influence in the development of alternatives (Kingdon, 1995: 69, 200). Academics 

as well as researchers and consultants influence the generation of alternatives by 

acting as dispensers of both empirical and theoretical information that can be used 

in the development of ideas (Kingdon, 1995: 53-57). Career civil servants are 

traditionally associated with policy implementation rather than agenda setting; 

however, their extensive experience in administering programs, vast body of 

knowledge, and well established political networks—e.g. relationships with Congress 

and interest groups, empower them with the necessary skills and knowledge to 

shape alternatives (Kingdon, 1995:30-34).86 Congressional staffers exert their 

influence indirectly through the selection of alternatives and legislative provisions 

Kingdon (1995: 31) cites the work of Heclo (1974: 301-304) as a prime example of the importance 
of civil servants in not only implementation, but also the generation of alternatives. 
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from which senators and representatives choose (Kingdon, 1995: 40-42). 

Presidential staff make their presence felt in the generation of alternatives through 

their negotiations with various government departments, Congress and interest 

groups to produce the administration's proposals (Kingdon, 1995: 26-27). Finally, 

the last group of hidden participants, interest groups, undoubtedly play a critical role 

in American politics as is evident in the vast body of literature concerning interest 

groups and their role in the broader political system.87 In the context of agenda 

setting and alternative generation, interest groups represent a unique group of 

participants because their activities, some of which are quite visible while others are 

hardly noticeable, allow them to oscillate between agenda setting and the 

generation of alternatives (visible and hidden). However, it is the latter process in 

which they wield the greatest degree of influence (Kingdon, 1995: 46-53, 68). The 

real power of interest groups rests in their ability to attach their own ideas to agenda 

items that other players have made prominent (Kingdon, 1995:50).88 

Two factors explain why agenda setting and the specification of alternatives 

are populated by different clusters of participants: (1) resource requirements to carry 

out the task at hand, and (2) incentives that attract individuals to the specific task 

(Kingdon, 1995:70). Generating viable alternatives requires not only an extensive 

The MSF goes beyond the traditional literature and examines the impact interest groups have on 
agendas and alternatives (Kingdon, 1995:46). 

88 

In Kingdon's words, "[IJobbies often don't begin the push for legislation or the push for agenda 
status. But even if they haven't started the ball rolling, once it is rolling they try to ensure that their 
interests are protected in the legislation that emerges...[T]hey affect the alternatives considered, even 
if they haven't affected the agenda" (Kingdon, 1995:50). 
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knowledge of the issue area, but also the willingness to devote time, energy, and 

resources to minute details (Kingdon, 1995:70). As specialists in their fields, players 

in the hidden cluster are well suited to the task of generating alternatives because 

they possess the necessary resources—knowledge, expertise, and time required to 

craft detailed proposals—whereas players in the visible cluster are more focused on 

using their public profile to bring attention to an issue (Kingdon, 1995: 68-70). The 

different incentives that motivate participants to carry out their respective tasks also 

help us to understand the distinction between the two clusters of participants and 

their respective roles in agenda setting and the generation of alternatives. Elected 

officials such as senators and representatives are often preoccupied with re-election 

and ambitions for career advancement and less inclined to deal with the details of 

policy (Kingdon, 1995: 70). While elected officials focus their efforts on shaping the 

broader direction of policy, filling in the details is left to congressional staffers, who 

in turn consult with the hidden cluster of specialists—academics, researchers, 

consultants, bureaucrats, career civil servants, and interest groups.89 

4.3 Processes 

Agenda setting and the specification of alternatives are not only shaped by 

different participants, but also governed by different processes. Like participants, 

89 

In Kingdon's words, "[t]he broad-brush approach of [visible players]—presidents, cabinet secretaries, 
prominent members of congress, [and] parties, is much better suited to agenda setting than to the 
generation of policy alternatives. The appeals in the visible cluster would be made to such desiderata 
as the potential for public support, electoral consequences of doing one thing rather than another, and 
incentives for political career advancement, rather than things like the technical quality of a proposal. 
Due to their authoritative governmental positions, elected officials also have several constitutional and 
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processes can act as both catalysts and constraints in decision making. At the core 

of the MSF is the notion that running through an organization are three constantly 

flowing and independent process streams—problem, politics, and policy—whereby 

issues and alternatives become prominent agenda items. The problem stream is 

where issues become defined as problems and are brought to the attention of 

government decision makers. The politics stream is where a favourable political 

environment for agenda change is fostered. Finally, the policy stream is where 

alternatives are generated. It is here where ideas emerge and gradually over a 

period of time are transformed by specialists into viable alternatives. As with the 

problem stream, the policy stream is populated by competing alternatives; however, 

only those alternatives that are able to survive the selection process are able to be 

short listed for serious consideration on the government's decision agenda. Each 

stream functions independently of the other, or in Kingdon's words "each of these 

streams has a life of its own, and runs along without a lot of regard to happenings in 

the other streams" (Kingdon, 1995:227). This suggests that: (1) issues are defined 

and recognized as problems regardless of whether solutions are available or of 

developments in the political stream; (2) political developments unfold according to 

their own dynamics regardless of problems or the development of alternatives; and 

(3) alternatives are developed and selected regardless of whether they address 

problems or political concerns (Kingdon, 1995: 201). 

The governmental agenda—the list of issues that are attracting considerable 

legal prerogatives that enhance their ability to affect agendas" (Kingdon, 1995:70). 
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attention by those in and around the government—is set by the problem and politics 

streams (Kingdon, 1995: 20). Problem recognition (problem stream) or a favourable 

political environment (politics stream) or a combination of both (problem and politics 

streams) will help to position an item on the governmental agenda; however, neither 

an individual element nor a combination of the two elements (streams) is capable of 

positioning an item on the decision agenda for an authoritative choice because 

moving onto the decision agenda is governed by an entirely different process. 

Reaching the decision agenda—the list of issues that are in line for an authoritative 

decision—entails a much more rigorous process involving the coupling of the three 

streams by a PE during a window of opportunity created by events in either the 

problem or politics streams. The packaging of a solution to a problem by a PE at a 

time when the political environment is conducive to agenda change positions an 

item on the decision agenda for legislative action. Figure 4.0 provides a visual 

interpretation of Kingdon's MSF. 
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Figure 4 1 John Kingdon's Multiple Streams Framework 
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Policy Entrepreneur 
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Agenda 

Developed using Schuh, A M (2000) Timing Successful Policy Change Lessons From the Civil 
Service Boston University Press of America, 35 and Zahanadis, N (2003) Ambiguity and Choice 
in Public Policy Political Decision Making in Modern Democracies Washington, D C Georgetown 
University Press, 153 

The discussion so far has provided a brief overview of the MSF and in the 

process has identified a number of key concepts that are central to the functioning 

of the framework: problem, politics, and policy streams; coupling; policy windows; 

and PE. Further elaboration of these concepts is necessary to fully outline the 

dynamics of the processes involved in agenda setting, the specification of 

alternatives, and the positioning of an item on the decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 
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4.4 The Three Streams: Problem, Politics, and Policy 

4.4.1 Problem Stream90 

The problem stream is where issues or what Kingdon (1995:109-110) refers 

to as "conditions" come to be defined as problems and are brought to the attention 

of policy makers (in other words, move onto the governmental agenda). In the day-

to-day activities of governing, decision makers are confronted with a host of 

problems; however, only a few capture the attention of decision makers. Kingdon 

(1995: 90-103) suggests that there are three mechanisms—indicators, focusing 

events, and feedback—which in various combinations give that extra "push" needed 

to push an item onto the governmental agenda. Indicators are not used by decision 

makers to determine whether a problem exists; instead, they are used as tools to 

assess the magnitude of a problem and monitor any changes in a problem 

(Kingdon, 1995: 91). Data that are regularly tracked by government decision makers 

provide a useful indicator that can be used to bring attention to the breadth of a 

problem as well as any shifts in the problem. When data deviate from the norm, 

they can signal that the problem requires attention.91 Indicators, although effective, 

are not sufficient on their own to capture the attention of decision makers. Focusing 

events and variations on focusing events (such as crises, disasters and symbols) 

^Kingdon (1995: 90-115). 

91 

What is problematic about indicators is that they are not necessarily a true reflection of the facts 
because of issues associated with the collection and interpretation of the data. The methods by which 
data are collected and interpreted can become prominent items for debate because, as Kingdon 
notes, "the data do not speak for themselves" (Kingdon, 1995:94). 



109 

are effective in reinforcing an existing perception of a problem; however, rarely do 

focusing events themselves position a problem on the governmental agenda 

(Kingdon, 1995: 98-100). Kingdon suggests that focusing events need to be 

accompanied by other mechanisms if they are to push an item onto the 

governmental agenda. Finally, feedback concerning existing policies can bring 

problems to the attention of policy makers by highlighting inconsistencies with 

respect to administrative or legislative intent, stated goals, financial considerations, 

and unanticipated consequences (Kingdon, 1995:100-103). 

In sum, the problem stream is where a condition is transformed into a 

problem and is brought to the attention of government officials. It is here where we 

come to understand how issues are defined as problems and why some problems 

are more successful than others in capturing the attention of government officials. 

4.4.2 Politics Stream92 

The politics stream, which again is independent of the problem and policy 

streams, is the process whereby factors such as national mood, organized interests, 

and events in the government interact to influence the direction of government 

action (Kingdon, 1995: 145). Kingdon (1995: 145) notes that developments in the 

politics stream have a strong effect on agendas by introducing a new item on the 

agenda and shelving others until they can be brought back under more favourable 

circumstances. Of the three factors—national mood, organized interests, and events 

Kingdon (1995: 145-164). 
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in the government—the combination of national mood and events in government 

(specifically, elections) exerts the greatest influence on agendas, even greater than 

that of organized political forces (Kingdon, 1995: 164). 

National mood rests on the notion that a fairly large number of individuals are 

thinking along common lines (Kingdon, 1995: 146).93 From time to time, there are 

noticeable changes in the national mood, and these changes impact agendas and 

outcomes (Kingdon, 1995:146). Used as a mechanism by which government 

officials can gauge opinions on issues, the national mood can propel government 

officials to promote certain items onto agendas, restrain others from ascending to 

prominence, or push others into the shadows (Kingdon, 1995: 147). 

A second component of the politics stream consists of organized political 

forces, often associated with notions of interest group pressure, political mobilization 

and the behavior of political elites (Kingdon, 1995:150). What is important here is 

not necessarily the activities of organized political forces, but rather "how people in 

and around government perceive and react to various organized activities" 

(Kingdon, 1995:150). Kingdon suggests that decision makers perceive consensus 

among organized interests (whether this is in support of or against a solution) as an 

indicator that perhaps they (the decision makers) should also move in that direction. 

On the other hand, dissent among organized forces is often perceived as an 

opportunity by decision makers to arrive at their own image of the situation, one that 

93 

National mood is analogous to the terms "the climate in the country", "changes in public opinion" or 
"broad social movements" (Kingdon, 1995: 146). 
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strikes a balance between the available options; however, if there is a perception 

that there is a tilt in the balance of opposition or support for an issue, this could 

have an impact on whether an item reaches the agenda.94 Kingdon (1995: 153) is 

quick to point out that policy should not be entirely ascribed to organized interests 

because they are just one component of the process. In Kingdon's words, 

"organized forces, far from constituting a comprehensive explanation for public 

policy outcomes, is but one element—albeit an important one, in a more complete 

understanding" (Kingdon, 1995:153). 

Events within the government represent a third component of the politics 

stream. Here agendas are affected by turnover of key personnel in the government 

as well as issues of jurisdiction (Kingdon, 1995: 153). Administrative or legislative 

turnover of key personnel can bring about dramatic changes in agendas in one of 

two ways, "either incumbents in positions of authority change their priorities and 

push new agenda items; or the personnel in those positions changes, bringing new 

priorities onto the agenda by virtue of the turnover" (Kingdon, 1995:153). A change 

in administration is credited with having the most powerful turnover effect (Kingdon, 

1995: 154). A new administration brings to the table a new perspective on issues 

and a list of its own priorities which have a direct impact on agendas. In addition to 

94 

According to Kingdon (1995: 150), "if there is some conflict among the organized forces, then 
political leaders implicitly arrive at an image of their environment that strikes some balance between 
those for and those against a given proposal, or for and against the emergence of an item to agenda 
prominence. Their perception that the balance of support is tilting against a proposal may not 
necessarily prevent that item from being seriously considered.. .On the other hand, support for an item 
allows it to be pushed, and may be solely responsible in some cases for its rise to agenda 
prominence". 
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personnel turnover, agendas can also be affected by what is referred to as the 

"drawing of jurisdictional boundaries" (Kingdon, 1955:155-159). The interests of an 

administrative agency or a congressional committee, as well as the positions of its 

members, are shaped by its areas of jurisdiction;95 hence, changes in agendas are 

typically caused by battles over turf (Kingdon, 1995:155).96 Turf battles can prevent 

items from ever reaching the agenda, but they can also help to propel an item onto 

the decision agenda faster than it would in the absence of a turf battle (Kingdon, 

1995: 157). 

National mood, organized interests, and events in the government should not 

be interpreted as having "equal" impacts on agendas (Kingdon: 1995: 163-164).97 

Kingdon does not however mitigate the role of organized interests, which according 

to him play an important role once the item has reached the agenda: "once the item 

is on the agenda, the organized forces enter the picture, trying as best they can to 

bend the outcomes to their advantage, either by affecting the final compromises 

over the alternatives to be considered or, in some cases, by defeating proposals 

95 

This is akin to Graham Allison's (1971:176) assertion that "where you stand depends upon where 
you sit". 
96 

Kingdon notes,"a major impact of constitutions, charters, statutes, and regulations is to establish 
jurisdictions. In the case of the federal government, administrative agencies and congressional 
committees have their claims to turf. Their positions are affected by their jurisdiction, agenda setting is 
affected by battles over turf, and some items are ignored because they are 'defined away' by the 
drawing of jurisdictional boundaries" (Kingdon, 1995: 155). 

97 

According to Kingdon, "the forces are not equal in practice. In particular, the complex of national 
mood and elections seems to create extremely powerful impacts on policy agendas, impacts capable 
of overwhelming the balance of organized forces..This mood-elections combination has particularly 
powerful impacts on the agenda. It can force some subjects high on the agenda, and can also make it 
virtually impossible for government to pay serious attention to others" (Kingdon, 1995: 164). 
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altogether" (Kingdon, 1995: 166). In the MSF, "impact on the agenda...is different 

from control over the alternatives or over the outcomes" (Kingdon, 1995: 164). 

Building consensus in the political stream takes place through a process of 

bargaining (Kingdon, 1995:159-162).98 The process is best described as one based 

on mutual benefit: "you give me my provision, and I'll give you yours" rather than on 

persuasion; "let me convince you of the virtue of my provision" (Kingdon, 1995:160). 

Ideas diffused through the politics stream gain acceptance through the support of 

coalitions that are built on bargaining. Coalitions are built using "concessions in 

return for support" which requires that participants be willing to compromise their 

positions (Kingdon, 1995:159). The decision to join a coalition is based not only on 

the promise of some benefits, but also on the fear that not joining would exclude an 

individual from receiving any future benefits of participating in the coalition (Kingdon, 

1995:160-161). Although initial positions are often set in stone, there comes a point 

in time when compromise offers participants greater benefits than not 

compromising." Once the bandwagon is rolling, the entry of new coalition 

members, sometimes quite suddenly, can contribute to sudden changes in the 

agenda because not only do such interests receive benefits from membership, but 

98 

See also Dawson (2005: 68) for a discussion of consensus building in the politics stream. 
99 

Kingdon (1995: 161) notes, "[i]nitially, participants stake out their positions somewhat rigidly, 
refusing to compromise on their principles., .[however] [tjhetime comes when rigid adherence to one's 
original position would cost one dearly. These times are the real opportunities for passage, the policy 
windows...when compromise is in the air. At these times, participants of all types conclude that the 
bandwagon is rolling, and that they should be active in shaping the outcome. Advocates of change 
push hard for their proposals. Even enemies of change introduce their own proposals in an attempt to 
bend the outcomes as much as they can to their own purpose". 
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their appearance creates an image of a movement being created for or against 

certain agenda items (Kingdon, 1995:163). 

In sum, the politics stream is where a political environment conducive to 

agenda change is created. Whether an item appears on or disappears from the 

governmental agenda is shaped by three central elements: national mood, 

organized interests, and events in the government. Arriving at a consensus within 

the politics stream requires building coalitions through a system of bargaining. 

4.4.3 Policy Stream100 

The policy stream, or what Kingdon (1995: 116) also refers to as the "policy 

primeval soup", is where alternatives are generated and undergo a process of 

selection in anticipation of ultimately reaching the decision agenda. The process by 

which the list of alternatives is generated and narrowed down to only a select few 

does not resemble rational decision making, but rather a biological evolutionary 

process (Kingdon, 1995:124). Alternatives undergo a gradual transformation where 

ideas compete and combine with one another, some ideas catch on while others die 

before they get off the ground, and some combine and mutate into new ideas 

(Kingdon, 1995: 131).101 Independent of the problem and politics streams, the 

1°°Kingdon(1995: 116-144). 

101 

According to Kingdon (1995: 124), "[m]any proposals are possible—a theoretical infinity of them. 
This policy primeval soup does not closely resemble a rational decision-making system with a few 
well-defined alternatives among which decision makers choose...The process is evolutionary, a 
selection process in which some of these ideas survive and flourish. With this reasoning, the origins 
become less important than the processes of mutation and recombination that occur as ideas 
continuously confront one another and are refined until they are ready to enter a serious decision 
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policy stream is driven by entirely different forces—policy communities, softening 

activities, and feasibility criterion (Kingdon, 1995: 117-118). 

Policy communities play the central role in generating the list of potential 

alternatives from which government decision makers make an authoritative choice. 

Policy communities consist of specialists: researchers, academics, congressional 

staffers, bureaucrats, and interest group analysts in a given policy area, our familiar 

hidden cluster of participants (Kingdon, 1995: 117). Policy communities from 

different policy areas exhibit varying levels of fragmentation (Kingdon, 1995:118).102 

While some communities are closed and tightly knit, others are open and 

fragmented (Kingdon, 1995:118). The degree of fragmentation has a direct bearing 

on what is generated by the policy communities and community agendas. Policy 

communities that are highly fragmented are likely to produce alternatives that are 

fragmented, lack focus, and are disjointed (Kingdon, 1995: 119). In contrast, a 

tightly knit community is likely to generate alternatives that are much more unified 

and succinct in their outlook (Kingdon, 1995:119-120). In terms of agenda stability, 

Kingdon (1995: 120-121) suggests that agendas in fragmented communities are 

state. Thus, the order in which ideas are tried out sometimes approaches randomness, but the key to 
understanding the process is knowing the conditions under which ideas survive". 

102 

The health and transportation communities in the US are two such examples. Kingdon (1995:118-
119) notes, "[hjealth and transportation provide an instructive contrast because health is far less 
fragmented. The health community does have diverse elements, including biomedical researchers, 
manpower specialists, health insurance advocates, and budget makers. But most health specialists 
deal with problems related to making people healthy and paying for their medical care, and there is a 
fair amount of interaction among the admittedly diverse elements...The transportation community is 
much more fragmented, partly because it is divided into different modes [railways, urban mass transit, 
highways, aviation]...There is also a division between those involved in regulation and those involved 
in federal grants programs". 
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much more unstable than those of highly integrated communities. Agenda stability is 

attributed to what Kingdon refers to as "structural anchors", such as agreed upon 

paradigms and susceptibility to crisis.103 

Softening up is the process by which advocates, or what Kingdon (1995:122, 

128) refers to as "PEs", attempt to garner interest and support for a new idea or 

proposal. PEs attempt to "soften up" both policy communities and the broader 

public using various softening activities such as floating trial balloons, holding 

congressional hearings, publishing reports, speeches, and introducing bills 

(Kingdon, 1995:128-130). Kingdon emphasizes that the "softening" process should 

not be understood solely in terms of "lobbying muscle" but rather as one where the 

substance of an idea matters as much as pressure.104 Softening is necessary to 

ensure that the relevant audience is receptive to a particular proposal when one is 

required.105 

103 

According to Kingdon (1995:120-121), "agenda stability is due to structural anchors to the agenda. 
[A fragmented policy community] with its greater fragmentation, fewer agreed-upon paradigms, and 
greater susceptibility to crisis, is simply less completely structured. That relative lack of structure 
leaves the agenda free to shift from one time to another in a more volatile fashion. In the more tightly 
knit [policy] community, with its greater sharing of paradigm, there is less chance for [its] agenda to 
shift abruptly. The fragmentation of a policy system affects the stability of the agenda within the 
system". 

104 

According to Kingdon (1995:125), "[p]olitical scientists are accustomed to such concepts as power, 
influence, pressure, and strategy. If we try to understand public policy solely in terms of these 
concepts, however, we miss a great deal. The content of the ideas themselves, far from being mere 
smokescreens or rationalizations, are integral parts of decision making in and around government. As 
officials and those close to them encounter ideas and proposals, they evaluate them, argue with one 
another, marshal evidence and argument in support or opposition, persuade one another, solve 
intellectual puzzles, and become entrapped in intellectual dilemmas". 

105 

According to Kingdon (1995: 130), "[s]oftening up seems to be necessary before a proposal is 
taken seriously. Many good proposals have fallen on deaf ears because they arrived before the 
general public, the specialized publics, or the policy communities were ready to listen. Eventually, 
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Ideas in the policy stream undergo a transformation, one best described as a 

"process of biological selection". In this process, some ideas survive while others 

disappear. Surviving the selection process requires an idea to be technically 

feasible, compatible with the values of policymakers involved, and capable of 

anticipating and accommodating future constraints (Kingdon, 1995:137-139). If an 

idea can pass these selection criteria, it can be diffused within the policy community. 

Consensus in the policy stream is built through a process of persuasion and 

diffusion.106 Persuasion involves convincing others of the virtues of a specific 

provision (Kingdon, 1995:160). Once an idea has passed the criteria for survival, it 

becomes diffused within the policy community, gradually receiving the support of a 

widening group of specialists (Kingdon, 1995: 140-141, 159). There is a clear 

distinction to be made between the processes that guide consensus building in the 

policy stream and those in the politics stream. Whereas the policy stream 

emphasizes persuasion, the politics stream is governed by bargaining. Kingdon 

(1995: 160) is quick to note that it is important not to associate specialists with the 

sole activity of persuasion and politicians with bargaining. The purpose of 

highlighting the distinction between the policy and politics streams is to bring 

attention to the processes involved.107 

such a proposal might be resurrected, but only after a period of paving the way". 

106 

See also Dawson (2005: 71-75) for a detailed discussion of consensus building in the policy 
stream. 
107 

Kingdon (1995: 160) notes, "[l]et us be clear once again that the processes are different from the 
participants, and that we are discussing processes here. In fact, policy specialists do not have 
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4.5 Policy Windows, Coupling, and Policy Entrepreneurs 

Our discussion of the three streams—problems, politics, and policy—has so 

far focused on the independent processes at work in structuring each of the 

streams. As important as it is to understand that the individual streams evolve 

independently, it is equally important to understand the processes by which the 

three independent streams come together and thus move an issue onto the 

decision agenda for an authoritative choice. There are three elements of the MSF 

that are central to our understanding of these processes—policy windows, coupling, 

and PEs. 

4.5.1 Policy Windows 

Policy windows provide the opportunity for a "launch", in other words, the 

opportunity for policy advocates to push their proposals or draw further attention to 

their problems (Kingdon, 1995: 165-166). In his research, Kingdon (1995: 165) 

found that a window resembles what one interest group analyst refers to as the "big 

wave": "people who are trying to advocate change are like surfers waiting for the 

big wave. You get out there, you have to be ready to go, you have to be ready to 

paddle. If you are not ready to paddle when the big wave comes along, you're not 

going to ride it in". Kingdon identifies two categories of windows that can 

monopoly on persuasion; nor do politicians have a monopoly on bargaining. One often observes 
politicians persuading and specialist bargaining. We are making this distinction between the two 
different types of coalition building to draw attention to the differences between the processes in the 
political and policy streams, not to argue that one process is the exclusive preserve of one type of 
actor". 
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open—politics and problems. Politics windows open because of events in the politics 

stream—a change in administration, a change in the distribution of seats in 

Congress, or a shift in national mood (Kingdon, 1995:168). In contrast, problem 

windows open because of events in the problem stream, specifically, a new problem 

catches the attention of key political actors or a problem becomes pressing 

(Kingdon, 1995:168). Predicting when a window will open is a difficult task because 

there is a perceptual element involved.108 In some cases, the task of predicting 

when a window will open is not as difficult because of the activities that cause a 

window to open. Some windows open with considerable consistency because of 

routine activities that help open and close windows on a schedule (Kingdon, 1995: 

164).109 Predictable windows are often cyclical in nature, opening and closing 

according to a schedule determined by formal institutional requirements. It is 

important for advocates to take advantage of an open window because windows 

open infrequently, and when they do open, their time is brief. There are several 

reasons why a window closes: participants feel that they have resolved the problem 

through a decision or enactment; participants fail to have action taken on their 

problem; events that caused the window to open dissipate; there are no available 

108 

According to Kingdon (1995: 171), "[s]ome objective features define a policy window, such as a 
change of administration, a renewal, or the imminent collapse of a major sector of the economy. But 
the window exists in the perceptions of the participants as well. They perceive its presence or 
absence, they estimate the likelihood of its future occurrence, and they sometimes misestimate or 
misperceive. Beyond misperceiving, even highly skilled and knowledgeable people may disagree on 
whether a window is or will be open because the nature of the beast is complex and a bit opaque". 

109 

Examples of such activities include formal requirements such as policy renewals, the budget cycle, 
and annual reports (Kingdon, 1995: 186). 
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alternatives; and /or here may be a turnover in personnel who caused the window to 

open in the first place (Kingdon, 1995:169-170). 

An open window plays a central role in the underlying process of agenda 

setting. Recall two central types of agendas—governmental and decision agendas— 

are of interest. The governmental agenda is the list of issues that are attracting 

attention by those in and around the government, whereas the decision agenda is a 

subset of the governmental agenda consisting of issues that are in line for a 

decision. Moving an item from the governmental agenda to the decision agenda is 

facilitated by an open window, often bringing about a change in policy.110 The 

absence of an open window strongly diminishes a participant's willingness to push 

for an issue. Without an opportunity for an authoritative decision, policy advocates 

will fail to invest time and resources in pushing for an item. Kingdon notes that in 

many cases "potential items never rise on the [decision] agenda because their 

advocates conclude it isn't worth their effort to push them" (Kingdon, 1995: 167). 

4.5.2 Coupling 

At critical points in time, such as the opening of a policy window, these three 

otherwise independent streams join to push an item onto the decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. The joining or "coupling" of the three elements by a PE 

110 

Kingdon (1995: 166-167) notes: "[pjolicy windows open infrequently, and do not stay open long. 
Despite their rarity, the major changes in public policy result from the appearance of these 
opportunities..Think of a queue of items waiting their turn on a decision agenda. Somehow, the items 
must be ordered in the queue. The opening of a window often establishes the priority in the queue. 
Participants move some items ahead of others, essentially because they believe the proposals stand 
a decent chance of enactment". 
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suggests that a problem has been recognized, a solution has been developed, and 

a favourable political climate for agenda change exists. Kingdon (1995: 178) 

emphasizes that individually the streams are not powerful enough to propel an item 

onto the decision agenda. The absence of just one element will also have a weak 

impact on the agenda by making a subject's time on the agenda brief.111 

Throughout the process, there may be what Kingdon (1995: 202) refers to as partial 

couplings—solutions to problems; politics to solutions; or politics to problems. 

However, each pairing is missing a critical third element for the complete package. 

In the case of the first pairing (solutions to problems), a receptive political climate is 

absent whereas with the second pairing (politics to solutions), there is no sense that 

a pressing problem is being addressed, and finally, with respect to the third pairing 

(politics to problem), a viable alternative is absent (Kingdon, 1995: 202). Partial 

couplings, although they occur, are not powerful enough to fix an item on the 

decision agenda. 

The opportunity for the coupling of the three streams is created by the 

opening of a policy window. Recall that there are two types of policy windows that 

m 
Kingdon (1995:179) notes, "[problems or politics by themselves can structure the governmental 

agenda. But the probability of an item rising on the decision agenda is dramatically increased if all 
three streams—problems, policies, and politics—are joined...None of the streams are sufficient by 
themselves to place an item firmly on the decision agenda. If one of the three elements is missing—if 
a solution is not available, a problem cannot be found or is not sufficiently compelling, or support is 
not forthcoming from the political stream—then the subjects' place on the decision agenda is 
fleeting...Since it cannot move from governmental agenda status to a decision agenda, attention turns 
to other subjects" (Kingdon, 1995:178). Kingdon reinforces the importance of coupling by highlighting 
the powerful "joint effect" of coupling the three streams: there are very few single-factor explanations 
for high placement on the agenda. Generally, the rise of an item is due to the joint effect of several 
factors coming together at a given point in time, not to the effect of one or another of them singly...It 
[is] their joint effects that [are] so powerful...Generally, no one factor dominates or precedes the 
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can open—problem and political windows. This distinction is an important one 

because the type of window that opens (i.e. the events that caused the 

governmental agenda to change) has an impact on what is selected from the policy 

stream.112 Problem windows indicate to decision makers that a serious problem 

exists which requires their attention. In response to a pressing problem, decision 

makers "reach into the policy stream for an alternative that can reasonably be seen 

as a solution" (Kingdon, 1995: 174). In contrast, changes in the politics stream 

which induce the opening of a politics window call for a solution that fits with the 

new political situation.113 Policy advocates are constantly on the look out for 

opportunities to couple the three streams; however, also laying in wait are policy 

opponents who wish to derail the process. Open windows for opponents of 

particular policies provide them with the opportunity to prevent action on a particular 

issue by overloading the governmental agenda with more solutions than decision 

others". 

112 
Recall that in the MSF, the problem and politics streams have the greatest impact on agenda 

change whereas the policy stream is focused on the development of alternatives. The problem and 
politics streams have the added importance of influencing the type of window that opens: "[w]hat does 
an open window call for? The answer depends on what opened the window in the first place, or, to put 
it another way, what caused the agenda to change...[C]hange usually comes about in response to 
developments in the problems and political streams, not in the policy stream. So the two categories of 
windows—problem and political windows—call for different borrowings from the policy stream 
(Kingdon, 1995: 173-174). 

113 

According to Kingdon (1995:174), "a window can be opened by an event in the political stream—a 
change of administration, a shift in national mood, an influx of new members of Congress. Politicians 
decide to undertake some sort of initiative on a particular subject, and cast about for ideas. Putting 
themselves in the market for proposals creates an [opportunity] for advocates, and many alternatives 
are then advanced by their sponsors. One or more of the proposals worked up and available in the 
policy stream thus becomes coupled to the event in the political stream that changed the agenda. The 
problems may not have changed at all; nor did the solutions. But the availability of an alternative that 
responds in some way to a new political situation changes the [governmental] agenda". 
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makers can adequately process.114 

The process of coupling is contentious because it challenges traditional 

rational models of decision making which argue that solutions are generated only 

after a problem is identified. In the MSF, solutions are constantly being developed 

and revised in the policy stream regardless of whether a problem exists. They drift 

around government, looking for political developments that will increase their 

chances of being adopted or problems to be attached to (Kingdon, 1995: 172). 

Solutions that are perceived by politicians as being expedient or a solution to a 

pressing problem move onto the governmental agenda (Kingdon, 1995: 172). The 

coupling of the three elements into a single package is the pivotal process by which 

an item moves onto the decision agenda for an authoritative choice. 

4.5.3 Policy Entrepreneurs 

Kingdon (1995:179) describes PEs as "advocates who are willing to invest 

their resources—time, energy, reputation, and money to promote positions in return 

for anticipated future gain in the form of material, purposive, or solitary benefits". 

PEs can be found in many different locations: in or out of government, in elected or 

appointed positions, in interest groups or research organizations; thus no single 

114 

Kingdon (1995:176) notes, "strategists sometimes deliberately overload an agenda to frustrate all 
action. If they want to prevent action on a particular item, they load in many other items to compete. 
What happens when such an unmanageable multitude of problems and alternatives get dumped into 
the deliberations? One possibility, indeed not uncommon, is that the entire complex of issues falls of 
its own weight. Most participants conclude that the subject is too complex, the problems too 
numerous, and the array of alternatives too overwhelming. Their attention drifts away to other, more 
manageable subjects". 
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type of player dominates the entrepreneurial pool (Kingdon, 1995:122, 204). What 

makes PEs successful is their persistence, their political connections or negotiating 

skills, and their claim to a hearing (Kingdon, 1995: 180-181).115 PEs appear at 

critical points in the decision making process—pushing their concerns about a 

problem higher on the agenda, pushing their proposals during the softening up of 

the system, and the coupling of streams (Kingdon, 1995:204). It is the coupling of 

the streams during an open window when the PE's presence and 

qualities—persistence, their political connections or negotiating skills, and their claim 

to a hearing—are most needed to push problems and solutions into prominence 

(Kingdon, 1995: 204-205). Kingdon suggests that, without the presence of an 

entrepreneur at this point in the process, "the linking of the three streams may not 

take place. Good ideas lie fallow for lack of an advocate. Problems are unsolved for 

lack of a solution. Political events are not capitalized for lack of inventive and 

developed proposals" (Kingdon, 1995:182). 

The importance of individuals in shaping policy has led to a growing body of 

work examining policy entrepreneurship (Raines and Prakash, 2005; McCowan, 

2004; Carter and Scott, 2004; Carter, Scott, and Rowling, 2004; Meo, Ziebro and 

Patton, 2004; Cline, 2001; Mintrom, 2000, 1997a, 1997b; 1994; and Ziebro, 

2000).116 In their study of corporate environmental practices, Raines and Prakash 

115 

A "claim to a hearing" refers to an individual's right to participate in the process. Kingdon (1995: 
180) suggests that policy entrepreneurs are awarded this right on the basis of their expertise, their 
ability to speak on behalf of others, or their position as an authoritative decision maker. 

See also earlier studies by Oliver and Shaheen (1997), Davis (1999), Schiller (1995), Schneider 
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(2005: 3, 8) found that the presence and the actions of an entrepreneur increased 

the likelihood that corporations would adopt environmentally progressive policies. 

Individuals identified as entrepreneurs were instrumental in not only advocating for 

"greener" policies, but also in the adoption of such policies by corporate leaders. 

(Raines and Prakash, 2005: 10-11). Carter and Scott (2004) and Carter et. al. 

(2004) investigated the role of members of Congress in advancing their foreign 

policy agendas. They found that congressional foreign policy PEs are a clearly 

identifiable group of entrepreneurs because of their willingness to initiate their own 

agendas without action from the Administration (Carter and Scott, 2004; Carter et. 

al., 2004). Meo et. al. (2004) examined the relationship between entrepreneurs and 

policy innovation, drawing upon the experience of Tulsa's municipal government in 

developing innovative natural hazards mitigation and environmental policy as their 

case study. They concluded that not only are PEs a clearly identifiable group of 

individuals who shape policy, but there are also different categories of PEs (Meo et. 

al., 2004). Cline (2001) examined the role of individuals as catalysts of change in 

extending health policy at the local level, and found that the presence and actions of 

PEs were critical in increasing the probability of the successful development and 

adoption of policy innovations. Mintrom (2000, 1997a, 1997b, 1994), one of the 

leaders in policy entrepreneurial research, has provided significant evidence that 

PEs play a central role in the diffusion of policy innovation. Using educational policy 

and Teske (1995,1992), Polsby (1994), Roberts (1994), Bryson and Crosby (1992), Weissert (1991), 
Doig and Hargrove (1987), King and Roberts (1987), Walker (1974), Bardach (1972), and Price 
(1971). 



126 

as his case study, Mintrom has provided considerable insight to the critical role of 

PEs, their actions, entrepreneurial motivations and strategies in the successful 

adoption of choice based school reform. Ziebro (2000) analyzed the role of specific 

individuals involved in the development of Tulsa's environmental policies. Her 

(2000:235) findings confirmed that PE's played a pivotal role in overcoming barriers 

to policy innovation and social learning. Berry and Flowers (1999) investigated the 

role of individuals in the budget reform policy process of the state of Florida. 

Through a series of interviews, they were able to identify key individuals involved in 

the development, adoption and implementation of major policy changes to 

budgetary practices, the role of specific individuals during the development and 

adoption stage of the policy process, and strategies used by individuals that proved 

to be effective in initiating change (1999: 616-617). They concluded that policy 

change requires "purposive and strategic actions from public entrepreneurs" (1999: 

578) and that different types of entrepreneurs can be found throughout the different 

stages of the policy process (1999: 585-607). 

4.6 Conclusions 

Our discussion of Kingdon's MSF has highlighted key participants and 

processes involved in agenda setting and the specification of alternatives—streams, 

policy windows, coupling, and PEs. Central to Kingdon's MSF is the notion of three 

constantly flowing and independent streams—problem, politics, and policy—each 

competing for the attention of decision makers. Independence means that each 
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stream "has a life of its own," allowing it to develop according to a unique set of 

factors. The politics and problem streams are where we find a visible cluster of 

participants, whereas the policy stream is populated by a hidden cluster of 

participants. Governmental agendas—the list of issues that are attracting 

considerable attention by those in and around the government—are set by 

developments in the problem or politics streams. Moving an issue from the 

governmental agenda to the decision agenda—a subset of the governmental 

agenda consisting of issues that are in line for an authoritative decision—is 

governed by an entirely different process. An issue is propelled onto the decision 

agenda for an authoritative decision when the three streams are coupled by a PE 

during an open policy window. Partial couplings occur along the way; however, a 

position on the decision agenda requires that all three elements—problem, a 

receptive political environment, and solution—are joined into a "single package" by 

a PE (Kingdon, 1995: 202). As agents of policy change, PEs play a central role in 

decision making, a fact that is supported by the growing body of literature on policy 

entrepreneurship. Chapter five utilizes the discussion of Kingdon's MSF and insights 

from existing literature to address the MSF's atheoretical label and provide greater 

substance and clarity to the framework's central concept of PEs, and in the process 

generate testable hypotheses. The chapter also serves as the methodological 

section of the study by identifying the sources of information for the study, methods 

that were used to collect the necessary data, and how the data were analyzed to 

arrive at the study's conclusions. 
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Chapter 5 Modifications to the Multiple Streams Framework and the 
Generation and Testing of Hypotheses 

5.0 Introduction 

This chapter builds on the discussion of the MSF by first organizing the 

critical pieces of the MSF into a coherent organizational structure using the concept 

of two-level theories which explains outcomes by organizing variables according to 

two distinct levels—basic and secondary—with different logical structures between 

levels (Goertz and Mahoney, 2006, 2004: 1-2). One of the many criticisms of the 

MSF is that it lacks structure and that it is too ambiguous in terms of the processes 

that drive the framework. Operationalizing the MSF as a two-level theory will provide 

us with the opportunity to organized variables and identify relationships. In the 

process, we can push further on theorizing about PEs and in the process generate 

testable hypotheses. As noted by Goertz and Mahoney (2004: 1-2), many 

prominent theories, although they are neither officially recognized nor structured as 

117 

two-level theories are in fact two-level in nature. The chapter also serves as the 

methodological section of the study by identifying the sources of information for the 

study, methods that were used to collect the necessary data, and how the data were 

analyzed to arrive at the study's conclusions. 

117 
According to Goertz and Mahoney (2004: 534), examples of two-level theories can be found in the 

literature on states, public policy and social movements. Four prominent theories identified by Goertz 
and Mahoney (2004) as two-level include: Skocpoi's (1979) theory of social revolution, Ostrom's 
(1991 a) theory of institutional functioning; Downing's (1992) theory of the origins of liberal democracy; 
and Hicks, Misra and Nah Hg (1995) theory of the creation of welfare states. 
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5.1 Two-Level Theories 

The organizational structure of two-level theories provides us with the 

opportunity to identify relationships between variables that underlie Kingdon's MSF 

and move ahead on theorizing within the framework by developing theoretically 

grounded explanations of the dynamic and complex processes at work. It is 

common for theories to utilize nonhierarchical, single level structures to explain 

outcomes; however, two-level theories provide explanations of outcomes by 

organizing variables at two levels of analysis—basic and secondary—with different 

logical structures between them (Goertz and Mahoney, 2004:1-2). The organizing 

structure of a two-level theory really embodies two theories, one at the basic-level 

and the other at the secondary-level (Ragin and Pennings, 2005: 427). The 

underlying theory at the basic (or first) level centres on the predictors of the 

outcome variable (or the main dependent variable), whereas the theory at the 

secondary (or second) level seeks to explain the predictors of the basic (or first) 

level (Ragin and Pennings, 2005:427). The structure of a two-level theory uncovers 

the mechanisms at work using necessary and sufficient conditions to define 

relationships between levels. A key defining feature of two-level theories is the high 

degree of abstraction at the basic-level which requires greater specification at the 

secondary-level in order to account for the structure at the basic-level (Goertz, 

2001: 7).118 

118 

Goertz (2001: 7) notes: "[o]ne of the key aspects of all the necessary conditions proposed by 
Kingdon.Js that they are pitched at a fairly high level of abstraction. The second level...requires a 
specification of what should count as fulfilling the necessary condition at the first structural level. 
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5.1.1 Basic and Secondary Level Variables 

Basic-Level 

At the heart of a two-level model is the basic-level because it provides the 

underlying rationale for the outcome variable (Ragin and Pennings, 2005:427). It is 

here where we find the main variables of the theory as a whole (Goertz and 

Mahoney, 2004: 3). Basic-level variables can be organized using different logical 

structures, the most prominent being the conjuncture of necessary causes, and 

equifinality (Goertz and Mahoney, 2004: 3). Conjuncture of necessary causes 

suggests that "a combination of necessary conditions are sufficient to produce an 

outcome", whereas equifinality suggests that "there are various conditions that are 

sufficient to produce the same outcome and hence multiple paths to the same 

outcome" (Goertz and Mahoney, 2004: 3). 

Secondary-Level 

The secondary-level has an indirect impact on the outcome variable through 

the basic-level. Recall that the causal conditions at the basic-level are the effects of 

the secondary-level causal conditions (Ragin and Pennings, 2005: 428); hence 

secondary-level variables serve as an indirect link to the main outcome variable 

(Goertz and Mahoney, 2006: 242). Goertz and Mahoney (2006: 242-243) identify 

three types of relationships that can exist between the secondary and basic 

Hence, [there are] two levels, the core one involving multiple necessary conditions which are jointly 
sufficient and a second level which permits multiple and substitutable factors to fill the necessary 
condition slots". 
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levels—causal, ontological, and substitutable. A causal relationship can be 

described as the "causes of causes" (Goertz and Mahoney, 2006: 242). With an 

ontological relationship, the secondary-level variables represent the central 

components of the basic-level variables whereas with a substitutable relationship, 

secondary-level variables are substitutes to a given basic level variable (Goertz and 

Mahoney, 2006, 242-243). The logical structure of relationships between variables 

at the two levels can vary. Traditionally, analysts use either AND or OR to connect 

variables (Goertz and Mahoney, 2006: 243). 

The power of two-level theories stems from the systematic relationship 

between the two levels (Goertz and Mahoney, 2006: 244). Although the addition of 

the secondary-level variables adds complexity to the argument developed at the 

basic-level, it also helps to corroborate the argument at the basic-level empirically 

(Goertz and Mahoney, 2006: 244). To test claims at the basic-level, Goertz and 

Mahoney (2006: 244). suggest "analysts draw on the information at the secondary-

level, which allows them to move down levels of analysis and examine factors that 

further elaborate the causal relationship". Uncovering causal relationships provides 

researchers with a deeper understanding of the underlying basic-level causes that 

contribute to the outcome of interest. An analysis of ontological relationships 

provides researchers with an opportunity to dissect the defining features of basic-

level variables that impact the outcome. According to Goertz and Mahone (2006: 

244-245): "the specific properties identified in the secondary-level are "mechanisms" 

that explain why the basic-level variables have the effects they do." Finally, by 
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examining substitutable relationships, researchers are able to uncover the various 

combinations by which basic-level variables can be satisfied. The basic level, 

according to Goertz and Mahone (2006: 244-245), "taps a factor which is common 

across cases, while the secondary-level permits differentiation among cases in the 

ways in which this can occur." 

5.1.2 Conceptualizing the Multiple Streams Framework as a Two-
Level Theory 

Kingdon's MSF posits a complex web of actors, events, and processes which 

come together at critical points in time to propel items onto the decision agenda for 

an authoritative decision. Drawing on our detailed analysis of Kingdon's MSF, we 

use the guidelines set out by Goertz and Mahoney (2004: 24-25) and insights to the 

MSF provided by Goertz and Levy (2005) and Goertz (2003, 2001) to formally 

construct Kingdon's MSF as a two-level theory and to clarify relationships between 

the levels of analysis. In the process, we can begin to push forward towards the 

theoretical development of the framework and the generation of testable 

hypotheses. 

Basic-Level 

Within the structure of a two-level theory, the basic-level consists of the 

central variables and the outcome variable of the theory (Goertz and Mahoney, 

2004: 3). In the case of the MSF, the outcome variable is the decision agenda which 

is operationalized as a subset of the governmental agenda consisting of issues that 
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are in line for an authoritative decision as in a legislative vote or a presidential 

decision. A thorough review of the MSF and insights provided by Goertz and Levy 

(2005) and Goertz (2003, 2001) suggest that problems, politics, policy, policy 

window, and PE can be identified as the main variables (basic-level variables): 

problem—a pressing problem is recognized; politics—a favourable political 

environment for change exists; policy—a solution is available; policy window—an 

open window provides the catalyst for change; and PE—a policy advocate capable 

of coupling the three streams is present. Our analysis of the MSF suggests a 

conjuncture of necessary variables relationship between the basic-level variables 

and the outcome variable. In other words, a combination of necessary 

conditions—problem, politics, policy, policy window, and PE, are influential 

predictors of the outcome—movement of an issue from the governmental agenda to 

the decision agenda for an authoritative decision, as in a legislative vote or a 

presidential decision. 

Secondary-Level 

Secondary-level variables serve as a link to the main outcome variable. Their 

theoretical significance is derived from their relationship to the main outcome which 

is determined through their relationship to the basic-level variables. Using our 

detailed analysis of the MSF and insights provided by Goertz and Levy (2005) and 

Goertz (2003, 2001), we can extract the relevant secondary variables and the 

logical structures underlying their relationship with the basic-level variables. 
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The first group of secondary-level variables—the release of statistical 

indicators used to monitor the progression of policy (indicators), the release of 

studies assessing the viability of policy (studies), a focusing event such as a crisis or 

disaster that brings attention to policy (focusing event), feedback from the public to 

decision makers concerning existing policy (public feedback), and feedback from 

bureaucrats to policy makers concerning existing policy (bureaucratic feedback)— 

provide the link to the basic-level variable—problem (a pressing problem is 

recognized). In this case, the combination of the necessary conditions (indicators, 

studies, focusing event, public feedback and bureaucratic feedback) act, as an 

influential predictor of the basic-level variable (problem stream). 

The second group of secondary-level variables—a change in public opinion 

concerning existing policy (public opinion), a change of administration (change in 

administration), a change in party status in congress (change in party status), 

turnover of key government bureaucratic personnel (bureaucratic turnover), and 

influence of interest groups (interest groups)—provides the link to the basic-level 

variable—politics (a favourable political environment). In this case, the combination 

of the necessary conditions (public opinion, change in administration, change in 

party status, bureaucratic turnover, interest groups) acts as an influential predictor 

of the basic-level variable (politics stream). 

The third group of secondary-level variables—policy communities, softening 

activities, and feasibility criteria—provide the link to the basic-level variable—policy 

(an available alternative). In this case, the combination of the necessary conditions 
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(a solution is generated in the policy community and "softened" and passes the 

feasibility criteria) acts as an influential predictor of the basic-level variable (policy 

stream). 

The fourth group of secondary-level variables—problem and political events— 

provides the link to the basic-level variable—policy window. In this case, the logical 

structure of the relationship can be best categorized as one of "equifinality" such 

that there are multiple paths (problem or political events) that can be influential 

predictors of the outcome (policy window). 

The final group of secondary-level variables—a claim to a hearing, political 

connectivity, skilled negotiator, and persistence—provides the link to the basic-level 

variable—PE (a policy advocate capable of coupling the three streams). In this 

case, the relationship between the secondary-level variables and the basic-level 

variables is ontological; in other words, the secondary-level variables are the 

defining features of the basic-level variable. In this case, the combination of the 

necessary (a claim to a hearing, political connectivity, negotiation skills, and 

persistence) acts as an influential predictor of the basic-level variable (PE). Figure 

5.0 provides a visual representation of the MSF utilizing the concepts of a two-level 

theory as the organizing structure. 
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Figure 5.1 The Multiple Streams Framework Operationalized 
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If the MSF is correct in its characterization of the decision making process, we 

expect the positioning of a policy proposal for authoritative action to be consistent 

with the MSF's underlying hypothesis that an issue reaches the governmental 

decision agenda for an authoritative decision when three constantly flowing and 

independent streams—problems, politics, and policy—are coupled by a PE during a 

critical window of opportunity. Two-level theories are inherently complex; however, 

they also equip us with "a powerful set of tools to model social phenomena" (Goertz 

and Mahoney, 2004: 6). Operationalizing the MSF as a two-level helps to uncover 

relationships between variables and the dynamic processes at work. In the process, 

we can bring clarity to a framework which is criticized for being atheoretical as well 

as aid in its theoretical development. 

5.2 Modifications to the Multiple Streams Framework and the Generation of 
Testable Hypotheses 

Having sketched the organizing structure of the MSF, we can now shift our 

attention to refining the concept of PEs and developing testable hypotheses. Recall 

that one of the key criticisms of Kingdon's MSF, which has contributed to the 

framework's "atheoretical label" and prevented it from becoming a "full fledged 

theory" is its lack of explicit and testable hypotheses. PEs play a pivotal role in the 

conceptualization of the MSF, yet Kingdon fails to develop formally any testable 

hypotheses that contribute to its theoretical development. 
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5.2.1 Policy Entrepreneurs 

Kingdon's MSF not only acknowledges the importance of PEs, but also 

assigns them a critical role in the policy process. Recall that in the MSF, PEs can be 

found in many different locations—in or out of government, in elected or appointed 

positions, as members of interest groups or research organizations; thus no single 

type of player dominates the entrepreneurial pool (Kingdon, 1995:122, 204). What 

distinguishes PEs from other participants in the policy process is their willingness to 

invest their resources (time, energy, reputation and money) in hope of some future 

benefit, such as satisfaction derived from solving a problem, the promotion of 

personal interests, shaping the direction of future policy, and playing an active role 

in the policy process (Kingdon, 1995: 122-124). 

PEs can be found at critical points in the agenda setting process actively 

pushing for their proposals during the "softening" of the system and the opening of 

windows. During the softening of the system, PEs attempt to make their proposals 

palatable to policy communities and decision makers in order to solidify support for 

their proposals when it is needed. It is during the opening of a window, however, 

that a PE's presence is perhaps the most critical during the agenda setting process. 

Windows provide PEs with the opportunity to "couple" the three streams by selling 

their preferred package of problem and solution to a receptive political environment 

(Zahariadis, 2007a: 1). The joining of the three streams is necessary to propel an 

item onto the decision agenda for an authoritative choice. Kingdon (1995: 178) 

emphasizes that without the presence of a PE during this critical period, coupling is 
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unlikely to occur; therefore, issues often fail to move from the governmental to the 

decision agenda, and attention by decision makers shifts to other issues. Kingdon 

(1995:182) is careful to note that the presence of a PE increases the likelihood, but 

does not necessarily ensure, that concerns will be heard, policy ideas promoted, 

and streams coupled. 

Hypothesis 1: Entrepreneurial Characteristics 

What makes PEs successful according to Kingdon (1995: 180-181) is their 

claim to a hearing, their political connections, their negotiating skills, and their 

persistence. An entrepreneur's claim to hearing, or what Kingdon also refers to as 

an individual's right to participate in the process, can originate from one of three 

sources: expertise on the issue, the ability to speak on behalf of others, or a position 

as an authoritative decision maker. An entrepreneur's political connections and 

negotiation skills help to create influence. Persistence implies that individuals are 

willing to devote a significant share of their personal time and resources to 

achieving their desired outcome. Using Kingdon's conceptualization of a successful 

PE we derive the following hypothesis: 

Hi: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

Michael Mintrom (2000, 1997a, 1997b, 1994),119 a leading scholar on the role of 

PEs in policy innovation and diffusion, argues that in order for PEs to succeed in 
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shaping policy, they must be perceived as trustworthy by those they seek to 

influence. Mintrom sees Kingdon's list of entrepreneurial as effective in signaling to 

decision makers an individual's trustworthiness: "all of these qualities serve to 

signal understanding of the policy issues at stake and serious commitment to the 

positions espoused; matters that decision makers...interpret as evidence of 

trustworthiness" (Mintrom, 2000:48-49). In the competitive realm of policy making, 

Kingdon's entrepreneurial qualities accord an entrepreneur a competitive advantage 

by not only increasing the likelihood that his or her voice will be heard from among 

the many competing voices, but also be taken seriously by decision makers. 

Hypothesis 2: Coupling Strategies 

Kingdon's MSF accords considerable significance to the presence and 

activities of PEs in pushing for agenda change. Yet although effective in 

communicating their importance in the agenda setting process, it fails to provide a 

comprehensive account of their efforts to couple the streams (Zahariadis, 2003, 

1996). To address this issue, this study incorporates insights from research on 

agenda setting and policy entrepreneurship to bring greater clarity to the precise 

notion of coupling and the actions of PEs in that process. 

Coupling in the context of the MSF is a crucial link in our understanding of 

how a problem moves from the governmental to the decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. Recall that in the MSF, the three streams—problem, politics, 
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Also see Mintrom and Vergari (1998, 1996). 
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and policy—evolve according to their own dynamics. There is, however, a pivotal 

point in time—the opening of a policy window—when the three independent streams 

align to be coupled, a solution is attached to a problem, and the solution-problem 

package is matched to a receptive political climate. Successful coupling of the 

streams suggests that a problem has been recognized, a solution is readily 

available, and a receptive political climate for agenda change exists. In his work on 

policy entrepreneurship and policy innovation, Mintrom notes that it is vital for those 

seeking to influence policy to view policy making as "a complex series of 

interconnected elements, where problem framing and the presentation of solutions 

is always done with an eye toward the broader political situation" (Mintrom, 2000: 

281). The central participant in the coupling process is our familiar PE whose 

presence and actions increase the likelihood that the streams will be successfully 

coupled. Without the presence of a PE, Kingdon (1995:182) suggests, the coupling 

of the streams may not take place—problems remain unrecognized, solutions lay 

dormant, and political events are not exploited. Zahariadis (2007a: 17, 22; 2007b; 

2003; 1996), one of the few scholars to have examined the MSF extensively 

(Sabatier, 1997: 7), reinforces the pivotal role played by PEs during this critical 

phase in the policy process, referring to them as an "important piece of the 

120 

puzzle". Mintrom (1997a: 738) reiterates the importance of PEs in not only 

120 

Zahariadis (2007a: 17,22) notes, "[entrepreneurs not only fix attention to particular problems and 
solutions, but they also direct the search process, actively support their own or oppose rival solutions, 
and skillfully use time, access, and resources to couple the streams together. As (Pierre and Peters, 
2005: 59-60) [sic] categorically assert, "individual entrepreneurs become the crucial means of 
producing action"...[They help] to couple solutions and problems to a receptive political audience. 
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agenda setting, but also policy change, suggesting that their presence and actions 

substantially increase the likelihood of not only legislative consideration, but also 

approval of innovative policy alternatives.121 In his innovative and influential research 

on agenda setting, Walker (1981: 91; 1977: 435) recognized early on the power of 

PEs to bring together the critical components for successful agenda and policy 

change. A broad body of research on the subject of policy entrepreneurship 

provides ample evidence of the critical role played by PEs in both agenda and policy 

change. What remains to be articulated by the MSF is how PEs couple the 

streams, an issue which, according to Simon and Aim (1995:461), lies at the heart 

of our understanding of the agenda setting process. 

Heresthetical Strategies 

Zahariadis' research on decision making provides insight on coupling 

strategies. Using Riker's (1986,1984) work on heresthetics and political strategy, 

Zahariadis (2007a: 2003, 69; 1996: 404-405) posits that PEs are much more likely 

to succeed at coupling the streams if they use one or more heresthetical 

They are clearly an important piece of the puzzle." 
121 

See also Jeon and Haider-Markel (2001: 215) on this point. 

See Blomquist (2000), Hutto (2006), Jones and Baumgartner (2005), Carter and Scott (2004), 
Mackenzie (2004), Jeon and Haider-Markel (2001), Oliver and Shaheen (1997), Simon and Aim 
(1995), Baumgartner and Jones (1993), Roberts and King (1991), Berry and Flowers (1999), and 
Cobb and Elder (1972). 
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It is important to note that Zahariadis (2007a, 2007b, 2003) develops a number of hypotheses 
concerning entrepreneurial strategies, but he does not formally test them. 
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strategies—manipulation of dimensions, agenda control, strategic voting, or salami 

tactics. 

The term "heresthetics" was coined by Riker (1986: ix) to refer to a political 

strategy which seeks to structure a situation to attract the support of others in order 

to attain the preferred outcome. Heresthetics, according to Riker, involves more 

than just persuasion; it involves the strategic manipulation of choice. Under 

conditions of ambiguity, Zahariadis (2003: 21) suggests manipulation is an effective 

tool for PEs to provide "meaning, clarification, and identity" to a situation. 

Zahariadis (2003:17-18,20-21) notes that, although the final decision to select the 

"best" solution is made by legislators, not the manipulators. Manipulators are able to 

influence or "bias" choice by redirecting support away from one alternative towards 

another. With this in mind, attention can now shift to the various forms of 

manipulation or "heresthetical strategies" PEs can use to successfully couple the 

streams. Informational and procedural manipulation have been identified in the 
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For a discussion of manipulation and policy making, see Shepsle (2003: 310), Schofield (2000), 
andMaoz(1990:77). 
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From a rationalist perspective, manipulation is traditionally associated with deceitful and 
opportunistic behaviour (Zahariadis, 2003:19). Zahariadis (2003:21-22) presents an alternative view 
of manipulation, however, one that incorporates some of the basic tenets of the rationalist 
perspective, yet reflects a "multiple streams" view of the policy making process. Zahariadis (2003:18) 
defines manipulation as "the systematic distortion, misrepresentation, or selective presentation of 
information by skilled policy entrepreneurs who exploit opportunities in a world of unclear goals, 
opaque technology, and fluid participation". Manipulation in the context of the MSF, as described by 
Zahariadis (2003: 21-22), "aims primarily to provide meaning, clarification, and identity. In a world 
replete with ambiguity, the most important aspect of entrepreneurial activity is not to pursue self-
interest but to clarify or create meaning for those policymakers, and others, who have problematic 
preferences. It is precisely the inability to formulate interests on the part of policymakers that makes 
entrepreneurs rationalists in their narrow pursuit of their pet proposal, but meaning suppliers and 
identity providers in their coupling efforts." 
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literature as means by which individuals can engineer a favourable decision making 

environment for their preferred proposals (Hoyt, 1997: 775). 

Informational Manipulation—The Manipulation of Dimensions or "Framing" 

The first category of manipulation—informational manipulation—involves the 

strategic selection, presentation, and interpretation of information to alter 

preferences (Hoyt, 1997: 775). Riker (1986: 150) identifies the manipulation of 

dimensions as the most frequently used and readily accessible strategy to alter 

choice. Dimension manipulation "is a distinct strategy in that it occurs prior to any 

actual collective decision (unlike strategic voting) and is concerned with how one 

thinks about a decision, rather than the order in which decisions are to be made 

(unlike agenda control)" (Paine, 1989: 38). The central goal of dimension 

manipulation is to sway individuals to select from your list of alternatives by 

highlighting an existing or new dimension of the issue that captures the attention 

and support of your target audience (Paine, 1989: 38-39). The terms "framing" and 

"issue definition" are often used (Zahariadis, 2007a, 2007b; Mintrom, 2000; Hoyt, 

1997; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993) to refer to Riker's strategy of dimension 
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manipulation. Framing, as with dimension manipulation, facilitates coupling by 

enabling PEs to influence decision makers" perceptions of problems and 

solutions. By manipulating preferences, and ultimately choice, PEs can "upset a 
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For purposes of consistency, the term "framing" is used throughout this study. 
127 

Coupling, according to Zahariadis (2003: 91) requires policy entrepreneurs to become "sellers" and 
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political equilibrium" (Zahariadis, 2003:69-70), that is, break up winning coalitions, 

or reduce/expand the range of conflict (Bryson and Crosby, 1992:262-263) in order 

to shift support in favour of their preferred proposal. Zahariadis (2007a: 18) 

underscores the importance of framing to coupling by arguing that PEs are more 

likely to succeed at coupling if they "frame issues appropriately" such that 

128 

alternatives appeal to a broad spectrum of decision makers. Framing is an 

arduous task; however, when successful, it can, as Jean and Haider-Markel 

(2001:227) found in their research, be a powerful force in shaping agendas. The 

power of new policy frames to dismantle policy monopolies, or what Mintrom (1994: 

84) refers to as "institutionally induced and maintained equilibria", makes framing a 

driving force in both agenda stability and instability (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: 

16). Empirical research provides ample cases of how framing has been used to not 

only initiate, but also prohibit, changes to agendas and policy. 

in the process manipulate attributes of their product: "to 'sell' their pet solution and problem to a 
receptive political audience [policy entrepreneurs] manipulate ambiguity by framing alternatives...and 
by biasing policymakers to adopt their solution and reject the others. Hence, frames are viewed not 
simply as different alternatives but as different packages of problems linked to alternatives. 
Information is manipulated to highlight certain aspects and to hide others". 

128 

Zahariadis (2007a: 18) notes,"[c]oupling the three streams is more likely when entrepreneurs frame 
issues appropriately. Coupling involves more than persuading policy makers to adopt a particular 
proposal. It involves activating particular dimensions of the problem to fit the solution in language that 
appeals to different policy makers (Mintrom 2000, 137). Information is not value-neutral. 
Entrepreneurs build frames that convey particular meaning to different audiences, building coalitions 
and containing conflict". 
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See Korkchi, 2007 (examines the appearance of terrorism as a policy issue on the security 
agendas of Sweden and the United Kingdom); Pralle, 2006 (traces the decision to adopt legislation 
prohibiting the use of pesticides in Canada); Jean and Haider-Markel, 2001 (trace changes to 
disability policy in the US); Menashe and Siegel, 1998 (explain why public health advocates have 
failed to pass legislation that effectively regulates smoking in the US); Oliver and Shaheen, 1997 
(trace the emergence and passage of comprehensive health care reforms in various US states); 
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Procedural Manipulation—Agenda Control, Strategic Voting, Salami Tactics 

Procedural manipulation involves the exploitation of the formal processes of 

decision making to obtain a winning outcome (Hoyt, 1997: 775). Agenda control, 

strategic voting, and salami tactics are the most identified forms of procedural 

manipulation (Hoyt, 1997: 775), usually restricted to government leaders and 

130 
members of legislatures (Zahariadis, 1996: 405). 

Agenda Control 

Agenda control centers on structuring the terms of debate by determining the 

queue of issues, proposals, amendments or alternatives to be considered by 

decision makers (Bryson and Crosby, 1992:260). Riker argues that agendas have a 

predictive capacity in that they "foreshadow outcomes", adding that "the shape of an 

agenda influences the choices made from it...making agendas seem just about as 

significant as actually passing legislation" (Riker, 1993: 1).131 Agendas can be 

manipulated because choice is not independent of the method by which it was 

made (Riker, 1986: 142-143).132 In their research on choice and agenda change, 

Kingdon, 1995 (explains why and how a federal program for mass transit was adopted in the US); and 
Mintrom, 1994 (investigates the adoption of school choice in the US). 
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For a discussion of the different strategies available to individuals seeking to influence policy based 
on their position (e.g. government "outsiders" as opposed to "insiders), see Victor (2001). 
131 

Quoted in Mackie (2003: 171). 
132 

Riker notes (1986: 142-143), "[t]he reason why agendas are manipulable and indeed why, in 
general, all institutions are manipulable is that for no such institution can it be guaranteed in all cases 
that the social choice will be independent of the method by which it was chosen..[a]nd if the choice 
depends in part on the way it was chosen, then politicians can reasonably expect to change the 



147 

Plott and Levine (1978), and Levine and Plott (1977) found that altering the 

structure of an agenda alters outcomes by limiting information and alternatives 

available to decision makers. Agenda control is typically exercised by those in 

positions of leadership in the government (Riker, 1986: 18). By virtue of their 

position, those in positions of leadership have the ability to directly control the 

agenda through the removal, addition or ordering of alternatives under consideration 

(Mackie, 2003: 166; Epstein and Shvetsova, 2002: 96-99; Bryson and Crosby, 

1992: 260; Riker, 1986:18). Riker notes, "one of the main advantages of being the 

leader of a legislative body [or] a committee...is that leaders have considerable 

control over the agenda, sometimes even enough control to determine which 

motions, bills, amendments [sic] are approved" (Riker, 1986:18). Individuals in non-

leadership positions such as members of Congress also have some power to 

control the agenda by introducing "divisive amendments" (Riker, 1986: 78). In his 

work on the US legislative process, Krutz (2002) argues that the rise of "omnibus 

legislating" offers members of Congress a tool for controlling the agenda by 

attaching their bills to a single larger bill—an omnibus bill. 33 Krutz adds that "the 

move to omnibus legislating is particularly important because these packages 

outcome if they can change the way that questions are posed, or the considerations that influence 
participants' judgment, or the way votes are counted, or which votes are counted, and so on". 
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Krutz (2002: 205-206 notes, "[o]mnibus legislating is the controversial practice of combining 
numerous measures from disparate policy areas in one massive bill. This technique has proliferated 
on Capitol Hill across the post-World War II period...[It] is a technique for directing the attention of 
policy makers to certain things and way from others...The omnibus strategy affects outcomes 
because omnibus bills (consisting of the nucleus plus previously controversial attachments) are a 
different set of outputs than what would be achieved if all the bills ere processed sequentially". See 
also See also Krutz (2001). 
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present a viable alternative route for PEs pushing legislation" (Krutz, 2002:207). In 

either case, PEs can use agenda control to ensure favourable voting results for their 

preferred alternatives as well as suppress issues for which they do not have 

solutions or are less likely to win support (Zahariadis, 1996:404). 

Strategic Voting 

Strategic voting, sometimes referred to as "tactical voting" or "sophisticated 

voting", can be viewed as the "flipside of agenda control" in that it enables 

individuals to manipulate the agenda through their votes (Riker, 1986:149). Unlike 

agenda control, which is generally limited to those in leadership positions, strategic 

voting can be exercised by individuals in government regardless of whether they 

hold leadership positions. Individuals that engage in strategic voting do so by voting 

contrary to their true preferences in order to attain their preferred outcome (Riker, 

1986: 78). Empirical research (Calvert and Fenno, 1994; Enelow and Koehler, 

1980) on strategic voting provides strong support for the argument that strategic 

voting not only occurs, but is effectively used by individuals to achieve their 

preferred outcome. Calvert and Fenno (1994) and Enelow and Kohler (1980) 

found that strategic voting is commonly used by members of Congress to increase 

Enelow and Koehler (1980: 396) note that strategic voting allows us to understand how individuals 
are able to maximize the power of their votes: "[t]he theory of [strategic] voting addresses the problem 
of how an individual can make the best use of his votes. Circumstances may arise when it is 
advantageous to vote contrary to one's own preferences. When votes are taken on several issues, an 
individual may be better off after the last vote if he does not vote in accordance with his preferences 
on every issue. A [strategic] strategy is a plan telling him how is votes can best be used when others 
are doing likewise." 
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the likelihood that legislative outcomes reflect their preferences. 

Salami Tactics 

Salami tactics—a form of procedural manipulation, sometimes referred to as 

"disjointed incrementalism" (Allison, 2003: N/A)—involve the "strategic manipulation 

of sequential decision-making" (Zahariadis, 2007a: 19; Maoz, 1990). A salami tactic 

mobilizes support for a PE's proposal through a series of incremental steps leading 

to the desired outcome (Zahariadis, 2007a: 19; Maoz, 1990: 90). Rather than trying 

to mobilize support for a proposal in its entirety, PEs attempt to mobilize support for 

a series of smaller related policy proposals that build towards the preferred 

outcome. In his research on decision making in foreign policy, Maoz (1990: 90) 

refers to the salami tactic as "making big decisions through small steps". The 

salami tactic, according to Maoz (1990: 91), allows the manipulators to take 

advantage of both the "cognitive and situational constraints on rational choice" in 

policy making. Decision making under conditions of uncertainty, commitments to 

past decisions, time constraints, and in many cases, crisis conditions characteristic 

of policy making, particularly foreign policy, not only constrain rational decision 

making, but also facilitate the use of the salami tactic for purposes of manipulation 
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According to Maoz (1999: 90): "[w]ith the salami tactic one innovates by breaking down the radically 
novel course of action into a series of gradual policy options. Although each change deviates only 
marginally from the previous policy, each one also sets the stage for the subsequent decision in the 
series. Instead of having one sharp departure from the previous policy, the group takes a series of 
steps that ultimately has the same effect as the 'innovative' alternative the manipulator desired all 
along. This...is a continuous effort at structuring a series of decisions". 

For a detailed discussion on this point, see Maoz (1990: 90-93). 
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(Maoz, 1990: 91-94). A salami tactic can also be used simultaneously with other 

forms of manipulation, such as framing, to mobilize the necessary support for a 

proposal (Zahariadis, 2007a: 19; Maoz, 1990; 93). 

Strategic Venue Shopping 

In addition to using various forms of manipulation, Zahariadis (2007a: 21) 

argues that PEs are more likely to succeed at coupling the streams if they "engage 

in strategic venue shopping"—the search for authoritative decision making 

institutions that offer the greatest level of support for a proposal. Shifting venues 

provides PEs with the opportunity to "exploit institutional biases", which according to 

Zahariadis (2007a) is inherent to both agenda setting and decision making. Policy 

venues include government institutions such as the legislature, executive and the 

courts at the local, state, national or international level that are traditionally 

associated with policy making (Pralle, 2003; Baumgartner and Jones, 1993). Other 

venues that are garnering greater attention for their influence over policy include the 

media, the marketplace and the private sector (Pralle, 2003: 237; Baumgartner and 

Jones, 1993: 31-32). Baumgartner and Jones (1993: 240) find that multiple 
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The venues discussed by Baumgartner and Jones include decision-making institutions as well as 
the media and stock markets. While policy images certainly can be influenced (even dramatically) in 
the media and in markets, these are not institutional loci in which images are turned into authoritative 
policy decisions. The focus here is on those institutional venues where actual policy making occurs 
and authoritative decisions concerning policies are made—traditional government institutions. This 
study adopts Timmerman's definition of "institutional" which he refers to as "the existence of relatively 
stable structures and procedures containing conditions for access, jurisdictions, and decision making" 
(Timmermans, 2001: 314). As Timmermans notes, "[i]n democracies, [venues] and their specific 
institutional properties are a necessary but not a sufficient condition for policies to be made, changed, 
or blocked. They facilitate attempts by strategically acting policy entrepreneurs and counteraction by 
veto players" (Timmermans, 2001: 314). 
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venues are of particular importance to those seeking to influence policy because 

they offer multiple opportunities to challenge existing policy monopolies. Policy 

issues can fall under the jurisdiction of a single policy venue or sometimes multiple 

venues as they evolve over time (Baumgartner and Jones, 1993: 32). 

To gain greater insight into venue shopping and its relation to coupling, this 

study incorporates insights from research on agenda setting, institutional venues, 

and decision making by Pralle (2006, 2003), Baumgartner and Jones (2005,1993, 

1991), Timmermans (2001),Timmermans and Bleiklie (1999), and Bryson and 

Crosby (1992). In their research on agenda setting, Baumgartner and Jones (1993: 

32) found that shifting policy venues—"the institutional locations where authoritative 

decisions are made concerning a given issue"—are a powerful mechanism PEs can 

use to influence agendas and policy. Baumgartner and Jones argue that how 

policies are understood is closely related to the venue in which they reside: "the 

image of a policy and its venue are closely related. As venues change, images may 

change as well; as the image of a policy changes, venue changes become more 

likely" (Baumgartner and Jones, 1991:1047). In her research on venue shopping 

In her research on agenda setting and policy change, Pralle (2003:236-237) found that opportunities 
for venue shifting in traditional policy making venues in the US have increased over the years. Pralle 
(2003:236-237) attributes the increase largely to the opening and decentralization of Congress, the 
encroachment of the judiciary in policy issues traditionally outside their realm, increased transparency 
in decision making processes of bureaucratic agencies, and increasing cooperation among the 
various levels of government in not only the development, but also the implementation of policy. 

138 

Baumgartner and Jones note (1993: 240), "[t]he existence of multiple policy venues is especially 
critical in the process of disrupting policy monopolies. Where opponents have many potential venues 
for appeal, chances are greater that they may succeed. Where a single institution maintains 
monopolistic control over a particular issue with no chance of appeal to other venues, those with 
power stand little chance of losing it. The many venues of the American political system therefore 
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and policy change, Pralle (2003: 255) argues that venue shopping is essential to 

any political strategy designed to change policy. PEs who are "strategically savvy", 

according to Pralle (2006: 175), will not only search out policy venues that provide 

the greatest level of support for their proposals, but also avoid policy venues that 

offer the greatest opposition.139 In their work on venues and policy making, 

Timmermans and Bleiklie (1999:11) find that PEs are methodical in their search for 

appropriate venues by first selecting venues that are accessible, whose rules are 

favourable to their proposals, and whose institutional rules can be manipulated. This 

suggests that venue shopping requires PEs to not only search for venues that are 

amenable to their beliefs, but also venues whose institutional rules—"the rules of the 

game"—can help to structure a favourable decision making process (Timmermans 

and Bleiklie, 1999:11). Empirical studies investigating policy formation suggest that 

venue shopping is strategic in nature because it involves making critical decisions 

concerning "what venues to target, when to target them, and why" (Pralle, 2003: 

256). In his review of the policy literature, Blomquist (2007: 275) notes that 

shifting policy venues is a vital strategic tool that empowers PEs with the ability to 

make the system amenable to considerable policy change". 
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Being able to understand the behaviour of policy entrepreneurs is critical according to Pralle (2003: 
237) because "[t]heir actions, along with the reactions of their opponents and institutional actors, 
shape the frequency and pace of venue shifting and policy change. In other words, venue shopping 
strategies are the key variable linking policy venues to policy stability or change". 
140 

See MacKenzie (2004), Bryson and Crosby (1992), Ginsberg (1989), McAdam (1982), and Handler 
(1978). Studies by Ginsberg (1989), McAdam (1982), and Handler (1978). Quoted from Pralle (2003: 
256). 
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shift the jurisdiction or authority of a governing body over a proposal.141 Recognizing 

that institutions markedly differ in terms of their structures—accessibility, decision 

making procedures, constituencies and incentives—is central to understanding how 

venue shopping is linked to changes in agendas (Pralle, 2003: 237). Differences in 

institutional structures, according to Pralle (2003: 237), provide PEs with 

opportunities to exploit institutional biases which may otherwise impede efforts to 

influence policy. In their research on leadership and decision making, Bryson and 

Crosby (1992: 103) find that individuals are more likely to attain their preferred 

policies if they can identify and skillfully use institutional arenas such as legislatures 

that are an integral part of the policy making process to structure decisions. 

Institutional arenas, according to Bryson and Crosby, represent the "structural basis 

for a set of potential non-decisions and decisions about policy, and transformation 

of that set into actual non-decisions and decisions" (Bryson and Crosby, 1992:103). 

A PE able to exploit institutional arrangements—rules, resources, and actors— 

particularly during the coupling process, according to Bryson and Crosby (1992:89), 

is able to influence what issues are up for discussion, and ultimately, policy 

outcomes. 

Evidence of policy entrepreneurs using venue shopping to influence agendas and policy is provided 
by a number of empirical studies that cover a broad spectrum of policy issues that include: the use of 
pesticides in Canada (Pralle, 2006); forest policy in Canada (Pralle, 2003, 2002); language policy in 
Australia (Mackenzie, 2004), forest policy in the US (Burnett and Davis, 2002); disability policy in the 
US (Jeon and Haider-Markel, 2001), military base closures in the US (Hansen and Krejci, 2000); 
education policy in the US (Mintrom, 2000); and health care reform in the US (Oliver and Shaheen, 
1997). 
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Activating Coalitions 

In addition to manipulating choice and changing venues, Zahariadis (2007a: 

16) suggests that entrepreneurial efforts to successfully couple the streams require 

142 

activating coalitions during the critical opening of a policy window. In its simplest 

form, a coalition is an alliance, usually a temporary one of individuals working 

toward a common goal (Spangler, 2003: N/A). Coalition building, according to 

Mintrom, can be understood as "an act of bringing others to see the merits of a 

particular set of ideas" (Mintrom, 2000: 227). Like their counterparts in the business 

world, PEs must be able to persuade their "consumers" of the merits of their 

"product" and how that product could be of benefit to them in order to gain their 

support. The natural starting point for PEs seeking to build coalitions is to work 

alongside individuals they know relatively well and can count on for support 

(Mintrom, 2000: 232). Once a base of support is established, PEs can begin to 

expand it by targeting individuals "whom they see as natural allies in particular 

policy battles" (Mintrom, 2000:232). The selection of appropriate partners is critical, 

Zahariadis (2007a: 16) notes, "[developing a good understanding of how [a policy entrepreneur's] 
concerns fits within developments elsewhere helps [them] refine their proposals and arguments 
(Mintrom, 2000, 141). In other words, coalitions and networks need to., .be built and nurtured outside 
the policy stream in order to facilitate coupling. While preparing the ground for coupling is a constant 
part of entrepreneurial life, activating coalitions outside the policy stream takes place during open 
policy windows." 
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Mintrom (2000: 227) uses the analogy of an entrepreneur in the business world to illustrate the 
integral role and process of coalition building in entrepreneurial strategy." 
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particularly in politics because it is difficult to detach how a policy proposal is viewed 

from opinions concerning individuals associated with it (Mintrom, 2000: 141). 

Mintrom (2000: 248) suggests that as "sellers" of a product (e.g. alternatives), PEs 

must be willing to make compromises concerning their proposals when building 

144 

coalitions. In many cases, PEs reluctant to modify their proposals often risk losing 

out on valuable opportunities to influence policy (Mintrom, 2000:274). PEs can use 

a host of activities to build and maintain coalitions, and often do so based on their 

context, resources and objectives (Mintrom, 2000:228).145 In the process of building 

coalitions, PEs can ignite a "bandwagon effect" (Bryson and Crosby, 1992: 252) in 

which individuals are enticed to join the coalition based on necessity rather than 

their true preferences (Kingdon, 1995: 161-162). Individuals "jump on the 

bandwagon" out of fear that not joining will exclude them from receiving any benefits 

associated with membership (Kingdon, 1995: 161-162; Bryson and Crosby, 1992: 

254). Bryson and Crosby (1992: 254) argue that PEs must work quickly to 

capitalize on the power of the bandwagon effect to mobilize support if they are to 

successfully compete against rival entrepreneurs trying to not only push their own 

144 

See also Kingdon (1995: 161-62) on this point. 
145 

Policy entrepreneurs also have a variety of techniques to choose from when maintaining coalitions 
as they do when they build coalitions (Mintrom, 2000: 232-234; 1994: 259). Some of these include 
stressing public goals, the most widely used technique, providing information to coalition members, 
talking directly to groups, providing private benefits, providing non-pecuniary benefits, and simply 
maintaining contact (Mintrom, 2000:232-234) The literature on collective action provides a thorough 
review of techniques that are available to policy entrepreneurs (Mintrom, 2000; 232,250; 1994:259). 
146 

In Kingdon's (1995: 161) research, participants described this as "wanting to be in the game," 
"trying to be dealt in," and "jumping on before it's too late." 
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proposals but also prevent opposing proposals from winning. 

In their work on coalitions, Bryson and Crosby (1992: 252) found that 

coalitions are invaluable to PEs seeking to mobilize support for a proposal, both 

when moving a proposal into position for legislative consideration and adoption. 

Adding members to a coalition during the critical coupling phase provides PEs with 

the extra push towards legislative adoption (Bryson and Crosby, 1992: 252). This 

requires extensive bargaining and negotiation, what Bryson and Crosby refer to as 

the "gritty work of politics, in which concessions are given or 'sweeteners' added in 

exchange for support" (Bryson and Crosby (1992: 252). Elmer Schattschneider 

recognized very early on the power of groups to influence outcomes in his influential 

work The Semisovereign People, noting: "conflicts are frequently won or lost by the 

success that the contestants have in getting the audience involved in the fight or in 

excluding it" (Schattschneider, 1960:4). The strategic value of coalitions to PEs 

149 

seeking to influence policy is supported by a number of influential studies. 

The literature on policy entrepreneurship provides us with valuable insight to 

possible strategies that can be used to couple the streams. Kingdon's MSF, 
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According to Bryson and Crosby, "[policy entrepreneurs] always should be alert to opportunities for 
creating this effect, because—to the extent that it designates the proposal as "an idea whose time has 
come"—it makes proposal adoption easier. A powerful bandwagon effect can make a proposal 
virtually unstoppable...[It] is particularly important for a major policy change, which is unlikely to occur 
without strong, and sometimes overwhelming, support" (Bryson and Crosby, 1992: 254). 

148 

Cited in Mintrom (2000: 235). 
149 

See Roberts (2006), Mintrom (2000), Mintrom and Vergari (1996), Mintrom (1994), Baumgartner 
and Jones (1991), Waddock and Post (1991), Doig and Hargrove (1987), and Eyestone (1978). 
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although effective in highlighting the critical role of PEs in influencing policy 

decisions, fails to formally delineate the means by which this is accomplished. 

Drawing upon the review of the literature on policy entrepreneurship and agenda 

change, we derive the following hypothesis: 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of 
manipulation, alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

By using various forms of informational (framing) or procedural (agenda control, 

strategic voting, salami tactics) manipulation to influence choice and either 

identifying institutional venues that provide the greatest level of support for and least 

resistance to a proposal, or activating the support of coalitions, PEs are able to 

successfully couple the streams, pushing the issue into prominence onto the 

government's decision agenda for executive or legislative action. 

5.3 Methodology 

5.3.1 Case Study 

This study is designed as a quantitative case study that seeks to test 

propositions generated by the MSF concerning the pivotal role of PEs, and in the 

process, contribute to the theoretical development of the MSF and understanding of 

the role of individuals in shaping US-Cuba policy in the post-Cold War era. 

Propositions are generated and tested, and compared with existing evidence. By 

150 

Policy in the context of this study is understood as the product of a series of micro-level decisions 
and discrete choices made by decision makers concerning the selection of goals and the means of 
achieving them that have culminated in broader macro-level US-Cuba policy. 
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doing so, relevant PEs are identified, and connections between their actions and 

agenda setting are articulated. 

This study acknowledges that, as a research endeavour, the case study 

method is subject to criticism (Flyvberg, 2006; Ruddin, 2006; Yin, 2003,1989,1984; 

Stoecker, 1991); however, it also follows literature that argues that the case study 

method is a powerful method of analysis that lends itself to testing propositions and 

theory building (Flyvbjerg, 2006; Walton, 1992; Eckstein, 1975), two key objectives 

of this study. In his analysis of case study research, Van Evera (1997: 54) notes that 

case studies often result in strong tests of predictions, particularly when they 

concern the actions of individual policy actors by capturing unique evidence that 
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either supports or refutes hypothesized associations. By drawing upon the 

knowledge and experience of individuals who have been both successful and 

unsuccessful in their efforts to influence US-Cuba policy, this study is able to test 

propositions linking their actions to agenda setting, and in the process test the 

predictive capacity of the MSF. Van Evera (1997: 54-55) also suggests that, in 

contrast to \arge-n studies, case studies are more effective in analyzing and 

explaining relationships between variables, which lies at the core of this analysis by 

generating detailed data that can be used to test propositions and ultimately 

Van Evera (1997: 54) notes, "tests performed with case studies are often strong, because the 
predictions tested are quite unique (these predictions are not made by other known theories...[C]ase 
studies allow the test of predictions about the private speech and writings of policy actors..The 
confirmation of such predictions strongly corroborates the test theory. Case studies are the best 
format for capturing such evidence. Hence case studies can supply quite decisive evidence for or 
against political theories." 

file:///arge-n
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contribute to theory building. The case study method was also selected as the 

method of enquiry for this study because of what it does best—study process (Yin, 

1984; Stoecker, 1991; and Becker 1966). Scholars interested in studying the 

agenda setting process have typically relied on the case study approach to identify 

the forces that shape decision agendas, and answer questions of "why" and "how" 

associated with the movement of issues onto decision agendas, and ultimately the 

adoption of policy (Mortensen, 2010; Dearing and Rogers, 1996: 73). Finally, case 

studies, particularly policy case studies, are reputed to provide researchers with a 

richness and depth of analytical information that very few other research methods 

are capable of providing (Heclo, 1972: 94-95).153 In the context of this research, this 

includes information concerning the inherent features of the policy process within 

which PEs function as well as patterns of entrepreneurial behaviour and 

characteristics that influence agenda setting. 

This study relies on the theoretical propositions generated by the MSF as a 

general analytical strategy for the study to provide greater insight to the role played 

by individuals in the decision making process that has shaped US-Cuba policy in 

the post-Cold War era. The underlying propositions of the MSF help to organize the 

Van Evera (1997:54-55) asserts that, "inferring and testing explanations that define how the 
independent causes the dependent variable are often easier with case-study than large-n 
methods...[A] large-/7 test of a hypothesis provides little or no new insight into the causal process that 
comprises the hypothesis' explanation, nor does it generate data that could be used to infer or test 
explanations of that process". 
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According to Heclo, (1972: 94-95), "in terms of analytic depth, policy case studies have at least the 
potential for encompassing and bringing to bear a remarkable variety of factors from individual 
motivations and perceptions to comprehensive socioeconomic movements....The case study is a 
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entire case study according to its component parts and define what is to be 

examined. According to Yin (2003: 3), relying on theoretical propositions as a 

general analytical strategy is not only an effective organizational and analytical tool 

to guide data collection and analysis, but also critical for the completion of 

154 

successful case studies. Using theoretical propositions generated by the MSF as 

an analytical strategy also provides us with the opportunity to strengthen the 

theoretical foundation of the framework by undertaking a much more rigorous and 

thorough articulation of key concepts and testing of theoretical propositions 

(Eckstein, 1975: 103-104). In his review of case study research, Flyvbjerg (2006: 

227-228) asserts that "falsification is one of the most rigorous tests to which 

a...proposition can be subjected. If just one observation does not fit with the 

proposition, it is considered not valid generally and must therefore be either revised 

or rejected" (Flyvbjerg, 2006: 228). 

Level of Analysis 

Foreign policy is broadly understood to represent strategies used by states to 

protect national interests and define relations with other countries. As a field of 

mode of analysis capable of dealing systematically with the question of policy innovation." 
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Yin (1989: 106-107) notes, "[t]h first and more preferred strategy is to follow the theoretical 
propositions that led to the case study. The original objectives and design of the case study 
presumably were based on such propositions, which in turn reflected a set of research questions, 
reviews of the literature, and new insights. The propositions would have shaped the data collection 
plan and therefore should have given priorities to the relevant analytic strategies...[P]roposition[s] help 
to focus attention on certain data and to ignore other data. The proposition also helps to organize the 
entire case study and to define alternative explanations to be examined. Theoretical propositions 
about causal relations—answers to 'how' and 'why' questions—can be very useful in guiding case 
study analysis in this manner". 
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study, foreign policy analysis involves "the study of the process, effects, causes or 

outputs of foreign policy decision-making in either a comparative or case specific 

manner" (Foreign Policy Analysis, 2010). Traditional analysis typically focuses on 

examining the impact of these factors in the context of the international 

environment; however, there are alternative perspectives from which policy can be 

analyzed. As noted by White (1989), foreign policy "straddles the boundary" 

between academic disciplines, therefore enabling analysts to analyze foreign policy 

from a plethora of alternative approaches.155 This study pursues an alternative 

approach to analyzing a foreign policy case, one that looks beyond the international 

level and focuses on the domestic context of foreign policy decision making, 

highlighting the central concepts of decisions, decision-makers and the decision 

making process integrated from the field of policy sciences.156 Just as White (1989: 

8) suggests, there are many levels of analysis from which to study foreign policy, 

this study represents just one such alternative as the organizing framework for the 
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White (1989: 7-8) notes: "foreign policy presents what William Wallace calls "boundary" 
problems... Foreign policy crosses the boundary of the state and its international environment. Given 
that an understanding of foreign policy requires the analysts not only to know something about 
interactions between states but also something about political processes within the state, the study of 
foreign policy also straddles the boundary between two academic disciplines, International Relations 
and Political Science... [E]ach of these disciplines has its own corpus of assumptions, concepts and 
modes of analysis... If the analyst views foreign policy behaviour from the perspective of International 
Relations, he or she will be predisposed to see elements of the international environment as the 
major determinant of foreign policy. A Political Science perspective, on the other hand predisposes 
the analyst to highlight domestic determinants like governmental politics, pressure group activity and 
public opinion. The tendency is for analysis from this perspective to provide a more detailed, perhaps 
'messier' picture of foreign policy formulation. In essence, there are many levels of analysis from 
which to study foreign policy". 
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In his research on foreign policy analysis, White (1989) notes analyzing foreign policy involves 
concepts—decisions, decision makers and the decision-making process—which seem "deceptively 
simple", but critical to the study. 
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5.3.2 Data Collection 

A survey consisting of a series of standardized questions was used as the 

principal method of data collection to: identify the presence of a PE; assess whether 

the PE possessed the "characteristics" of a successful PE; identify coupling 

strategies used by the PE; and assess the role of specific individuals identified in 

the existing empirical literature as central figures in the evolution of US-Cuba policy 

and the degree to which they "fit" the entrepreneurial label. Secondary data sources 

consisting of published reports concerning US-Cuba policy, media publications, and 

government documents were used to compile the necessary evidence used to 

either support or refute the hypothesized associations between variables. A central 

advantage of using multiple data sources, according to Yin (1989), is that it allows 

for "the development of converging lines of inquiry, a process of triangulation...Thus, 

any finding or conclusion in a case study is likely to be much more convincing and 

accurate if it is based on several different sources of information" (Yin, 1989: 97). 

This can also address problems of construct validity because "multiple sources of 

evidence essentially provide multiple measures of the same phenomenon" (Yin, 

1989: 97).157 

The survey method was selected as the primary method of data collection for 

Yin (2003: 83) also notes that "[w]hen findings, interpretations, and conclusions are based on such 
multiple sources, the case study date will be less prone to the quirks derived from any single source". 
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a number of reasons, the most important being that it is an effective method for 

hypothesis testing, a key objective of this study. As recognized by Backstrom and 

Hursh-Cesar (1981: 3) and l_abaw(1980: 8-9), survey research is theory based, and 

embedded in survey questions are hypotheses which can be used for hypothesis 

testing.158 Second, surveys are effective in producing quantitative information about 

the phenomenon under investigation (Fowler, 2002:1; Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar, 

1981: 4), a key rationale for this study. Third, survey research lends itself to 

replication, a key feature of quantitative studies (Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar, 1981: 

4) and theory building. Fourth, survey research is designed to be systematic and 

impartial, which allows for a data collection process that is relatively free from 

personal biases (Backstrom and Hursh-Cesar, 1981: 3-4). Finally, survey data can 

be analyzed using an array of readily available and inexpensive data analysis 

techniques (Klodnicki, 2003: 166). E-mail and mail surveys have the added 

advantages of being cost and time efficient, allowing research to target large 

1*59 

populations. 

In her review of survey research, Labaw (1980: 37) argues that a well designed questionnaire can 
be an indispensable tool for testing hypotheses: "[a] good questionnaire is a research tool used to 
support or refute hypotheses. It is a problem-solving instrument...[A] questionnaire becomes an 
actively probing instrument rather than a fishing expedition or blank slate upon which data are 
imprinted. Hypotheses in research questionnaires provide the structure, purpose, and meaning for the 
overall research project. When firm hypotheses are held in mind during questionnaire design, they act 
as the winnowing agent, sorting out the useful from the non-useful questions, eliminate the 
extraneous 'itch-scratch' questions that meets the needs of curiosity." 
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See Jansen, Corley and Jansen (2007), Sheehan (2001), Simsek and Veiga (2000), Bachmann, 
Elfrink, and Vazzana (1996), Kittleson (1995), Mehta and Sivadas (1995), Parker (1992), Sproull 
(1986) and Linsky (1975). 
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Survey Instrument 

A survey consisting of 31 questions which included both open and closed 

160 

ended questions was given to each participant in the study to collect data. The 

survey was organized in four sections (A through D) with an optional fifth section 

(E). A five-item Likert scale was used to itemize responses to closed ended 

questions. In some cases survey participants were instructed to simply record their 

responses as either yes or no, or select the appropriate response from a list of 

options. Respondents were also given the option of supplementing their responses 

to closed ended questions with additional comments. 

Sections A and B consisted of 12 questions designed to collect the 

necessary data for analysis in chapter seven by drawing upon the behaviour and 

actions of the participant to influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. 

Research questions assessing individual behaviour are often best answered by 

individuals themselves—in this case, by individuals directly involved in efforts to 

influence policy—because they possess first hand knowledge through their 

experiences of what is necessary to succeed. The data collected by sections A and 

B served as the data source for chapter seven. 

Section C included eight questions designed to solicit the participant's 

opinions regarding the role and behaviour of PEs in the broader foreign policy 

160 
Two types of surveys, differentiated according to the method by which they were administered 

were used to collect the necessary data for the study. E-mail surveys were distributed, completed, 
and returned electronically in the form of an e-mail attachment. Mail surveys were distributed and 
returned by post in paper form, and completed by pen or pencil. See Appendix H for a copy of the 
survey document. 
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process based on their knowledge of and/or experience with policy formulation. By 

extending the scope beyond the single case of US-Cuba policy, we are able to 

provide a stronger test of the hypothesized associations. The data collected by 

section C served as the data source for chapter six. 

Section D consisted of 11 questions designed to assess the entrepreneurial 

161 

status of 74 individuals reputed to be PEs. Based on their knowledge of and 

experience with US-Cuba policy, participants were requested to assess: (1) the 

degree to which the individuals "fit" the entrepreneurial label; and (2) whether each 

of the individuals possessed the characteristics of a successful PE. The data 

collected by section C served as the data source for chapter eight. 

Finally, section E provided respondents with the opportunity to provide any 

additional information or comments they felt would be pertinent to the study. 

Respondents were also requested to provide the names and, if possible, contact 

information of other individuals involved in US-Cuba policy who should be contacted 

for the study. 

Distribution of Survey 

Upon confirmation of their interest in the study, individuals were forwarded a 

survey package electronically in the form of an e-mail attachment or in print by mail. 

The survey package included: a covering letter briefly outlining the study's 

161 
Existing studies of US-Cuba policy, along with media and government documents were used to 

compile the list of 74 individuals. 
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objectives, the structure of the survey and a deadline for completion; a letter of 

information outlining the purpose of the research study, procedural requirements, 

benefits and risks associated with their participation, extent of anonymity and 

confidentiality, details concerning the security, ownership and future use of research 

data, the availability of the completed study, contact information for the study, and 

acknowledgment of participant consent; and the survey which included completion 

and return instructions. Individuals who agreed to participate by completing a 

paper survey were also forwarded a self addressed, pre-paid envelope to return the 

completed survey. Snowball sampling was used to solicit other potential candidates 

for the study by requesting that participants identify individuals that in their opinion 

would be ideal candidates for the study. 

Design and Implementation Measures Used to Increase the Reliability and 
Validity of the Survey Instrument 

As with any method of data collection, surveys have their share of limitations; 

however, a number of measures were taken to overcome issues associated with 

survey research as well as those specific to e-mail and mail surveys. This study 

E-mail and print surveys differed slightly in terms of format to take into account the technical 
requirements of completing the survey electronically. 
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What are considered to be the four central pillars of survey accuracy—coverage, sampling, non-
response, and measurement (Dillman, 2000:197)—also yield potential sources of errors (Schonlau, 
Fricker, and Elliott, 2002c: 13-16; Groves, 1989). Moreover, survey items can be designed (both 
intentionally and unintentionally) to create biased answers as a result of questions that are 
ambiguous, poorly structured response scales, loaded terminology, leading questions, unfamiliar 
terms, demands on participants to recall past behavior, excessive burden on participants' cognitive 
abilities, the use of hypothetical items, and inappropriate assumptions (Garcon, 2007; Schwarz, 
1999). E-mail and mail surveys have the added limitations of potential low response rates and poor 
data quality due to item non-responses (Kwak and Radler, 2002: 258; Truell and Goss, 2002; 
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utilized previously validated surveys164 as guides in the development of the survey 

and questions used to collect the necessary data for the study. The survey and 

questions used in this study were modeled on a number of studies that have used 

surveys to identify and examine the role of PEs in the policy making process. This 

included studies by Raines and Prakash (2005), Meo, Ziebro and Patton (2004), 

Garrett (2001), Klodnicki (2003)165, Berry and Flowers (1999), Mintrom (2000, 

1997a, 1997b; 1994), and Ziebro (2000), Simon and Aim (1995), and Bardach 

(1972). In addition to modeling the survey on previously validated surveys, a 

number of design and implementation measures identified in the literature on survey 

methodology were incorporated in the construction and distribution of the survey. 

This included: offering participants multiple modes for participation; incorporating 

design and layout features that typically maximize response rates; reviewing and 

testing survey questions for comprehension; personalizing communications with 

participants; providing pre-paid postage for the return of completed mail surveys; 

ensuring participants anonymity and/or confidentiality; targeting participants with 

knowledge and interest in the issue under investigation; pre-notifying participants of 

the survey; using follow-up reminders to encourage completion and return of 

surveys; and pre-testing the survey on a targeted group of individuals. 

Schonlau, Frickerand Elliott, 2002a, 2002b; and Sheehan and MacMillan, 1999, 46). 

164 

For a discussion of using previously validated surveys, see University of Texas, (2007d). 
165 

Although Klodnicki's (2003) focus was not policy entrepreneurs, his study is effective in illustrating 
the effectiveness of surveys as a method of data collection in the evaluation of policy models. 
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5.3.3 Survey Participants 

Political analysis often involves asking questions about human behaviour; in 

other words, how individuals think and act (Moore et. al, 1994: 236). Answering 

these questions requires directly involving individuals. Often only a small select 

group of individuals has the specialized knowledge necessary to provide 

researchers with answers to questions concerning specific issues or events (Moore 

et. al, 1994: 236). In his study of agenda setting, Hacker (1997: 6) found that 

individuals are a logical source of information when studying the process of agenda 

setting because of their direct involvement in the process. Individuals selected for 

and participating in the study were required to satisfy at least two of the following 

three requirements: possess extensive experience in the analysis of public policy; 

possess extensive experience in the analysis of US-Cuba policy; or active in efforts 

to influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. Of the 40 individuals that 

completed the survey, 39 or 98% were active in attempting to influence US-Cuba 

policy between 1989 and 2006.166 Of the 39 survey respondents that were active, 

24 or 61% were successful and 15 or 39% were unsuccessful in their efforts to 

position their preferred policy proposal onto the government's decision agenda for 

authoritative action. 

Participants in the MSF are disaggregated according to two clusters—visible 

and hidden. Individuals were carefully screened and selected for the study to ensure 

that someone from each of the clusters participated in the study. Because PEs can 
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originate from either cluster (Kingdon, 1995: 122) and for analytical purposes, 

survey candidates and participants were organized according to three sample 

categories: political actors; non-political actors; and other. The first category, 

political actors, included: current and former members of Congress, bureaucratic 

officials directly/indirectly responsible for overseeing Cuba related policies; sponsors 

and cosponsors of Cuba related legislation; congressional staff of Congressional 

members active in US-Cuba policy; and members of key congressional committees 

tasked with issues affecting US-Cuba policy. The second category, non-political 

actors, included: representatives and members of key Cuban, business and human 

rights associations; Cuba policy analysts; legal experts well versed in the 

interpretation and application of US-Cuba laws and regulations; and academic 

professionals with extensive training and knowledge of US-Cuba affairs. The third 

and final category included individuals who agreed to participate on the condition 

that they remained anonymous. A total of 1,328 individuals were identified and 

screened as possible survey participants for the study. The pool of pre-test survey 

participants consisted of 18 individuals, of whom 10 or 56% were political actors 

(category 1) and 8 or 44% were non-political actors. Following the pre-test, 599 

individuals were contacted by e-mail to participate. Of the total 599 survey 

candidates contacted, 451 or 75% were political actors (category 1) and 148 or 25% 

were non-political actors (category 2). The final sample of survey participants 

consisted of 40 individuals, of which 11 or 28% were political actors (category 1), 27 

166 

The single survey participant not active during this period is well versed in US-Cuba policy. 
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or 67% non-political actors (category 2), and 2 or 5% who wished to not reveal their 

167 

identity (category 3). 

5.3.4 Operationalization of Variables 

Two central hypotheses were generated using the MSF and literature on 

policy entrepreneurship: 

H-i: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of 
manipulation, alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

Policy Entrepreneurs 

Kingdon (1995: 122) labels those who advocate for proposals or the 

prominence of an idea as PEs; however, their defining characteristic is their 

willingness to invest their resources—time, energy, reputation, and money—to draw 

attention to their preferred policy. PEs who seek to influence policy are motivated by 

a desire to: address problems with existing policy; promote personal interests; 

promote personal values; shape future policy; and play an active role in the policy 

167 
Of the 1,328 individuals identified as potential participants, 599 were short listed for the study. Of 

the 599 e-mails that were sent, 264 were returned because of invalid e-mail addresses. No follow-up 
messages were sent because current contact information was not available. No responses were 
received from 108 of the individuals contacted. Hence, the final sample of 40 individuals was drawn 
from a total sample of 227 individuals. Of the total 227 individuals approached: 133 declined to 
participate; 47 tentatively agreed to participate; 7 agreed to participate but failed to return completed 
surveys; and 40 agreed to participate and submitted their completed surveys. 
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process. 

The PE term was measured using the three items: (1) time and energy; (2) 

reputation; and (3) financial resources. In section A of the survey, the participant 

was asked (question A3) to indicate, on a scale from 1 (none) to 5 (very high), how 

much of their time and energy, reputation, and financial resources they were willing 

to invest in order to influence US-Cuba policy. In section C of the survey, the same 

three items were used; however, the wording of the question (C1) was modified to 

reflect the fact that the participant was requested to evaluate each of the items in 

the context of the broader foreign policy field. For example, for time and energy, the 

participant was asked the following: "on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 

(strongly agree), please indicate the extent to which you disagree or agree with the 

statement that policy advocates are willing to invest their time and energy to draw 

attention to their preferred policy". In section D of the survey, the participant was 

requested (questions D3, D4, D5) to indicate on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) 

to 5 (strongly agree), the extent to which statements incorporating each of the three 

items accurately described each of the individuals reputed to be PEs. 

A PE's motivation for advocacy was measured using five items: (1) a desire 

to address problems with policy; (2) the promotion of personal interests; (3) the 

promotion of personal values; (4) interest in shaping future policy; and (5) an 

interest in playing an active role in the policy process. In section A of the survey, the 

participant was asked (question A4) to indicate, on a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 

(entirely), the extent to which their efforts to influence US-Cuba policy were 
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motivated by a desire to address problems with existing policy, the promotion of 

personal interests, the promotion of the personal vision of US-Cuba policy, an 

interest in shaping the future of US-Cuba policy, and a desire to play an active role 

in the policy process. In section C of the survey, the same five items were used; 

however, the wording of the question (C2) was modified to reflect the fact that the 

participant was requested to evaluate each of the items in the context of the broader 

foreign policy field. For example, the participant was asked the following: "on a scale 

from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate the extent to which 

you disagree or agree with the statement that policy advocates who seek to 

influence policy are motivated by a desire to address problems with policy". 

Frequencies were calculated as the percent of the sample for a specified response. 

Success 

Success is defined as "positioning a proposal on the government's decision 

agenda for authoritative action". Success was scored as 0 (not successful) and 1 

(successful). In section C of the survey, success was scored using a 5 point Likert 

scale ranging from (1) not successful to (5) completely successful. The participant 

was requested to assess the degree to which an individual was successful in efforts 

to influence policy between 1989 and 2006. 

Entrepreneurial Characteristics 

The MSF asserts that any individual involved in the policy process can play 

the role of a policy entrepreneur; however, not all policy entrepreneurs can be 
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successful in their efforts to influence policy. What distinguishes successful PEs 

from their non-successful counterparts, according to the MSF, are four defining 

characteristics: their claim to a hearing, their political connections, their negotiating 

skills, and their persistence. A PE's claim to hearing, or what Kingdon also refers to 

as an individual's right to participate in the process, can originate from one of three 

sources: their expertise on the issue, their ability to speak on behalf of others, or 

their position as an authoritative decision maker. A claim to a hearing was 

measured using three items: (1) policy expertise; (2) ability to speak on behalf of 

others; and (3) position as an authoritative decision maker. Single items were used 

as measures for each of the remaining characteristics: "an ability to develop and 

maintain good relations with key political actors" for political connections; "well 

developed negotiation skills" for negotiation skills; and persistence. 

In section B of the survey, the respondent was first asked (question B8) to 

select from a list of six characteristics, those characteristics that accurately 

described them. The respondent was then requested to assess on a scale from 1 

(no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) how important each of the characteristics 

was in terms of positioning their policy proposal(s) on the government's decision 

agenda. In section C of the survey, the same six items were used; however, the 

wording of the question (C4) was modified to reflect the fact that the participant was 

requested to evaluate each of the items in the context of the broader foreign policy 

field. The participant was asked the following: "in your opinion, how important on a 

scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance), is it that individuals possess 
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the following characteristics if they are to succeed in having their policy proposal(s) 

positioned on the government's decision agenda". In section D of the survey, the 

participant was requested (questions D6, D7, D8, D9, D10 and D11) to indicate on a 

scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), the extent to which statements 

incorporating each of the six items accurately described each of the individuals 

reputed to be PEs. 

The average score for the variable, "a claim to a hearing", was calculated as 

the summed average score of the three items used as measures of the variable. For 

each of the three items, the participant used a five-point Likert scale to record their 

responses to the corresponding questions. The overall score for the variable was 

calculated by summing the participant's scores for the individual items and 

calculating the average response (e.g. in this case divided by three). 

Streams 

At the core of the MSF is the notion that running through an organization are 

three constantly flowing and independent process streams—problem, politics, and 

policy—whereby issues and alternatives evolve and take form. Government 

perception of a serious problem was used as a measure of the problem stream. 

Favourable political support for policy change was used as a measure of the politics 

stream. The availability of a viable solution to an existing problem was used as a 

measure of the policy stream. 

In section B of the survey, the participant was asked (question B3)to indicate 
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the importance, on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance), of each 

of the three items used as measures of streams in increasing the likelihood that 

their policy proposal was positioned on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. In section C of the survey, the participant was asked 

(question C7) how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost 

importance) in their opinion the same list of items in increasing the likelihood that a 

policy advocate's preferred policy is positioned on the government's decision 

agenda for an authoritative decision. 

The average score for the variable, "streams", was calculated as the summed 

average score of the three items used as measures of the variable. For each of the 

three items, the participant used a five-point Likert scale to record their responses to 

the corresponding questions. The overall score for the variable was calculated by 

summing the participant's scores for the individual items and calculating the 

average response (e.g. in this case divided by three). 

Policy Window 

Two categories of windows—problem and politics—fueled by developments 

in either the problem or politics streams can open. The opening of a problem 

window is operationalized using five items: (1) the release of statistical indicators 

used to monitor the progression of policy; (2) the release of studies assessing the 

viability of policy; (3) a focusing event such as a crisis or disaster that brought 

attention to policy; (4) feedback from the public to decision makers concerning 
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existing policy; and (5) feedback from bureaucrats to decision makers concerning 

existing policy. The opening of a politics window is operationalized using five items: 

(1) a change in public opinion concerning US-Cuba policy; (2) a change of 

Administration; (3) a redistribution of seats in Congress; (4) turnover of key 

government bureaucratic personnel; and (5) the influence of interest group(s). 

In section B of the survey, the participant was asked (question B1) to indicate 

how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) a list of 

events, which included the measures for both problem and politics windows, were in 

providing them with a critical opportunity to draw attention to their preferred policy 

proposal. In section C of the survey, the participant was asked (question C6) how 

important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) in their 

opinion the same list of events is in providing policy advocates with a critical 

opportunity to draw attention to their preferred policy proposal(s). 

The average scores for each of the variables (problem and politics windows) 

were calculated as the summed average score of the items used as measures of 

the variable. For example, five items were used as measures for the "problem 

window" variable. For each of the five items, the participant used a five-point Likert 

scale to record their responses to the corresponding questions. The overall score 

for the variable was calculated by summing the participant's scores for the individual 

items and calculating the average response (e.g. in this case divided by five). The 

same method was used to arrive at the score for the "politics window" variable. 
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Manipulation Strategies 

Manipulation refers to a strategy which seeks to structure a situation to 

168 

attract the support of others in order to attain the desired outcome. Four 

categories of manipulation strategies were identified: framing, agenda control, 

strategic voting and salami tactics. Four items were used to measure framing: (1) 

"finding out the attitudes of key government decision-makers towards my proposal"; 

(2) "using or developing perceptions of crises to increase interest in and support for 

alternatives to existing policy"; (3) "framing problems with existing policy to make my 

proposal an appealing alternative"; and (4) "presenting problems with existing policy 

in a way that leads to a realignment of interests into a new coalition supporting my 

proposal." Five items were used to measure agenda control: (1) "structuring an 

agenda to ensure support for my proposal by removing competing alternatives 

under consideration"; (2) "structuring an agenda to ensure support for my proposal 

by adding to the number of alternatives under consideration"; (3) "structuring an 

agenda to ensure support for my proposal by modifying the order in which 

alternatives were considered"; (4) "introducing amendments"; and (5) "attaching my 

proposal to an omnibus bill". "Voting against my true preferences" was used as a 

measure of strategic voting. "Breaking down my proposal into a series of smaller yet 

interconnected policy alternatives" was used as a measure of salami tactics. 

In section B of the survey, the respondent was asked (question B5) to first 

168 
Developed using Riker's (1986: ix) definition of "heresthetics" which refers to a political strategy 

which seeks to structure a situation to attract the support of others in order to attain their preferred 



178 

select from the list, tactics they used to position their proposal on the government's 

decision agenda and then assess how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) 

to 5 (utmost importance) each tactic was in their efforts. In section C of the survey, 

the participant was requested (question C5) to assess on a scale from 1 (no 

importance) to 5 (utmost importance) how important the identified strategies, which 

included each of the measures for framing, altering institutional venues, strategic 

voting and salami tactics, are in helping policy advocates to successfully position 

their proposals onto the government's decision agenda. 

The average scores for the variables (framing and agenda control) were 

calculated as the summed average score of the items used as measures of the 

variable. For example, four items were used as measures for "framing". For each of 

the four items, the participant used a 5 point Likert scale to record their responses 

to the corresponding questions. The overall score for the variable was calculated by 

summing the participant's scores for the individual items and calculating the 

average response (e.g. in this case divided by four).The same method was used to 

arrive at the score for "agenda control". 

Altering Institutional Venues 

Venues are defined as institutions within the government where formal 

decisions on policy are made. This includes the House of Representatives and the 

Senate; House and Senate committees, commissions, and task forces; executive 

outcome. 
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departments, agencies, and commission; and the judiciary. Six possible venue 

"shopping" strategies are identified: (1) shifting the debate to an institutional venue 

that provides the greatest support for my proposal; (2) avoiding institutional venues 

that do not share my view of the problem and solution; (3) shifting the debate to an 

institutional venue that can help structure a problem to fit my proposal; (4) seeking 

multiple institutional venues; (5) shifting the debate to an institutional venue that 

shares my view of the problem and solution; and (6) avoiding institutional venues 

that provide the greatest opposition to my proposal. 

In section B of the survey, the participant was first provided with the following 

statement: "frequently, policy advocates seek out institutional venues that can help 

mobilize sufficient support for their proposal. Venues are institutions within the 

government where formal decisions on policy are made. This includes the House of 

Representatives and the Senate; House and Senate committees, commissions, and 

task forces; executive departments, agencies, and commission; and the judiciary." 

The participant was then asked to assess how important on a scale from 1 (no 

importance) to 5 (utmost importance) each of the six venue shopping strategies was 

in terms of helping them to mobilize support to position their policy proposal onto the 

government's decision agenda. In section C of the survey, the participant was 

requested to assess on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) 

how important the identified strategies, which included the six venue strategies, are 

in helping policy advocates to position their proposals onto the government's 

decision agenda. 
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The average score for altering institutional venues was calculated as the 

summed average score of the items used as measures of the variable. For each of 

the six items used as measures of altering institutional venues, the participant used 

a five-point Likert scale to record their responses to the corresponding questions. 

The overall score for the variable was calculated by summing the participant's 

scores for the individual items and calculating the average response (e.g. in this 

case divided by six). 

Activating Coalition Support 

Entrepreneurial efforts to successfully couple the streams require activating 

coalitions, defined as "alliances...of individuals working toward a common goal" 

(Spangler, 2003: N/A), in this case the promotion and support of a particular 

proposal. Coalition support is critical during the coupling phase in order to provide 

PEs with the "extra" push needed to move a proposal onto the government's 

decision agenda. Coalition building strategies may involve establishing new 

coalitions, enlisting the support of an existing coalition or adding new members to 

an existing coalition. 

In section B of the survey, the participant was first provided (question B7) 

with the following statement: "policy advocates often attempt to develop coalitions to 

help promote and mobilize support for their proposals" and then asked to assess on 

a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) how important each of the 

three coalition strategies were in terms of positioning their policy proposal(s) onto 
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the government's decision agenda. In section C of the survey, the participant was 

requested to assess on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) 

how important the identified strategies, which included the three coalition building 

strategies, are in helping policy advocates to successfully position their proposals 

onto the government's decision agenda. 

The average score for activating coalition support was calculated as the 

summed average score of the items used as measures of the variable. For each of 

the three items used as measures of the variable, the participant used a five-point 

Likert scale to record their responses to the corresponding questions. The overall 

score for the variable was calculated by summing the participant's scores for the 

individual items and calculating the average response (e.g. in this case divided by 

three). 
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5.3.5 Data Analysis 

For each hypothesis that was generated, an accompanying multiple 

regression model was estimated: 

169 
SPSS Data Entry Builder was used to enter the survey data into a SPSS file. All survey data were 

analyzed using SPSS. 
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Hypothesis 

H-i: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely 
to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they 
possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a 
hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely 
to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use 
one or more forms of manipulation, alter 
institutional venues and activate coalition 
support. 

The data were analyzed and hypotheses tested using basic descriptive statistics, 

multiple regression, correlation analysis, estimates of effect sizes, and confidence 

intervals. Descriptive statistics (e.g. frequencies) are used to provide simple 

summary data concerning the data sets. Correlation analysis using Pearson's r is 

used to identify the direction and magnitude of associations between the dependent 

and independent variables. 

Multiple regression analysis is used to either confirm or reject the 

hypotheses, and test the predictive capacity of the estimated models. Beta 

coefficients for each of the independent variables are presented and analyzed to 

assess their relative power as predictors. 

Partial correlations and associated t-tests were calculated for each of 

Estimated Multiple Regression 
Model 

y=b1x1 + b2x2 + b3x3 + b4x4 + b5x5 + 
b6X6....b7X7+ c 

where y=success, Xi x7 represent 
the independent predictor variables 

y=b^i + b2x2 + b3x3...+ b9x9+ c 

where y=success, and x-i x9 

represent the independent predictor 
variables 

170 
For a list and description of each variable, see Appendix B and C. 
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independent predictor variables. Partial correlation analysis is effective in 

uncovering associations between variables that may be overlooked because of non

significant results often associated with a small sample size as is the case with this 

study. With small samples, correlations may not reach significance whereas with 

large samples statistical significance is often attained (Morgan, 2003; Finch, 

Cumming and Thomason, 2001; Lipsey, 1998). Under such circumstances, avoiding 

further analysis of non-significant outcomes would overlook possible associations 

masked by the non-significant results. 

Effect size estimates were calculated and confidence intervals estimated if 

the results for the full model were found to be statistically insignificant. With small 

sample sizes, non-significant outcomes can occur if the null hypothesis is actually 

true, or the null hypothesis is not rejected but is actually false (i.e. type II error). A 

small sample size prevents tests from being able to differentiate between the two 

outcomes (Colegrave and Ruxton, 2003). Effect size estimates and confidence 

intervals are effective in assessing findings separately from the influence of sample 

size and statistical significance (Neill, 2008; LeCroy and Krysik, 2007; Sink, 2006; 

Urdan, 2005; Coe, 2002).Cohen's (1988) f2 is widely recognized as an appropriate 

measure of effect size in the context of multiple regression, and f effect sizes of 

0.02, 0.15, and 0.35 are considered small, medium, and large, respectively (Cohen, 

1988). 

Responses to closed ended questions scored using a five-item Likert scale 

were collapsed to a three-item Likert scale by combining the lower and upper bound 
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categories to ensure that a sufficient number of responses were available to run the 

171 

appropriate statistical test. 

5.4 Conclusions 

To briefly review, this study is designed as a quantitative study of PEs and 

their role in policy decision making using US-Cuba policy as the case study. This 

chapter integrated insights to decision making offered by existing theoretical 

research to operationalize the MSF as a two-level model and generate testable 

hypotheses pertaining to the framework's central concept of PEs. Chapters six, 

seven and eight, the empirical components of the study, present the results of 

various statistical tests and a synthesis of the results. Hypotheses were tested and 

relationships between variables quantified. Three different frames of reference are 

used to analyze and present the results. Chapter seven tests the two central 

hypotheses in the context of the broader policy realm. Chapter eight tests the two 

central hypotheses by drawing upon the experience and expertise of individuals that 

have been directly involved in efforts to influence policy. Chapter nine tests the 

hypothesized association between success and entrepreneurial characteristics by 

utilizing survey participants' expertise and knowledge of US-Cuba policy to assess 

the role of specific individuals identified as central figures in shaping policy. Using 

three different frames allows for more rigorous testing of the hypotheses. 

171 
Since responses to open ended questions were minimal, they did not have an impact on the final 

results of the analysis. 
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Chapter 6 Data Analysis: Participants' Assessments of Policy 
Entrepreneurs in the Policy Process 

6.0 Introduction 

This chapter represents the first of three empirical components of the study. 

The raw survey data analyzed in this chapter draw upon the participants' knowledge 

of and experience with the policy process to test the two central hypotheses beyond 
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the specific case of US-Cuba policy. Extending the frame of reference to the 

broader policy field is an effective way of testing the applicability of the MSF to 

different policy fields. Descriptive statistics were used to assess whether the MSF's 

definition, motivations for policy advocacy, and functions of PEs were supported by 

the survey data. Correlation analysis and multiple regression were used to assess 

relationships between variables, as well as the MSF's predictive power, and to test 

the two central hypotheses: 
Hi: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 

during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, 
alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

To address the limitations imposed on the study by the small sample size, partial 

Recall that the sample of survey participants consisted of 40 individuals of which 28% were political 
actors and 67% non-political actors well versed in policy formulation. Political actors included: current 
and former members of Congress, bureaucratic officials; congressional staff; and members of key 
congressional committees. Non-political actors included: representatives and members of interest 
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correlations and associated t-tests, along with effect size estimates and confidence 

intervals, were calculated for each of the predictor variables. 

The results of the various statistical tests failed to provide sufficient evidence 

to support the two central hypotheses; however, an analysis of the effect size 

estimates and associated confidence intervals for each of the estimated models 

suggests a larger sample is necessary to either confirm or refute the results. 

6.1 Definition of a Policy Entrepreneur 

Kingdon (1995: 122) labels those who advocate for proposals or the 

prominence of an idea as PEs; however, their defining characteristic is their 

willingness to invest their resources—time and energy, reputation, and sometimes 

money—in hope of a future return. As shown by figure 6.1, of the total survey 

participants who responded, 25 (78%) agreed that PEs are willing to invest financial 

resources in order to influence policy. An overwhelming 23 (96%) of respondents 

also agreed that a willingness to invest time and energy is a defining characteristic 

of PEs who seek to influence policy. Finally, 17 (90%) of total survey participants 

who responded agreed that PEs are willing to use their reputation in order to 

influence policy. 

groups; policy analysts; and academic professionals. The third category of survey participants 
included individuals who agreed to participate on the condition that they remained anonymous. 
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Figure 6.1 Defining Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs 
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The descriptive data support the MSF's categorization of PEs as a unique group of 

individuals with clearly identifiable characteristics. PEs can be differentiated from 

other players in the policy process based on their willingness to invest their 

resources—time and energy, reputation, and finances. Survey participants ranked 

PEs high on all three factors; however, an overwhelming majority of total survey 

participants who responded agreed that investing time and energy to draw attention 

to their preferred policy is a key defining trait of PEs followed by a willingness to use 

their reputation and financial resources. 

6.2 What Motivates a Policy Entrepreneur 

Kingdon suggests that PEs are motivated by: a desire to address problems 

with existing policy; the promotion of personal interests; the promotion of personal 

values; an interest in shaping policy; and the playing of an active role in the policy 
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process. As shown by figure 6.2, of the total survey participants who responded, 22 

or 100% agreed that PEs who seek to influence policy are motivated by a desire to 

address problems with existing policy. Twenty-one or 58% of total survey 

participants who responded agreed that the promotion of personal interests is a 

strong motivator for entrepreneurial involvement in the policy process. Of the 27 

individuals who responded, 21 or 78% agreed that the promotion of personal values 

is a strong motivator for entrepreneurial involvement in the policy process. An 

overwhelming 12 or 92% of individuals who responded agreed that shaping future 

policy is a key motivator. Finally, 16 or 89% of respondents agreed entrepreneurial 

involvement is motivated by an desire to play an active role in the policy process. 
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Figure 6.2 Motivating Factors for Policy Advocacy 
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Again, the descriptive statistics provide strong support for the idea that PEs who 

seek to influence policy are motivated by a clearly identifiable set of factors, the 

most important being a desire to shape future policy followed by: an interest to play 

an active role in the policy process, the promotion of personal values; the promotion 

of personal interests. 

6.3 Presence and Actions of a Policy Entrepreneur 

Kingdon assigns PEs a prominent role during three critical stages of the 

policy decision making process: the development of viable policy alternatives; 
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pushing policy alternatives onto the government's agenda for an authoritative 

choice; and the adoption of a preferred policy alternative. As shown by figure 6.3, of 

the total survey participants who responded, 26 (96%) agreed that the presence and 

actions of PEs were important during both the development of viable policy 

alternatives and movement of policy proposals onto the government's agenda for an 

authoritative choice by decision leaders. Twenty-seven (93%) of total survey 

participants who responded agreed that the presence and actions of PEs were 

important during the policy adoption stage. 

Figure 6.3 Critical Functions of a Policy Entrepreneur 

Finally, the descriptive statistics confirm that the presence and actions of PEs are 

critical during three significant stages of the policy decision making process: the 

development of viable policy alternatives; pushing policy alternatives onto the 

government's agenda for an authoritative choice; and the adoption of a preferred 
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policy alternative. When combined with the previous results, the findings provide 

strong evidence to suggest that a PE as conceptualized by the MSF is not an 

abstract concept, but rather a clearly identifiable group of individuals whose 

presence and actions are critical during each of the stages of policy making. 

6.4 Hypothesis 1: Success and Entrepreneurial Characteristics 

The MSF suggests that PEs who are able to successfully position their 

proposals onto the government's decision agenda for authoritative action exhibit 

four unique entrepreneurial characteristics—they have a claim to a hearing, are 

politically connected, are skilled negotiators, and are persistent in their efforts. To 

test the MSF's underlying assertion concerning success and entrepreneurial 

characteristics, the following hypothesis was generated: 

hd: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

The research hypothesis was tested against the null hypothesis of no effect. 

Bivariate correlations were used to assess relationships between the hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics and successful positioning of a PE's policy 

alternative on the governments' decision agenda for an authoritative decision. A 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to assess relationships between 

variables. Multiple regression analysis was used to: assess whether the 

hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics were good predictors of success; test 

the MSF's predictive power; and test the hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are 
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more likely to couple the streams successfully during an open policy window if they 

possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are 

politically connected, are skilled negotiators, and are persistent. The multiple 

regression model: y=biXi + b2x2 +...b,x, + c was estimated where y=success and 

XL X7 represented the independent predictor variables.173 Finally, as discussed in 

chapter five, to address the study's small sample size, partial correlation analysis, 

effect sizes and confidence intervals were utilized in the analysis of the data. The 

variables were entered simultaneously into the analysis. Listwise deletion was used 

to exclude cases with missing variables. Data were analyzed for any possible 

outliers and outliers with a standard score of +/-2.5 (the benchmark for sample sizes 

with 80 or fewer cases) were removed. 

6.4.1 Bivariate Correlations174 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis provided by table 6.1 failed to 

reveal statistically significant associations between success and the hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics. Two of the hypothesized characteristics revealed 

statistically insignificant weak positive associations with success: claim to a hearing 

with r(40)=.100, p(two-tailed)>.05 and skilled negotiator with r(40)=.110, p(two-

tailed)>.05 respectively. The remaining two characteristics exhibited weak negative 

For a summary of the variables used in the analysis, see Appendix B. 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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associations with success—politically connected with r(40)=-.120, p(two-tailed)>.05, 

and persistent with r(33)=-.124, p(two-tailed)>.05. 

Of the remaining three variables—streams, problem window and politics 

window—problem window was the only variable to exhibit a statistically significant 

moderate (positive) association with success with r(40)=.336, p(two-tailed)<.05. The 

remaining two variables revealed statistically insignificant, but positive, associations 

with success: streams with r(40)=-.072, p(two-tailed)>.05; and politics window with 

r(40)=.257, p(two-tailed)>.05. 

Table 6.1 Hypothesis 1—Bivariate Correlations 
Bivariate Correlations8 

Variable 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson r 

.100 

.540 

-.120 

.461 

.110 

.501 

-.124 

.446 

.072 

.658 

.336 

.034* 

.257 

.110 

Listwise N=40 
a. Dependent Variable=success 
*p<05 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis failed to provide sufficient 

evidence to support the proposition that successful positioning of a proposal on the 

government's decision agenda is associated with any of the four hypothesized 
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entrepreneurial characteristics, streams and the opening of a politics window. The 

results did, however, reveal a statistically significant positive association between 

success and problem window, suggesting that success is associated with the 

opening of a problem window. Windows are an integral component of the MSF, 

offering PEs an opportunity to propel their policy alternative onto the government's 

decision agenda for authoritative action. The opening of a problem window is fueled 

by events in the problem stream. 

6.4.2 Model Utility and Influence of Predictors175 

Results of the multiple regression analysis, presented by table 6.2, revealed 

that the overall model explained approximately 18% (R2=.181) of the variance in 

success, which was statistically insignificant, F7t32=1.009, p>0.05. 

Table 6.2 Hypothesis 1—Model Summary and ANOVA 
Model Summary" 

R 

.425a 

R Square 

.181 

Adjusted R Square 

.002 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

.500 

Sig. F Change 

.443 

ANOVA" 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

Sum of Squares 

1.768 

8.007 

9.775 

df 

7 

32 

39 

Mean Square 

.253 

.250 

F 

1.009 

Sig. 

.443a 

a.Predictors: (Constant), politics window, persistent, skilled negotiator, streams, claim to a 
hearing, politically connected, problem window 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

As shown by table 6.3, each of the four hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were revealed to be statistically insignificant predictors of success; 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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however, a claim to a hearing and skilled negotiator revealed statistically 

insignificant but weak positive (P=.080 and p=.074 respectively) associations with 

success. The remaining two characteristics, politically connected and persistent, 

revealed weak negative associations (P=-.080 and p=-.084 respectively) with 

success. Of the remaining three predictor variables—streams, problem window and 

politics window—problem and politics windows revealed statistically insignificant 

(weak positive) associations (P=.176 and p=.045 respectively) with success. No 

association was revealed between streams and success (B=.005). 

Table 6.3 Hypothesis 1—Coefficients 

Coefficients8 

Model 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

B 

.080 

-.080 

.074 

-.084 

.005 

.176 

.045 

Std. Error 

.121 

.094 

.113 

.085 

.108 

.123 

.120 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

.113 

-.156 

.124 

-.166 

.008 

.289 

.074 

t 

.667 

-.846 

.653 

-.978 

.046 

1.430 

.374 

Sig. 

.510 

.404 

.518 

.335 

.963 

.162 

.711 

Collinearity Statistics 

Tolerance 

.888 

.752 

.715 

.894 

.826 

.625 

.662 

VIF 

1.126 

1.329 

1.398 

1.119 

1.211 

1.599 

1.510 

a. Dependent Variable: success 

The results of the regression analysis provide little evidence that the model is 

a good predictor of success and that success is associated with the hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics, streams and opening of a window (either politics or 

problem). An inspection of the individual predictors also failed to produce sufficient 

evidence any of hypothesized predictors are statistically significant predictors of 
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success.176 Based on the results, it is necessary to retain the null hypothesis and 

conclude that in combination, the hypothesized variables are not positively 

associated with PEs who are able successfully to position their preferred policy 

alternative onto the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

6.4.3 Partial Correlations177 

The results of the partial correlation analysis and associated t tests for each 

of the hypothesized variables are provided by table 6.4. 

Table 6.4 Hypothesis 1—Partial Correlations 
Partial Correlations8 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

t 

.619 

.783 

.607 

.907 

.040 

1.351 

.345 

Correlations 

Zero-order 

.100 

-.120 

.110 

-.124 

.072 

.336 

.257 

Partial (pr) 

.117 

-.148 

.115 

-.170 

.008 

.245 

.066 

Part (sr) 
.107 

-.135 

.105 

-.156 

.007 

.229 

.060 

pr2 

.029 

.022 

.013 

.029 

.000 

.060 

.004 

sr2 

.012 

.018 

.011 

.024 

.000 

.052 

.004 

a. Predictors: (Constant), politics window, persistent, skilled negotiator, streams, claim to a 
hearing, politically connected, problem window 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

After controlling for the effects of all other predictor variables, the semi-partial 

correlation between a claim to a hearing and success remained virtually unchanged 

Although statistically insignificant, entrepreneurial characteristics "a claim to a hearing" and "skilled 
negotiator" revealed positive association with success, as did "problem" and "politics" windows. 
Politically connected and persistent each had negative associations with success while streams did 
not reveal an association with success. 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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(sr=. 107) when compared to the zero-order correlation (r=. 100),178 suggesting that 

the weak positive association between a claim to a hearing and success cannot be 

attributed to the shared effects of the controlled variables, but rather to a direct 

association between a claim to a hearing and success.179 The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between a claim to a 

hearing and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

having a claim to a hearing is not associated with successfully positioning a policy 

alternative on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor politically connected, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

weak negative association with success (r=-.120). When the effects of all other 

predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation virtually remained the same 

(sr=-.135),180 suggesting that the weak negative association between politically 

connected and success cannot be attributed to the shared effects of the controlled 

variables, but rather to a direct association between politically connected and 

success. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial 

correlation between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore 

conclude that being politically connected is not associated with successfully 

178 2 

The predictor variable a claim to a hearing explained approximately one percent (sr=.012) share of 
the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
179 

A direct relationship is defined as one in which a third variable (Z) has no effect on the association 
between X and Y (Healey, 2010: 363). The variable (Z) is irrelevant to the study. When partial 
correlation coefficients are essentially the same as the bivariate correlation, this is indicative of a 
direct relationship (Healey, 2010: 363). 
180 ? 

The predictor variable politically connected explained approximately 2% (sr=.018) share of the 
total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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positioning a policy alternative on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

The zero-order correlation between success and skilled negotiator revealed a 

weak positive association (r=.110). When the effects of all other predictors were 

controlled, the semi-partial correlation virtually remained the same (sr=.105),181 

suggesting that the weak positive association between skilled negotiator and 

success cannot be attributed to the shared effects of the controlled variables, but 

rather to a direct association between skilled negotiator and success. The results of 

the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the two 

variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that being a skilled 

negotiator is not associated with successfully positioning a policy alternative on the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the final entrepreneurial characteristic persistent, the zero-order 

correlation revealed a weak negative association between persistent and success 

(r=-.124). When the effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial 

correlation increased (sr=-.156), but the direction of the association remained 

negative.182 Suppressor effects can be attributed to unusual patterns of negative 

and positive effects between the success, persistent, and controlled variables. The 

results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the 

181 7 

The predictor variable skilled negotiator explained approximately 1 % (sr=.011) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
182 -

The predictor variable persistent explained approximately 2% (sr=.024) share of the total unique 
variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that being 

persistent is not associated with successfully positioning a policy alternative on the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the variable, streams, the zero-order correlation revealed a weak positive 

association (r=.072) between the variable and success; however, after controlling 

for all other predictor variables, the association decreased dramatically, virtually 

disappearing (sr=.007). This suggests that the zero order association can be 

attributed to the effects of the controlled variables rather than a substantive 

association between the hypothesized characteristic and success. This is consistent 

with two possible relationships—spurious or intervening—each resulting in patterns 

of weaker correlation. If we had looked simply at the original bivariate correlation 

between streams and success, we would have overlooked the effects of the 

controlled variables and incorrectly suggested a weak positive association between 

the variables when in fact the semi-partial correlation revealed no association. The 

results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the 

two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that the streams 

(a political climate receptive to policy change, government recognition of a pressing 

problem, and the availability of a viable solution) are not associated with 

successfully positioning a policy alternative on the government's decision agenda 

for an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor problem window, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

moderate positive association between the variable and success (r=.336). When the 



200 

effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was lower 

than the zero-order correlation (r=.229)183 however, the direction of the association 

remained positive. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial 

correlation between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore 

conclude that the opening of a problem window is not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy alternative on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

Finally, for the predictor politics window, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

moderate positive association between the variable and success (r=.257). When the 

effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was lower 

than the zero order correlation, revealing a weaker association between the variable 

and success (sr=.060)184; however, the direction of the association remained 

positive. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation 

between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

the opening of a politics window is not associated with successfully positioning a 

policy alternative on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

The predictor variable problem window explained approximately 2% (sr=016) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 

184 2 

The predictor variable politics window explained less than one percent (sr=004) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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6.4.4 Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 

Table 6.5 provides estimates of the effect sizes and associated confidence 

intervals for the full model and each of the hypothesized predictors of success. 

Table 6 5 Hypothesis 1—Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 
Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 

full model 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

080 

-080 

074 

-084 

005 

176 

045 

Standard 
Error 

121 

094 

113 

085 

108 

123 

120 

95% Confidence 
Interval for B 

Lower 
Bound 

01 

-0 17 

-0 27 

-0 12 

-0 25 

-0 22 

-0 08 

-0 20 

Upper 
Bound 

35 

0 33 

011 

0 30 

0 09 

0 23 

0 43 

0 29 

Effect 
Size 

Estimate 

Cohen's 

f 
0 22 

0 02 

0 02 

0 01 

0 03 

0 00 

0 07 

0 01 

Partial 
Correlations 

pr 

107 

-135 

105 

-156 

007 

229 

060 

sr 

029 

022 

013 

029 

000 

060 

004 

R2= 181 

For the full model, a medium effect size was estimated (/2=.22) and a 95% 

confidence interval obtained in the range of 0.01 to 0.35. Based on the sample data, 

we conclude that the true effect size in the population from which the sample was 

taken is 95% certain to be in the range of .01 to .35. Since the 95% confidence 

interval does not enclose the value of "no effect" (i.e. does not include 0), this 

represents a difference that is statistically significant. We can therefore overturn the 

null hypothesis; in other words, there is insufficient evidence to support the null 

hypothesis of no association of success to the hypothesized variables. The width of 

the confidence interval suggests that we can be assured of the direction of the 

effect (i.e. positive), and that the effect is probably large enough to be of 
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significance; however, our estimate of the strength of the effect is imprecise—it 

could be very small or large. In order to increase the power of the study to detect a 

more precise effect size, it is necessary to replicate the study with a larger sample 

size. 

Small effect sizes (/2=.02) were estimated for the hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics a claim to a hearing and politically connected and 

confidence intervals from -0.17 to 0.33 and -0.27 to 0.30, respectively. No effect 

size was estimated for the entrepreneurial characteristic, skilled negotiator (/^.Ol) 

with a CI.95 from -0.12 to 0.30. For persistent, a small effect size was estimated 

(/2=.03) with a CI.95 from -0.25 to 0.09. The associated confidence intervals for each 

of the variables include the value of "no effect" (i.e. include 0), representing a 

difference that is statistically insignificant. This suggests that, individually, the 

hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics are not associated with success. 

For the predictor variable, problem window, a small effect size was estimated 

(/2=.07) with a Cl9 5 from -0.08 to 0.43. No effect sizes were estimated for streams 

and politics windows (/2=.00 and f2=.01 respectively). The confidence intervals 

were: Cl95 from -0.22 to 0.23 for streams; and CI.95 from -0.20 to 0.29 for politics 

window. The associated confidence intervals for each of the variables include the 

value of "no effect" (i.e. include 0), representing a difference that is statistically 

insignificant. This suggests that, individually, the variables problem and politics 

windows and streams are not associated with success. 
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6.5 Hypothesis 2: Success and Coupling Strategies 

Kindgon's MSF accords PEs a critical role in agenda setting; however, the 

MSF fails to clearly delineate the means by which PEs are able to influence 

government agendas. We are told that PEs must couple the streams in order to 

successfully push an issue into a prominent position on the government's decision 

agenda for authoritative action; however, the mechanics of the coupling process 

remain unclear. To answer the question of "how", we drew upon the empirical and 

theoretical literature on policy entrepreneurship and agenda setting to uncover 

possible coupling strategies. Three categories of coupling strategies were 

identified: various forms of manipulation consisting of framing, agenda control, 

strategic voting, and salami tactics; altering institutional venues which involves 

shifting attention to institutional venues that provide the greatest level of support for 

and least resistance to a proposal; and activating the support of coalitions. To test 

the association between success and the hypothesized coupling strategies, the 

following hypothesis was generated: 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, 
alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

The research hypothesis was tested against the null hypothesis of no effect. 

Bivariate correlations were used to assess relationships between the hypothesized 

coupling strategies and successful positioning of a policy entrepreneur's policy 

alternative on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. A 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to assess correlations between 
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variables. Multiple regression analysis was used to: assess whether the 

hypothesized coupling strategies were good predictors of success; test the MSF's 

predictive power; and test the hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to 

couple the streams successfully during an open policy window if they use one or 

more forms of manipulation, alter institutional venues and activate coalition 

support. The multiple regression model: y=b-iXi + b2x2 + bjXi + c was estimated 

where y=success, and x-i...xg represented the independent predictor variables.185 

Partial correlation analysis was used to assess the degree to which the 

hypothesized coupling strategies could be used to explain variance by controlling for 

the effects of other predictor variables that may be correlated with the hypothesized 

relationship. Effect sizes were estimated and confidence intervals obtained for the 

full model and individual predictors to assess the study's findings separate from the 

influence of sample size and statistical significance. The variables were entered 

simultaneously into the analysis. Listwise deletion was used to exclude cases with 

missing variables. The data were analyzed for any possible outliers and outliers with 

a standard score of +/-2.5 (the benchmark for sample sizes with 80 or fewer cases) 

were removed. 

6.5.1 Bivariate Correlations 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis provided by table 6.6 failed to 

reveal statistically significant associations between success and the hypothesized 

For a list and description of the variables used in the analysis, see Appendix C. 
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coupling strategies. A statistically insignificant, but weak, positive association was 

revealed between manipulation strategies involving framing and success with 

r(40)=.066, p(two-tailed<.05). Weak negative associations were identified between 

success and four hypothesized coupling strategies: manipulation strategies 

involving agenda control with r(40)=-.115, p(two-tailed)>.05, strategic voting with 

r(40)=-.120, p(two-tailed)>.05, and salami tactics with r(40)=-.209, p(two-tailed)>.05; 

and activating coalition support with r(40)=-.048, p(two-tailed)>.05. No association 

was revealed between success and altering institutional venues with r(40)=-.011, 

p(two-tailed)>.05. Of the remaining three variables—streams, problem window and 

politics window—problem window was the only variable to exhibit a statistically 

significant moderate (positive) association with success with r(40)=.336, p(two-

tailed)<0.05. Statistically insignificant, but weak positive associations were revealed 

between success and streams r(33)=.072, p(two-tailed)>.05, and between success 

and politics with r(40)=-.257, p(two-tailed)>.05. 
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Table 6.6 Hypothesis 2—Bivariate Correlations 
Correlations8 

Variables 

framing (manipulation strategies) 

agenda control (manipulation strategies) 

strategic voting (manipulation strategy) 

salami tactics (manipulation strategy) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson r 

.066 

.685 

-.115 

.478 

-.120 

.461 

-.209 

.196 

-.011 

.947 

-.048 

.768 

.072 

.658 

.336 

.034* 

.257 

.110 

a. Dependent Variable=success 
Listwise N=40 
*p<05 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis failed to support the 

proposition that successful positioning of a proposal on the government's decision 

agenda is associated with the hypothesized coupling strategies, streams or politics 

window. The results, did, however, reveal a statistically significant positive 

association between success and the opening of a window, in this case a problem 

window. 
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6.5.2 Model Utility and Influence of Predictors186 

Results of the multiple regression analysis presented by table 6.6 revealed 

that the overall model explained approximately 24% (R2=.240) of the variance in 

success, which was statistically insignificant, F9,3o=1052 p <0.05. 

Table 6.7 Hypothesis 2—Model Summary and ANOVA 
Model Summary" 

R 

.490a 

R Square 

.240 

Adjusted R Square 

.012 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

.498 

Sig. F Change 

.424 

ANOVA" 
Model 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

Sum of Squares 

2.345 

7.430 

9.775 

df 

9 

30 

39 

Mean Square 

.261 

.248 

F 

1.052 

Sig. 

.424a 

a. Predictors: (Constant), politics window, salami tactics (manipulation), streams, framing 
(manipulation), strategic voting (manipulation), coalitions, problem window, agenda control 
(manipulation), venues 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

As shown by table 6.8, each of the hypothesized coupling strategies was 

found to be a statistically insignificant predictor of success; however, manipulation 

strategies involving framing and altering institutional venues revealed statistically 

insignificant but weak positive associations with success (f3=.064 and p=.222 

respectively). Manipulation strategies involving strategic voting, salami tactics, and 

activating coalitions revealed weak negative associations ((3=-.074, (3=-.255 and (3=-

.047 respectively) with success. Manipulation strategies involving agenda control did 

not have an effect on success (0=.O3O). Of the remaining three predictor 

variables—streams, problem window and politics window—problem window was the 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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only predictor to reveal a statistically insignificant, but weak positive effect (|3=.259) 

on success. Streams revealed a statistically insignificant weak negative association 

and politics window no association (P=-.056 and |3=-.009 respectively) with success. 

Table 6.8 Hypothesis 2—Coefficients 
Coefficien 

framing (manipulation) 

agenda control (manipulation) 

strategic voting (manipulation) 

salami tactics (manipulation) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

B 

.064 

.030 

-.074 

-.255 

.222 

-.047 

-.056 

.259 

-.009 

Std. Error 

.128 

.154 

.128 

.142 

.166 

.121 

.111 

.130 

.131 

tsa 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

.092 

.046 

-.106 

-.449 

.369 

-.084 

-.092 

.425 

-.015 

t 

.501 

.192 

-.581 

1.797 

1.343 

-.387 

-.505 

1.995 

-.069 

Sig. 

.620 

.849 

.566 

.082 

.189 

.702 

.617 

.055 

.945 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Tolerance 

.754 

.444 

.760 

.405 

.335 

.534 

.770 

.558 

.551 

VIF 

1.326 

2.250 

1.316 

2.470 

2.984 

1.872 

1.298 

1.792 

1.815 

a. Dependent Variable: success 

Results of the multiple regression revealed that the combined effect of the 

hypothesized coupling strategies and three additional predictor variables—streams, 

problem and politics windows—explained approximately 24% of the variance in 

success which was statistically insignificant. We therefore retain the null hypothesis 

and conclude that, in combination, the hypothesized variables are not associated 

with PEs that are successful in their efforts to position their preferred policy onto the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. An inspection of the 

individual predictors revealed that each of hypothesized predictors was a statistically 

insignificant predictor of success.187 The results confirm that the model is not a good 

Although statistically insignificant, coupling strategies involving framing and altering institutional 
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6.5.3 Partial Correlations 

The results of the partial correlation analysis and associated t tests for each 

of the hypothesized variables are provided by table 6.9. 

Table 6.9 Hypothesis 2—Partial Correlations 

Partial Correlations8 

framing (manipulation) 

agenda control (framing) 

strategic voting (manipulation) 

salami tactics (manipulation) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

t 

.447 

.195 

.587 

1.66 

1.22 

.346 

.447 

1.87 

.061 

Correlations 

Zero-order 

.066 

-.115 

-.120 

-.209 

-.011 

-.048 

.072 

.336 

.257 

Partial (pr) 

.091 

.035 

-.105 

-.312 

.238 

-.070 

-.092 

.342 

-.013 

Part (sr) 

.080 

.031 

-.092 

-.286 

.214 

-.062 

-.080 

.318 

-.011 

pr2 

.008 

.001 

.011 

.097 

.057 

.005 

.008 

.007 

.000 

sr2 

.006 

.001 

.009 

.082 

.046 

.004 

.006 

.101 

.000 

a. Predictors: (Constant), politics window, salami tactics (manipulation), streams, framing 
(manipulation), strategic voting (manipulation), coalitions, problem window, agenda control, 
venues 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

Manipulation strategies involving framing revealed a weak positive zero-order 

correlation (r=.066) with success. After the effects of all other predictors were 

controlled, the semi-partial correlation remained virtually unchanged (sr=.080) when 

compared to the zero-order correlation.188 The results of the significance test 

venues revealed positive association with success as did problem window. Manipulation strategies 
involving strategic voting, salami tactics, altering institutional venues and streams each had negative 
associations with success while agenda control and politics window did not reveal associations with 
success. 

188 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving framing explained less than one percent 
(srV006) share of the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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revealed that the semi-partial correlation between manipulation strategies involving 

framing and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

manipulation strategies involving framing are not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

Manipulation strategies involving agenda control revealed a weak negative 

zero-order correlation (r=-. 115) with success. After the effects of all other predictors 

were controlled, the semi-partial correlation between the variable and success was 

higher (sr=.031) than the zero-order correlation189 suggesting that the control 

variables were suppressing the association between the two variables; however, the 

semi-partial correlation was not strong enough to reveal an association. If we were 

to look at the original zero order correlation, we would have incorrectly suggested a 

weak negative association when in fact there is no association. The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between manipulation 

strategies involving agenda control and success was statistically insignificant. We 

can therefore conclude that manipulation strategies involving agenda control are not 

associated with successfully positioning a policy proposal on the government's 

decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

Manipulation strategies involving strategic voting revealed a weak negative 

zero-order correlation with success (r=-.120). When the effects of all other 

189 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving agenda control explained less than a one 
percent (srVfJOl) share of the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor 
variables. 
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predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation with success virtually 

remained unchanged (sr=-.092) when compared to the zero-order correlation.190 

The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation 

between manipulation strategies involving agenda control and success was 

statistically insignificant. We can therefore conclude that manipulation strategies 

involving strategic voting are not associated with successfully positioning a policy 

proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

Manipulation strategies involving salami tactics revealed a weak negative 

zero-order correlation with success (r=-.209). When the effects of all other 

predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation with success was higher (sr=-

.286) than the zero-order correlation191 suggesting that the control variables 

suppressed the association between the two variables; however, the (negative) 

direction of the association was maintained. The results of the significance test 

revealed that the semi-partial correlation between manipulation strategies involving 

salami tactics and success was statistically insignificant. We can therefore conclude 

that manipulation strategies involving salami tactics are not associated with 

successfully positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for 

an authoritative decision. 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving strategic voting explained approximately 
one percent (srVoOQ) of the unique variance in success left unexplained by all other predictor 
variables. 

191 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving salami tactics explained approximately 8% 
(s^.082) of the unique variance in success left unexplained by all other predictor variables. 
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The zero-order correlation between altering institutional venues and success 

failed to reveal an association between the variables (r=-.011). When the effects of 

all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was significantly 

higher (sr=.214) than the zero-order correlation.192 In this case, the controlled 

variables suppressed the association between altering institutional venues and 

success, therefore masking the positive association. The results of the significance 

test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between altering institutional venues 

and success was statistically insignificant. We can therefore conclude that altering 

institutional venues is not associated with successfully positioning a policy proposal 

on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the final hypothesized coupling strategy involving activating coalitions, a 

direct association was revealed between the variables. The semi-partial correlation 

between success and activating coalition support virtually remained unchanged 

(sr=-.062) once the effects of all other variables were controlled, suggesting that the 

negative zero order association (r=-.048) can be attributed to the direct association 

between the two variables rather than the effects of the controlled variables.193 This 

suggests that a negative association exists between activating coalitions and 

success. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial 

correlation between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We can 

192 

The predictor variable institutional venues explained approximately 5% (s^.046) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 

193 , 

The predictor variable activating coalition support explained less than one percent (sr=.004) of the 
unique variance in success not unexplained by all other predictor variables. 
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therefore conclude that activating coalition support is not associated with 

successfully positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for 

an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor, streams, the zero-order correlation revealed a weak 

positive association with success (r=.072). When the effects of all other predictors 

were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was lower (sr=-.080) than the zero order 

correlation194 suggesting two possible relationships—spurious or intervening—each 

resulting in patterns of weaker correlation. If we were to focus only on the original 

zero order correlation, we would have incorrectly concluded that there was weak 

positive association between the two variables when, in fact, after controlling for the 

effects of all other variables, a weak negative association was revealed. The results 

of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the two 

variables was statistically insignificant. We conclude that streams are not associated 

with successfully positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda 

for an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor problem window, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

moderate positive association with success (r=.336). When the effects of all other 

predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation remained virtually unchanged 

(sr=.318)195 suggesting a direct association between the two variables. In this case, 

194 . 

The predictor variable streams explained approximately 42% (sr=.419) share of the total unique 
variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 

195 , 

The predictor variable problem window explained approximately 10% (sr=. 101) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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the controlled variables had no effect on the original association between the two 

variables. The results of the significance test also revealed the semi-partial 

correlation between success and streams to be statistically significant, thus 

confirming that successfully positioning a proposal onto the government's decision 

agenda is associated with the opening a problem window. 

Finally, for the predictor politics window, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

weak positive association between the variable and success (r=.257). When the 

effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was lower 

(sr=-.011) than the original zero order correlation196 suggesting a possible spurious 

or intervening effect on the association between success and politics window. If we 

were to focus only on the zero order correlation, we would have incorrectly 

concluded that there was weak positive association between the two variables when 

in fact, after controlling for the effects of all other variables, no association was 

present. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation 

between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

the opening of a politics window is not associated with successfully positioning a 

policy alternative on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

6.5.4 Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 

Table 6.10 provides estimates of the effect sizes and associated confidence 

intervals for the full model and each of the hypothesized predictors of success. 

196 2 

The predictor variable politics window did not account for any (sr=.000) of the unique variance in 
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Table 6 10 Hypothesis 2—Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 
Effect Sizes and Confidence Intervals 

full model 

framing (manipulation) 

agenda control (manipulation) 

strategic voting 
(manipulation) 

salami tactics (manipulation) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

064 

030 

-074 

-255 

222 

-047 

-056 

259 

-009 

Standard 
Error 

128 

154 

128 

142 

166 

121 

111 

130 

131 

95% Confidence 
Interval for B 

Lower 
Bound 

066 

-198 

-284 

-335 

-545 

-117 

-294 

-283 

-001 

-277 

Upper 
Bound 

414 

325 

345 

187 

035 

561 

200 

171 

525 

259 

Effect 
Size 

Estimate 

Cohen's 
f 

315 

007 

001 

011 

108 

061 

005 

008 

133 

000 

Partial 
Correlations 

pr 

091 

035 

-105 

-312 

238 

-070 

-092 

342 

-013 

sr 

080 

031 

-092 

-286 

214 

-062 

-080 

318 

-011 

R2=181 (full model) 

For the full model, a medium effect size was estimated {^=.32) and a 95% 

confidence interval obtained in the range of .07 to .41 Based on the sample data, 

we conclude that the true effect size in the population from which the sample was 

taken is 95% certain to be in the range of .07 to .41. Since the 95% confidence 

interval does not enclose the value of "no effect" (i.e. does not include 0), this 

represents a difference that is statistically significant. We can therefore overturn the 

null hypothesis, in other words, there is insufficient evidence to support the null 

hypothesis of no association of success to the hypothesized variables. The width of 

the confidence interval suggests that we can be assured of the direction of the 

effect (i.e. positive), and that the effect is probably large enough to be of 

significance; however, our estimate of the strength of the effect is imprecise—it 

success not explained by all other predictor variables 
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could be very small or large. In order to increase the power of the study to detect a 

more precise effect size, it is necessary to replicate the study with a larger sample 

size. 

Only two coupling strategies—salami tactics and altering institutional 

venues—revealed small effect sizes (/*=.]"\ and /2=.06 respectively). For the 

remaining four coupling strategies—framing (manipulation), agenda control 

(manipulation), strategic voting (framing) and activating coalitions—zero effect sizes 

were estimated. Confidence intervals for each of the variables contained the value 

of "no effect" (i.e. includes 0), requiring us to retain the null hypothesis of no 

difference between success and each of the hypothesized variables. The width of 

the confidence intervals for each of the hypothesized coupling strategies suggests 

that additional data are necessary to increase the precision of the estimated effect 

sizes. In the case of the variable, salami tactics (manipulation), although we cannot 

be confident of the direction of the effect because of the width of the interval, it is 

likely negative (but statistically insignificant).197 Similarly, for the variable altering 

institutional venues, although we cannot be confident of the direction of the effect 

because of the width of the interval, it is likely in this case to be positive (but 

statistically insignificant).198 

For the variable, salami tactics (manipulation), the obtained 95% confidence interval runs from -
0.55 to 0.04, suggesting that there is a strong chance that the direction of the effect is negative, but 
additional data are necessary to increase the precision of the estimate. 

198 

For the variable altering institutional venues, the obtained 95% confidence interval runs from -0.12 
to 0.56, suggesting that there is a strong chance that the direction of the effect is positive, but 
additional data are necessary to increase the precision of the estimate. 
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Of the remaining three variables, problem window is the only variable to 

reveal a small effect size {f=AZ) and a 95% confidence interval containing "no 

effect" (i.e. includes 0) which requires us to retain the null hypothesis of no 

difference between success and problem window. For each of the remaining 

variables—streams and politics window—zero effect sizes were estimated (/2=.01 

and / V 0 0 respectively). Since the null hypothesis always means the effect size is 

zero,199 we conclude that there is insufficient evidence to reject the hypothesis of no 

association of success to each of the variables. An inspection of the confidence 

intervals reveals wide intervals, suggesting that additional data are necessary to 

increase the precision of the estimated effect sizes. We can add that in the case of 

the variable, problem window, although we cannot be confident of the direction of 

the effect because of the width of the interval, it is likely positive (but statistically 

insignificant).200 

199 

Cohen (1988: 10). 
200 

The obtained 95% confidence interval runs from -0.00 to 0.53, suggesting that there is a strong 
chance that the direction of the effect is positive, but additional data is necessary to increase the 
precision of the estimate. 
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6.6 Conclusion 

This chapter analyzed survey data assessing the importance, characteristics 

and behaviours of PEs in the context of the broader field of policy. Survey 

respondents were asked, based on their knowledge of and experience with the 

public policy process, to assess whether successful positioning of a policy 

alternative on the government's decision agenda was associated with the 

hypothesized variables. 

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis was constructed to assess the relationship between 

success and entrepreneurial characteristics. It was hypothesized that PEs are more 

likely to couple the streams successfully during an open policy window if they 

possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics—a claim to a hearing, politically 

connected, skilled negotiators, and persistent. The initial bivariate correlations 

between success and the hypothesized variables revealed statistically insignificant 

associations; however, positive (but statistically insignificant) associations were 

identified between success and a claim to a hearing, skilled negotiator, streams and 

politics window. Problem window was the only variable to reveal a statistically 

significant positive correlation with success. It is important to note that, although the 

correlation results are effective in uncovering associations between the variables, 

they do not provide us with any information concerning the underlying causes of the 

associations; hence, they cannot be used to infer causal relationships between the 
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variables. The results should be interpreted as a "first step" in uncovering the 

underlying processes at work. 

An assessment of the full model revealed that the hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics, streams and windows, in combination were 

statistically insignificant predictors of success. We concluded, based on the 

regression results, that the hypothesized model was not a good predictor of 

success. A partial correlation analysis confirmed the original bivariate correlations 

between success and the hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics as well as 

problem and politics window; however, rejected the original association between 

streams and success. The associated significance tests revealed the semi-partial 

correlations to be statistically insignificant, thus reaffirming the conclusion that the 

hypothesized variables are not associated with success. 

As a final step in our analysis, effects sizes and confidences intervals for the 

full model and individual predictors were calculated to assess the study's findings 

separately from the influence of sample size and statistical significance. For the full 

model, a medium effect size was estimated and a 95% confidence interval obtained 

that did not include the value of "no effect". Based on results, we concluded that the 

true effect size in the population from which the sample was taken was 95% certain 

to be in the range of the obtained confidence interval, and since the confidence 

interval did not include the value of "no effect", statistically significant. A closer 

analysis of the width of the confidence interval reaffirmed the direction (positive) of 

the effect and that the effect was large enough to be significant. Hence, there was 
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sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis of no effect, providing partial support 

for the research hypothesis. 

The effect size estimates for the hypothesized predictors ranged from zero to 

small. For each predictor, the obtained confidence interval included the value of "no 

effect". Based on the results, we concluded that the true effect size for the 

population from which the sample was taken for each predictor was 95% certain to 

be in the range of the obtained confidence interval; however, since the confidence 

intervals included the value of "no effect", this represented a difference that was 

statistically insignificant. Hence, there was insufficient evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis of no effect. A closer analysis of the width of the confidence intervals 

revealed positive associations for the variables skilled negotiator and problem 

window, and negative associations for the variables politically connected and 

persistent. However, given the width of the intervals, additional data are necessary 

to confirm our results. 

Overall, based on the aggregate results (bivariate correlations, regression 

analysis, and partial correlation analysis) there is insufficient evidence to support the 

hypothesis that PEs are more likely to successfully couple the streams during an 

open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics—have a 

claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are skilled negotiators, and are 

persistent. However, the results of the effect size estimates and associated 

confidence intervals for the full model revealed a medium effect size and model that 
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is statistically significant, suggesting replicating the study with a larger sample is 

necessary to assess the reliability of the findings. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis was designed to assess the relationship between the 

successful positioning of a policy alternative on the government's decision agenda 

by a policy entrepreneur and the selection of coupling strategies. It is hypothesized 

that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully during 

an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, alter 

institutional venues, and activate coalition support. The initial bivariate correlations 

between success and the hypothesized variables did not reveal statistically 

significant associations between success and any of the hypothesized coupling 

strategies. In fact, manipulation strategies involving framing were the only form of 

coupling strategies that revealed a positive (but statistically insignificant) association 

with success. Of the remaining three variables—streams, problem and politics 

windows—problem window was the only variable to reveal a statistically significant 

correlation with success. Streams and politics window also revealed positive 

associations with success, but the correlations were statistically insignificant. 

Although the results do not support the hypothesized positive associations between 

coupling strategies, streams and politics window, they did reveal a positive 

correlation between success and the opening of a problem window. As mentioned 

earlier, correlation results are effective in uncovering associations between 
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variables; however, they should not be used to infer causal relationships between 

variables because they do not provide any information concerning the underlying 

causes of associations. The results should be used as a stepping stone to 

uncovering the underlying processes at work. 

An assessment of the full model revealed that the hypothesized coupling 

strategies, streams and windows, in combination were statistically insignificant 

predictors of success. We concluded based on the regression results that the model 

was not a good predictor of success. A partial correlation analysis confirmed the 

original bivariate correlations between success and framing, strategic voting, salami 

tactics, activating coalitions and problem window, but rejected the original 

correlations for agenda control, altering institutional venues, streams and politics 

window. The associated significance tests for each semi-partial correlation, 

excluding the test for problem window were statistically insignificant, thus affirming 

that success is not associated with the hypothesized coupling strategies, streams 

and politics window. 

The final step in our analysis involved the calculation of effect sizes and 

confidences intervals for the full model and individual predictors that were free from 

the influence of sample size and statistical significance. For the full model, a 

medium effect size was estimated and a 95% confidence interval obtained that did 

not include the value of "no effect". Based on results, we concluded that the true 

effect size in the population from which the sample was taken was 95% certain to 

be in the range of the obtained confidence interval, and since the confidence 
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interval did not include the value of "no effect". This represented a difference that 

was statistically significant. A closer analysis of the width of the confidence interval 

reaffirmed the direction (positive) of the effect and that the effect was large enough 

to be significant. Hence, there was sufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis 

of no effect, providing partial support for the research hypothesis. 

The effect size estimates for the hypothesized predictors ranged from zero to 

small. For each of the predictors, the obtained confidence intervals included the 

value of "no effect". Based on results, we concluded that the true effect size for the 

population from which the sample was taken for each predictor, was 95% certain to 

be in the range of the obtained confidence interval; however, since the confidence 

intervals included the value of "no effect", this represented a difference that was 

statistically insignificant. Hence, there was insufficient evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis of no effect. A closer analysis of the width of the confidence intervals 

revealed positive associations for the variables venues and problem window and a 

negative association for the variable venues; however, we cannot be certain of the 

results without additional data. 

Overall, based on the aggregate results (bivariate correlations, regression 

analysis, and partial correlation analysis) there is insufficient evidence to support the 

hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to successfully couple the 

streams during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of 

manipulation, alter institutional venues, and activate coalition support. However, the 

results of the effect size estimates and associated confidence interval for the full 
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model revealed a medium effect size and model that is statistically significant, 

suggesting the study should be replicated with a larger sample to assess the 

reliability of the findings. 

Chapter seven, the second empirical component of the study draws upon 

survey participants' expertise and direct involvement in efforts to influence US-Cuba 

policy to assess whether there was a goodness of fit between the hypothesized 

propositions and the experiences of the survey respondents. 
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Chapter 7 Data Analysis: Participants' Involvement in Influencing US-Cuba 
Policy 

7.0 Introduction 

This chapter represents the second of three empirical components of the 

study. In contrast to the previous chapter which situated the analysis in the context 

of the broader policy field, this chapter focuses on the efforts and experiences of 

survey participants to influence policy between 1989 and 2006. When asking 

questions about human behaviour, the logical source of information is often 

individuals themselves (Hacker, 1997 and Moore et. al, 1994). In this case, as 

participants in the policy process that has shaped US-Cuba policy, the individuals 

surveyed have first hand experience and knowledge of how the process unfolds and 

what is necessary to succeed. Descriptive statistics were used to assess whether 

the MSF's definition, motivations for policy advocacy, and functions of PEs are 

supported by the survey participants. Correlation analysis and multiple regression 

are used to assess relationships between variables, the MSF's predictive power and 

test the two central hypotheses: 

Hi: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, 
alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 



226 

An analysis of the data revealed that there was sufficient evidence to support 

the two central hypotheses; however, an inspection of the individual predictors 

revealed that only one predictor—streams—accounted for the greatest variance in 

the model. 

7.1 Involvement and Impact on Policy 

Of the 40 survey participants, 39 or 98% were active in attempting to 

influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006.201 Of the 39 survey participants 

that were active, 24 or 61% were successful and 15 or 39% were unsuccessful in 

their efforts to position their preferred policy proposal onto the government's 

decision agenda for authoritative action. 

7.2 Definition of a Policy Entrepreneur 

PEs, described as individuals who advocate for proposals or the prominence 

of an idea can hold many different positions, but their defining characteristic, like 

business entrepreneurs, is their willingness to invest their resources—time and 

energy, reputation, and money—in exchange for future returns (Kingdon, 1995: 

122). As shown by figure 7.1, of the total survey participants who responded: 8 

(73%) invested a significant share of their time and energy; 21(55%) relied heavily 

on their reputation to influence policy; and finally, 12 (32%) invested a significant 

202 

share of their financial resources in order to influence policy. The descriptive data 

201 

The single survey participant not active during this period is well versed in US-Cuba policy. 
202 

An equal number of participants, 12 (32%) invested a small share of their financial resources in 
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reveals that PEs are not necessarily willing to invest financial resources in the 

course of their efforts to influence policy, as suggested by the MSF or perhaps, 

there is no opportunity or need for them to do so. 

Figure 7.1 Defining Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs 

Defining Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs 
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7.3 What Motivates a Policy Entrepreneur 

What distinguishes PEs from other players in the policy process is their 

motivation for advocacy. Kingdon's MSF suggests that PEs are motivated by: a 

desire to address problems with existing policy; the promotion of personal interests; 

the promotion of personal values; an interest in shaping policy; and a desire to play 

an active role in the policy process. As shown by figure 7.2, of the total survey 

participants who responded: 22 (56%) were motivated by a desire to address 

order to influence policy. A slightly higher share, 14 or 37% of the total participants invested a 
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problems with US-Cuba policy; 5 (13%) were motivated by a need to promote 

personal interests; 18 (46%) were motivated by a desire to promote their vision of 

US-Cuba policy; 19 (50%) revealed a desire to shape the future direction of US-

Cuba policy as a key motivating factor; and finally, 18 (46%) were motivated by a 

desire to play an active role in the policy process. 

Figure 7.2 Motivating Factors for Policy Advocacy 
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B Not At All 12 27 11 11 13 
u Moderately 10 
H Significantly 22 18 19 18 
Total Responses 39 38 39 38 39 

The descriptive statistics reveal that for participants involved in efforts to influence 

policy between 1989 and 2006, an interest in addressing problems with current 

policy and shaping the direction of future policy were the two central motivators for 

moderate share of their financial resources in order to influence policy. 
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their advocacy. An interest in promoting personal visions of policy and a desire to 

play an active role in the policy process and to a lesser extent the promotion of 

personal interests were not as significant. The results suggest that further 

refinement of the entrepreneurial label may be necessary. For example, two 

possible categories of motivators—"altruistic" and "policy"—can be used to account 

for entrepreneurial behaviour. Altruistic motivators can include the promotion of 

personal values and interests, whereas policy motivators can include a desire to 

address problems with existing policy, shape future policy and finally, play an active 

role in the policy. The categories can possibly be used as tools to uncover links 

between behaviour and outcomes. 

7.4 Hypothesis 1: Success and Entrepreneurial Characteristics 

The MSF suggests that PEs who are able to successfully position their 

proposals onto the government's decision agenda for authoritative action exhibit 

four unique entrepreneurial characteristics—they have a claim to a hearing, are 

politically connected, are skilled negotiators, and are persistent in their efforts. To 

test the MSF's underlying assertion concerning success and entrepreneurial 

characteristics, the following hypothesis was generated: 

H^ Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 

The research hypothesis was tested against the null hypothesis of no effect. A 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to assess relationships between the 
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hypothesized variables and successful positioning of a PE's policy alternative onto 

the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. Multiple regression 

analysis was used to: assess whether the hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were good predictors of success; test the MSF's predictive power; 

and test the hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the 

streams successfully during an open policy window if they possess four key 

entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, 

are skilled negotiators, and are persistent. The multiple regression model: y=biXi + 

b2x2 +...b,x, + c was estimated where y=success and Xi x7 represented the 

independent predictor variables.203 The variables were entered simultaneously into 

the analysis. Listwise deletion was used to exclude cases with missing variables. 

Data were analyzed for any possible outliers and outliers with a standard score of 

+/-2.5 (the benchmark for sample sizes with 80 or fewer cases) were removed. 

7.4.1 Bivariate Correlations204 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis provided by table 7.1 failed to 

reveal statistically significant associations between success and the individual 

hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics. Two of the hypothesized 

characteristics revealed statistically insignificant weak positive associations with 

success: a claim to a hearing with r(35) =.048, p (two-tailed)>.05 and politically 

203 

For a summary of the variables used in the analysis, see Appendix B 
204 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal 
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connected with r(35) =.167, p (two-tailed)>.05. The variable persistent did not reveal 

an association with success with r(35) =.025, p (two-tailed)>.05. Skilled negotiator 

revealed a weak negative association with success with r(35) =-.093, p (two-

tailed)>.05. Of the remaining three variables—streams, problem window and politics 

window—streams was the only one to exhibit a statistically significant strong 

(positive) association with success with r(35) =.657, p (two-tailed) <.05. Problem 

window revealed a weak negative association with success r(35) =-.-119, p(two-

tailed)>.05. Politics window was uncorrelated with success with r(35)=.000, p(two-

tailed)>.05. 

Table 7.1 Hypothesis 1—Bivariate Correlations 

Bivariate Correlations8 

Variable 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation Coefficient 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson r 

.048 

.786 

.167 

.339 

-.093 

.594 

.025 

.889 

.657 

.000* 

-.119 

.497 

.000 

1.000 

Listwise N=35 
dependent Variable=success 
*p<.05 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis failed to provide sufficient evidence 

to support the proposition that successful positioning of a proposal on the 
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government's decision agenda is associated with any of the individual hypothesized 

entrepreneurial characteristics and windows (problem or politics). 

7.4.2 Model Utility and Influence of Predictors205 

Results of the multiple regression analysis presented by table 7.2 revealed 

that the overall model explained approximately 51% (R2=.511) of the variance in 

success, which was statistically significant, F7,27=4.033, p<0.05. 

Table 7.2 Hypothesis 1—Model Summary and ANOVA 
Model Summary" 

R 

.715a 

R Square 

.511 

Adjusted R Square 

.384 

Std. Error of the Estimate 

.780 

Sig. F Change 

.004 

ANOVAb 

Sum of Squares 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

17.174 

16.426 

33.600 

df Mean Square 

7 

27 

34 

2.453 

.608 

F 

4.033 

Sig. 

.004a 

a. Predictors: (Constant), politics windows, politically connected, claim to a hearing, persistent, 
streams, skilled negotiator, problem windows 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

As shown by table 7.3, each of the four hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were found to be a statistically insignificant predictor of success; 

however, politically connected revealed a moderate positive association with 

success (P=.319). Entrepreneurial characteristics, a claim to a hearing and skilled 

negotiator were shown to have moderate negative associations with success (p=-

.253 and [3=-.330 respectively). Persistent was not associated with success 

(|3=.O03). Of the remaining three predictor variables—streams, problem window and 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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politics window—streams was the only predictor to reveal a statistically significant 

(strong positive) association ((3=1.121) with success. Problem window revealed a 

moderate negative association ((3=-.295) with success and the predictor politics 

window, a moderate positive association ((3=.311). 

Table 7.3 Hypothesis 1—Coefficients 
Coefficients3 

Model 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 
window (problem) 

window (politics) 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

B 

-.253 

.319 

-.330 

.003 

1.121 

-.295 

.311 

Std. Error 

.334 

.324 

.375 

.312 

.231 

.314 

.316 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

-.126 

.159 

-.169 

.001 

.690 

-.178 

.179 

t 

-.757 

.983 

-.882 

.009 

4.859 

-.939 

.986 

Sig. 

.456 

.334 

.385 

.993 

.000* 

.356 

.333 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Tolerance 

.650 

.689 

.496 

.791 

.897 

.506 

.548 

VIF 

1.539 

1.452 

2.017 

1.264 

1.115 

1.976 

1.824 

a. Dependent Variable: success 
*p<05 

Results of the multiple regression revealed that the combined effect of the 

hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics and three additional predictor 

variables—streams, problem and politics windows—explained approximately 51% of 

the variance in success, which was statistically significant. We therefore reject the 

null hypothesis and conclude that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the 

streams successfully during an open policy window if they possess four key 

entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, 

are skilled negotiators, and are persistent. However, an inspection of the individual 

predictors revealed that all of the four hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics 

were statistically insignificant predictors of success, and that a single 
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predictor—streams—had the strongest association with success. Streams was the 

only statistically significant predictor of success with a strong positive association. 

7.4.3 Partial Correlations206 

The results of the partial correlation analysis and associated t tests for each 

of the hypothesized variables are provided by table 7.4. 

Table 7.4 Hypothesis 1—Partial Correlations 
Partial Correlations8 

claim to hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 

persistent 

streams 

window (problem) 

window (politics) 

t 

.543 

.705 

.634 

.005 

4.575* 

.672 

.710 

Correlations 

Zero-order 

.048 

.167 

-.093 

.025 

.657 

-.119 

.000 

Partial (pr) 

-.144 

.186 

-.167 

.002 

.683 

-.178 

.186 

Part (sr) 

-.102 

.132 

-.119 

.001 

.654 

-.126 

.133 

pr2 

.021 

.035 

.028 

.000 

.467 

.032 

.035 

sr2 

.010 

.017 

.014 

.000 

.428 

.016 

.018 

a. Dependent Variable: success 
*significant 

After controlling for the effects of all other predictor variables, the semi-partial 

correlation between a claim to a hearing and success was lower (sr=-. 102) than the 

zero-order correlation (r=.048)207 suggesting that the zero order association was due 

to the effects of the controlled variables rather than to a substantive association 

between the hypothesized characteristic and success. This is consistent with two 

possible relationships—spurious or intervening—each resulting in patterns of 

206 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
207 2 

The predictor variable a claim to a hearing explained approximately one percent (sr=010) share 
of the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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weaker correlation. If we looked simply at the original bivariate correlation between 

a claim to a hearing and success, we would have overlooked the effects of the 

controlled variables and incorrectly suggested a weak positive association between 

the variables when in fact the semi-partial correlation revealed a weak negative 

association. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial 

correlation between a claim to a hearing and success was statistically insignificant. 

We therefore conclude that having a claim to a hearing is not associated with 

successfully positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for 

an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor politically connected, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

weak positive association with success (r=.167). When the effects of all other 

predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was somewhat lower 

(sr=.132) than the zero order correlation, but remained positive208 suggesting a 

spurious or intervening association between the variables. The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the two variables 

was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that being politically connected 

is not associated with successfully positioning a policy alternative onto the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

The zero-order correlation between success and skilled negotiator revealed a 

weak negative association (r=-.093). When the effects of all other predictors were 

208 7 

The predictor variable politically connected explained approximately 2% (sr=.017) share of the 
total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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controlled, the semi-partial correlation virtually remained the same (sr=-.119) 

suggesting that the weak negative association between skilled negotiator and 

success cannot be attributed to the shared effects of the controlled variables, but 

rather to a direct association between skilled negotiator and success. The results of 

the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between the two 

variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that being a skilled 

negotiator is not associated with successfully positioning a policy alternative on the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the final entrepreneurial characteristic—persistent—the original zero-

order correlation did not reveal an association between it and success (r=.025). 

When the effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation 

maintained the zero-order correlation between the variables (sr=.001).209 The 

results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between 

persistent and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

being a skilled negotiator is not associated with successfully positioning a policy 

alternative on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor streams, the zero-order correlation revealed a statistically 

significant strong positive association between the variable and success (r=.657). 

When the effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation 

The predictor variable skilled negotiator explained approximately one percent (sr=.014) share of 
the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 



237 

remained virtually unchanged (sr=.654),210 thus confirming the original association 

between the variables. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-

partial correlation between streams and success was statistically significant, 

confirming that successful positioning of a preferred policy alternative onto the 

government's decision agenda by a policy entrepreneur is associated with the 

alignment of the three streams—(politics) a favourable political climate support 

exists for an alternative, (problem) government recognition of a pressing problem, 

and (policy) a viable solution is available. 

For the predictor problem window, the zero-order correlation revealed a 

weak negative association between the variable and success (r=-.119). When the 

effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation remained 

virtually unchanged (sr=-.126)211 suggesting a direct association between the two 

variables. The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial 

correlation between problem window and success was statistically insignificant. We 

can therefore conclude that the opening of a problem window is not associated with 

successfully positioning a policy alternative onto the government's decision agenda 

for an authoritative decision. 

Finally, for the predictor politics window, the zero-order correlation did not 

reveal an association between the variable and success (r=.000). When the effects 

210 2 

The predictor variable streams explained approximately 43% (sr=.428) share of the total unique 
variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
211 2 

The predictor variable problem window explained approximately 2% (sr=.016) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was higher than 

the zero order correlation, revealing a weak positive association between the 

variable and success (sr=.133).212 Suppressor effects can be attributed to unusual 

patterns of negative and positive effects between the dependent (success), 

independent (problem window) and controlled variables. If we were to focus only on 

the original zero order correlation, we would have incorrectly concluded that there 

was no association between the two variables when in fact, after controlling for the 

effects of all other variables, a weak positive association was revealed. The results 

of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between politics 

window and success was statistically insignificant. We can therefore conclude that 

the opening of a politics window is not associated with successfully positioning a 

policy alternative onto the government's decision agenda for an authoritative 

decision. 

7.5 Hypothesis 2: Success and Coupling Strategies 

Kingdon's MSF suggests that PEs must couple the streams during an open 

policy window in order to successfully push an issue into a prominent position on 

the government's decision agenda for executive or legislative action; however, the 

question of how this is accomplished remains unclear and untested. Drawing upon 

the literature on policy entrepreneurship and agenda setting, three categories of 

tit ? 

The predictor variable politics window explained approximately 2% (sr=.018) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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coupling strategies were identified: various forms of manipulation (framing, agenda 

control, strategic voting, salami tactics); shifting attention to institutional venues that 

provide the greatest level of support for and least resistance to a proposal; and 

activating the support of coalitions. To test the MSF's underlying assertion 

concerning success and coupling strategies, the following hypothesis was 

generated: 

H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, 
alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

The research hypothesis was tested against the null hypothesis of no effect. A 

Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to assess relationships between 

success and the hypothesized variables. Multiple regression analysis was used to: 

assess whether the hypothesized coupling strategies were good predictors of 

success; test the MSF's predictive power; and test the hypothesis that policy 

entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully during an open 

policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, alter institutional 

venues and activate coalition support. The multiple regression model: y=biXi + b2x2 

...+ bjXj+c was estimated where y=success, and xi ...x9 represented the independent 

predictor variables.213 Finally, partial correlation analysis was used to assess the 

degree to which the hypothesized variables could be used to explain variance by 

controlling for the effects of other predictor variables that may be correlated with the 

hypothesized relationships. The variables were entered simultaneously into the 
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analysis. Listwise deletion was used to exclude cases with missing variables. The 

data were analyzed for any possible outliers and outliers with a standard score of +/-

2.5 (the benchmark for sample sizes with 80 or fewer cases) were removed. 

7.5.1 Bivariate Correlations214 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis provided by table 7.5 failed to 

reveal statistically significant associations between success and the hypothesized 

coupling strategies. Statistically insignificant weak positive associations were 

identified between success and manipulation strategies involving agenda control 

with r (33) =.255, p(two-tailed)>.05. Altering institutional venues did not reveal an 

association with success with r(33)=.038, p(two-tailed)>.05. Weak negative 

associations were identified between success and manipulation strategies involving 

framing r(33)=-.144, p(two-tailed)>.05 and salami tactics r(33)=-.143, p(two-

tailed)>.05, and activating coalition support r(33)=-.271, p(two-tailed)>.05. 

Of the remaining three variables—streams, problem window and politics 

window—streams was the only variable to exhibit a statistically significant strong 

(positive) association with success with r(33)=.711, p(two-tailed)<0.05. Problem 

window did not reveal an association with success with r(33)=-.012, p(two-

tailed)>.05. Politics window revealed a weak positive association with success with 

r(33)=.078, p(two-tailed)>.05. 

213 

For a list and description of the variables used in the analysis, see Appendix C. 
214 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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Table 7.5 Hypothesis 2—Bivariate Correlations 
Bivariate Correlations0 

Variables 

framing (manipulation strategies) 

agenda control (manipulation strategies) 

strategic voting (manipulation strategies) 

salami tactics (manipulation strategies) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) 

Pearson r 

-.144 

.423 

.255 

.152 
a 

-.143 

.427 

.038 

.835 

-.271 

.128 

.711 

.000* 

-.012 

.949 

.078 

.667 

a. Statistics not computed because at least one of the variables is constant. 
b. Listwise N=33 
c. Dependent Variable=success 
*p<05 

The results of the Pearson correlation analysis failed to provide sufficient 

evidence to support the proposition that successful positioning of a proposal on the 

government's decision agenda is associated with the hypothesized coupling 

strategies and windows (problem or politics). The results, did, however, provide 

sufficient evidence supporting the claim that successfully positioning a proposal 

onto the government's decision agenda is positively correlated with streams. 

Individually the streams are not powerful enough to propel an item onto the decision 

agenda; however, as supported by the data, their joint effect is strongly correlated 



with success. 
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7.5.2 Model Utility and Influence of Predictors215 

Results of the multiple regression analysis presented by table 7.6 revealed 

that the overall model explained approximately 62% (R2=.618) of the variance in 

success, which was revealed to be statistically significant, F8,24=4.849 p <0.05. 

Table 7.6 Hypothesis 2—Model Summary and ANOVA 
Model Summary" 

R 

.786a 

R Square 

.618 

Adjusted R Square 

.490 

Std. Error of the 
Estimate 

.708 

Sig. F Change 

.001 

ANOVAb 

Regression 

Residual 

Total 

Sum of Squares 

19.470 

12.045 

31.515 

df 

8 

24 

32 

Mean Square 

2.434 

.502 

F 

4.849 

Sig. 

.001a 

a. Predictors: (Constant), politics window, venues, manipulation (salami tactics), streams, 
manipulation (agenda control), manipulation (framing), coalitions, problem window 
b. Dependent Variable: success 

As shown by table 7.7, each of the hypothesized coupling strategies was 

found to be statistically insignificant predictors of success; however, manipulating 

strategies involving agenda control and altering institutional venues revealed 

statistically insignificant, but positive moderate positive associations with success 

(P=579 and p=.282 respectively). Manipulation strategies involving salami tactics 

did not reveal an association with success (p=027). Coupling strategies involving 

manipulation (framing) revealed moderate negative associations with success (0=-

.328) and activating coalition a weak negative association (P=-.143). 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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Of the remaining three predictor variables—streams, problem window and 

politics window—streams was the only predictor to reveal a statistically significant 

strong (positive) association ((3=1.081) with success. The predictors—problem and 

politics windows—revealed statistically insignificant weak negative associations (P=-

.086 and B=-.107 respectively) with success. 

Table 7.7 Hypothesis 2—Coefficients 
Coefficients3 

framing (manipulation strategies) 

agenda control (manipulation 
strategies) 

salami tactics (manipulation 
strategies) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

B 

-.328 

.579 

.027 

.282 

-.143 

1.081 

-.086 

-.107 

Std. 
Error 

.273 

.504 

.291 

.308 

.233 

.211 

.267 

.353 

Standardized 
Coefficients 

Beta 

-.223 

.170 

.013 

.144 

-.108 

.722 

-.057 

-.058 

t 

-1.203 

1.148 

.094 

.916 

-.613 

5.130 

-.324 

-.303 

Sig. 

.241 

.262 

.926 

.369 

.545 

.000* 

.749 

.765 

Collinearity 
Statistics 

Tolerance 

.464 

.723 

.849 

.642 

.516 

.804 

.508 

.432 

VIF 

2.157 

1.382 

1.178 

1.558 

1.937 

1.243 

1.967 

2.314 

a. Dependent Variable: success 
*p<05 

Results of the multiple regression revealed that the combined effect of the 

hypothesized coupling strategies and three additional predictor variables—streams, 

problem and politics windows—explained approximately 62% of the variance in 

success which was statistically significant. We therefore reject the null hypothesis 

and conclude that policy entrepreneurs are more likely to successfully couple the 

streams during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of 

manipulation, alter institutional venues, and activate coalition support. An inspection 

of the individual predictors revealed that each of the hypothesized coupling 
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strategies was a statistically insignificant predictor of success and that a single 

predictor—streams—had the strongest association with success. Streams was the 

only statistically significant predictor of success with a strong positive association.216 

7.5.3 Partial Correlations 

The results of the partial correlation analysis and associated t tests for each 

of the hypothesized variables are provided by table 7.8. 

Table 7.8 Hypothesis 2—Partial Correlations 
Partial Correlations3 

framing (manipulation strategies) 

agenda control (manipulation strategies) 

salami tactics (manipulation strategies) 

venues 

coalitions 

streams 

problem window 

politics window 

t 

.769 

.733 

.060 

.584 

.386 

4.24* 

.205 

.190 

Correlations 

Zero-order (r) 

-.144 

.255 

-.143 

.038 

-.271 

.711 

-.012 

.078 

Partial (pr) 

-.239 

.228 

.019 

.184 

-.124 

.723 

-.066 

-.062 

Part (sr) 

-.152 

.145 

.012 

.116 

-.077 

.647 

-.041 

-.038 

pr2 

.057 

.052 

.000 

.034 

.015 

.523 

.004 

.004 

sr2 

.023 

.021 

.000 

.014 

.006 

.419 

.002 

.001 

a. Dependent Variable: success 
*significant 

Manipulation strategies involving framing revealed a weak negative zero-

order correlation (r=-. 144) with success. After the effects of all other predictors were 

controlled, the semi-partial correlation was higher (sr=-.152) than the zero-order 

Of the seven statistically insignificant predictors, coupling strategies involving agenda control and 
altering institutional venues revealed positive associations with success. Predictors, framing, 
activating coalitions, problem and politics windows each had negative effects with success. Salami 
tactics, did not have an effect on success. 

Statistics used for analysis were rounded to one decimal. 
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correlation, suggesting possible suppression by the control variables on the 

association between the variables; however, the relationship remained negative.218 

The results of the significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation 

between the two variables was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

manipulation strategies involving framing are not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal onto the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

Manipulation strategies involving agenda control revealed a weak positive 

zero-order correlation (r=.255) with success. After the effects of all other predictors 

were controlled, the semi-partial correlation between the variable and success was 

lower (sr=.145) than the zero-order correlation.219 This is consistent with two 

possible relationships—spurious or intervening—however, the results of the semi-

partial correlation, although lower than the original zero-order correlation maintained 

the original magnitude (weak positive). The results of the significance test revealed 

that the semi-partial correlation between the two variables was statistically 

insignificant. We therefore conclude that manipulation strategies involving agenda 

control are not associated with successfully positioning a policy proposal on the 

government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving framing explained approximately 2% 
(s^.023) share of the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 

219 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving agenda control explained approximately 
15% (sr2=.145) share of the total unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor 
variables. 
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Manipulation strategies involving salami tactics revealed a weak negative 

zero-order correlation with success (r=-.143). When the effects of all other 

predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation with success was higher 

(sr=.012) than the zero-order correlation; however, the correlation was not 

significant enough to reveal an association.220 The results of the significance test 

revealed that the semi-partial correlation between manipulation strategies involving 

salami tactics and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that 

manipulation strategies involving salami tactics are not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

The zero-order correlation between altering institutional venues and success 

failed to reveal an association between the variables (r=.038). When the effects of 

all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation was higher (sr=.116) 

than the original zero-order correlation221 suggesting that an association exists 

between the two variables. In this case, the controlled variables suppressed the 

association between altering institutional venues and success, therefore masking 

the weak positive association. The results of the significance test revealed that the 

semi-partial correlation between strategies involving altering institutional venues and 

success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that altering 

220 , 

The predictor variable manipulation strategies involving salami tactics did not explain any (sr=.000) 
of the unique variance in success left unexplained by all other predictor variables. 
221 

The predictor variable institutional venues explained approximately 1% (sr^.014) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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institutional venues is not associated with successfully positioning a policy proposal 

on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the final hypothesized coupling strategy—activating coalition support— a 

weak negative zero-order correlation with success (r=-.271) was revealed. When 

the effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation with 

success was lower (sr=-.077) than the zero-order correlation, but remained 

negative.222 The lower correlation suggests that the zero order association can be 

explained by the effects of the controlled variables rather than a substantive 

association between success and the coupling strategy. The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between activating 

coalition support and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude 

that manipulation strategies involving activating coalition support are not associated 

with successfully positioning a policy proposal onto the government's decision 

agenda for an authoritative decision. 

For the predictor, streams, the zero-order correlation revealed a statistically 

significant, strong positive association with success (r=.711). When the effects of all 

other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation remained virtually 

unchanged (sr=.647), thus confirming the original association between the 

variables. In this case, the controlled variables had no effect on the original 

222 

The predictor variable activating coalition support did not explained approximately one percent 
(srV006) of the unique variance in success not unexplained by all other predictor variables. 

223 

The predictor variable streams explained approximately 42% (s^.419) share of the total unique 
variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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association between success and streams. The results of the significance test also 

revealed the semi-partial correlation between success and streams to be statistically 

significant, thus confirming that success is associated with the alignment of the 

three streams. We therefore conclude that streams is associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal onto the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

For the predictor—problem window—the zero-order correlation did not reveal 

an association with success (r=-.012). When the effects of all other predictors were 

controlled, the semi-partial correlation remained virtually unchanged (sr=-.041)224 

suggesting a direct association between the two variables. The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between problem window 

and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that the opening 

of a window, in this case a problem window, is not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

Finally, for the predictor—politics window—the zero-order correlation 

revealed a weak positive association between the variable and success (r=.078). 

When the effects of all other predictors were controlled, the semi-partial correlation 

was lower (sr=-.038) than the original zero order correlation, revealing no 

111 2 

The predictor variable problem window explained less than one percent (sr=.002) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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association between the variable and success.225 If we were to focus only on the 

original zero order correlation, we would have incorrectly concluded that there was 

weak positive association between the two variables when in fact, after controlling 

for the effects of all other variables, there was no association. The results of the 

significance test revealed that the semi-partial correlation between politics window 

and success was statistically insignificant. We therefore conclude that the opening 

of a window, in this case a politics window, is not associated with successfully 

positioning a policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an 

authoritative decision. 

7.6 Conclusion 

This chapter analyzed survey data collected from individuals involved in 

efforts to influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. The data were used to 

assess whether successful positioning of a policy alternative on the government's 

decision agenda by a PE is associated with specific entrepreneurial characteristics 

and coupling strategies. 

Hypothesis 1 

The first hypothesis was constructed to assess the relationship between 

success and entrepreneurial characteristics. It was hypothesized that PEs are more 

likely to couple the streams successfully during an open policy window if they 

225 

The predictor variable politics window explained less than one percent (srVfJOl) share of the total 
unique variance in success not explained by all other predictor variables. 
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possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics—a claim to a hearing, politically 

connected, skilled negotiators, and persistent. The initial bivariate correlations 

between success and the hypothesized variables revealed that streams was the 

only variable to have a statistically significant positive correlation with success. 

Entrepreneurial characteristics—a claim to a hearing and politically connected— 

were the only other predictors that revealed positive (but not statistically significant) 

associations with success. An assessment of the full model revealed that the 

variables in combination were statistically significant predictors of success, with 

streams being the only statistically significant predictor of success and single 

greatest contributor to the model. We concluded based on the regression results 

that the model was a good predictor of success, and that alignment of the three 

streams—problem (recognition by the government of the existence of a problem 

that requires attention), politics (a political climate receptive to changes in policy 

exists) and policy (a viable solution has been developed and is available)—was 

strongly associated with success, as suggested by the MSF. A partial correlation 

analysis confirmed that the streams were a statistically significant predictor of 

success and that entrepreneurial characteristic politically connected had a positive 

(but not statistically significant) correlation with success. Controlling for the effects 

of the predictor variables also uncovered a positive (rather than no) association 

between success and altering institutional venues, and a reversal of the original 

positive association between success and politics window to reveal no association 

between the variables. 
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Overall, the regression results suggest that in combination the hypothesized 

variables are associated with success; however, individually, with the exception of 

the streams variable, they are not good predictors of success. Upon closer 

examination of the individual predictors, it is evident that the streams variable 

accounts for the greatest share of variance in success. An analysis of the partial 

correlations also confirmed that streams was statistically significant. Although we 

can, based on the results of the regression analysis, reject the null hypothesis, we 

do so with caution as the streams variable is the single "explanation" of success. 

For participants that were successful in their efforts to influence policy, we find that 

the combined effect of favourable political support, the recognition of a pressing 

problem and the availability of a viable solution were central to propelling a proposal 

onto the government's decision agenda; however, individually the entrepreneurial 

characteristics were not. Replicating the study with a larger sample would be 

necessary to assess the reliability of the findings. 

Hypothesis 2 

The second hypothesis was designed to assess the relationship between the 

successful positioning of a policy alternative onto the government's decision agenda 

by a policy entrepreneur and the selection of coupling strategies. It is hypothesized 

that PEs are more likely to couple the streams successfully during an open policy 

window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, alter institutional venues and 

activate coalition support. The initial bivariate correlations between success and the 
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hypothesized predictors revealed that streams was the only variable to have a 

statistically significant positive correlation with success. Manipulation strategies 

involving agenda control and politics window were the only other predictors that 

revealed positive (but not statistically significant) associations with success. An 

assessment of the full model revealed that the predictors, in combination were 

statistically significant predictors of success, with streams being the only statistically 

significant predictor of success and single greatest contributor to the model. We 

concluded based on the regression results that the model was a good predictor of 

success, and that alignment of the streams was strongly associated with success, 

as suggested by the MSF. A partial correlation analysis confirmed that streams was 

a statistically significant predictor of success and that manipulation strategies 

involving agenda control had a positive (but not statistically significant) correlation 

with success. Controlling for the effects of the predictor variables also uncovered a 

positive (rather than no) association between success and altering institutional 

venues, and a reversal of the original positive association between success and 

politics window to reveal no association between the variables. 

Overall, as with the first hypothesis, the regression results suggest that in 

combination the hypothesized variables are associated with success; however, 

individually, with the exception of the streams variable they are not good predictors 

of success. Upon closer examination of the individual predictors, it is evident that 

the streams variable is accounting for the greatest share of variance in success. An 

analysis of the partial correlations also confirmed that streams was statistically 
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significant. Although we can, based on the results of the regression analysis, reject 

the null hypothesis, we do'so with caution as the streams variable is the single 

"explanation" of success. For participants that were successful in their efforts to 

influence policy, we know that the combined effect of favourable political support, 

the recognition of a pressing problem and the availability of a viable solution were 

central to propelling a proposal onto the decision agenda; however, the question of 

"how", i.e. the means by which this is achieved remains unanswered. Again, 

replicating the study with a larger sample is necessary to assess the reliability of the 

findings. 

Chapter eight, the third and final empirical component of the study draws 

upon survey participants' expertise and involvement in efforts to influence US-Cuba 

policy to assess the characteristics and behaviours of individuals identified in the 

literature as central figures in the evolution of US-Cuba policy. 
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Chapter 8 Data Analysis: An Assessment of Individuals Identified as Key 
Figures in Influencing US-Cuba Policy 

8.0 Introduction 

This chapter represents the last of three empirical components of the study. 

Raw survey data used for the analysis were collected from the same participants 

that were involved in efforts to influence US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. 

Their role as not only participants in the policy process that has shaped US-Cuba 

policy, but also as observers, makes them a valuable source of information. Survey 

participants are asked, based on their knowledge of and experience with US-Cuba 

policy, to assess whether specific individuals identified in the empirical literature as 

playing a central role in US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006: (1) were 

successful in their efforts to attain their policy objectives; and (2) possessed the 

hypothesized characteristics of successful entrepreneurs: they have a claim to a 

hearing, are politically connected, are skilled negotiators, and are persistent in their 

efforts to influence policy. To test the MSF's underlying assertion concerning 

success and entrepreneurial characteristics, the following hypothesis was 

generated: 

Hi: Policy entrepreneurs are much more likely to succeed at having their 
preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators and are persistent. 

Descriptive statistics are used to assess whether individuals "fit" the MSF's definition 

of a PE. A Pearson correlation analysis was conducted to assess relationships 
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between success and the hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics. Multiple 

regression analysis was used to determine whether the model is a good predictor of 

success and test the hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are much more likely to 

succeed at having their preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess four key 

entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, 

are skilled negotiators and are persistent. The multiple regression model: y=biXi + 

b2x2 + b3x3 + b4X4 + c was estimated where y=success and x-i, x2,, x3, and x* 

represented the independent hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristic.226 The 

variables were entered simultaneously into the analysis. Listwise deletion was used 

to exclude cases with missing variables. Data were analyzed for any possible 

outliers and outliers with a standard score of +1-2.5 (the benchmark for sample sizes 

with 80 or fewer cases) were removed. 

The results of the various statistical analyses failed to provide sufficient 

evidence to support the hypothesis that policy entrepreneurs are much more likely 

to succeed at having their preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess four 

key entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically 

connected, are skilled negotiators and are persistent. The analysis, did, however, 

uncover an association between success and an entrepreneur's formal position 

within the decision making hierarchy. Individuals identified as successful by the 

respondents were more likely to hold formal elected positions within the 

government. 

226 

For a list and description of the variables used in the analysis, see Appendix B. 
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8.1 Definition of a Policy Entrepreneur 

PEs are defined by the MSF as individuals who advocate for proposals or the 

prominence of an idea in hopes of some form of a future return; however, what sets 

them apart from all others in the policy process is their willingness to invest their 

resources—time and energy, reputation, and sometimes money—in hope of a future 

return (Kingdon, 1995:122). As shown by figure 8.1, of the total survey participants 

who responded, 71% agreed that individuals identified by the survey as PEs were 

willing to invest their time and energy in their quest to influence policy, followed 

closely by their reputation (64%) and finally, their financial resources (45%). 

Figure 8.1 Defining Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs 

Defining Characteristics of Policy Entrepreneurs 
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The results suggest that, although PEs scored high on all three dimensions, they 

are much more likely to invest their time and energy, and reputation, rather than 

financial resources in pursuit of their policy objectives. 

8.2 Aggregate Results 

8.2.1 Bivariate Correlations227 

Of the 74 individuals identified by the survey, 28 individuals were described 

as successful and 40 as unsuccessful in their efforts to attain their policy 

objectives.228 The results of the correlation analysis provided by table 8.1 indicate 

that for cases identified as successful, only a single case, that of Jorge Mas 

Canosa, revealed statistically significant positive correlations between success and 

each of the four hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics.229 For cases 

identified as unsuccessful, no correlations were identified between success and all 

four hypothesized characteristics.230 

See Appendix D for full results. 

228 

Six individuals were identified as both successful and unsuccessful. 

229 

Statistically significant positive (ranging from moderate to strong) correlations between success and 
fewer than 4 hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristic were identified in 11 of the 28 cases 
revealed to be successful. 

230 

Statistically significant positive (ranging from moderate to strong) correlations between success and 
fewer than 4 hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristic were identified in 9 of the 40 cases revealed 
to be unsuccessful. 
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Table 8 1 Aggregate Bivariate Correlations—Entrepreneurial Characteristics 

Identified 
Successful 
(Percent)0 

78% 

58% 

48% 

35% 

28% 

25% 

23% 

23% 

20% 

18% 

15% 

15% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

5% 

Identified 
Unsuccessful 

(Percent)0 

0% 

5% 

5% 

10% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

10% 

5% 

10% 

25% 

20% 

15% 

15% 

15% 

18% 

25% 

8% 

23% 

Individual 

Representative Lincoln 
Diaz-Balart 
Jorge Mas Canosa 

Senator Mel Martinez 

Otto J Reich 

Frank Calzon 

Roger Noriega 

Dan Fisk 

Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
John Ashcroft 

Jose Pepin Bosch 

Representative Connie 
Mack IV 
WayneS Smith 

Mavis Anderson 

Raul Cantero 

BnceM Clagett 

Representative Eliot L 
Engel 
Albert A Fox, Jr 

John Kavulich II 

Representative Steven 
R Rothman 
Former Representative 
Esteban Edward 
Torres 

Pearson Correlation3 

(Sig 2 tailed) 
Claim to a 
Hearing 

537 
( 032)* 

902 
(000)* 

b 

721 
( 004)* 

646 
( 023)* 

469 
(124) 

726 
(017)* 

614 
( 034)* 

724 
(018)* 

436 
(240) 

590 
(073) 

258 
(373) 

677 
( 032)* 

487 
(221) 
1 00 

( 000)* 
672 

(033)* 
642 

(062) 
354 

(351) 
919 

( 025)* 
712 

( 048)* 

Politically 
Connected 

387 
(127) 

692 
(001)* 

839 
( 000)* 

728 
( 007)* 

855 
( 000)* 

811 
(001)* 

392 
(233) 

635 
(015)* 

186 
(562) 

218 
(573) 

642 
(062) 

688 
( 005)* 

410 
(186) 

586 
(222) 

577 
(423) 

559 
(118) 

043 
(912) 

641 
( 046)* 
-647 
(165) 

487 
(221) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

356 
(147) 

551 
(001)* 

499 
(070) 

345 
(298) 

274 
(364) 

889 
( 003)* 

066 
(847) 

453 
(120) 

101 
(755) 

375 
(286) 

724 
(018)* 

578 
( 030)* 

600 
( 039)* 
-226 
(591) 

612 
(272) 

399 
(287) 

725 
( 027)* 

641 
( 046)* 

500 
(312) 

424 
(222) 

Persistent 

405 
(056) 

563 
(012)* 

176 
(530) 

621 
( 008)* 

769 
(001)* 

514 
(105) 

830 
(000)* 

511 
( 036)* 

408 
(188) 

625 
( 040)* 

715 
( 020)* 

153 
(546) 

093 
(740) 

807 
(028)* 

775 
(070) 

781 
(008)* 

229 
(553) 

338 
(310) 

468 
(427) 

406 
(279) 

a Dependent Variable success 
b Statistics could not be computed 
c N=40 
*p<05 
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8.2.2 Model Utility and Influence of Predictors 

Of the 28 cases identified as successful, the model predicted success in 5 

cases. Of the 40 cases identified as unsuccessful, the model predicted success in 

a single case. Results of the multiple regression analysis revealed that the overall 

model correctly predicted success in only 18% of the cases identified as successful 

(5 of the 28 possible cases identified as successful).231 The results of the multiple 

regression analysis are presented by table 8.2.232 No cases were identified in which 

all four variables were statistically significant predictors of success. 

Table 8.2 Aggregate Model Utility and Predictors—Entrepreneurial Characteristics 
Identified 

Successfu 
(Percent)" 

58% 

28% 

25% 

23% 

23% 

5% 

Identified 
Unsuccessful 

(Percent)" 

5% 

8% 

8% 

8% 

5% 

15% 

Individual 

Jorge Mas 
Canosa 
Frank Calzon 

Roger Noriega 

Dan Fisk 

Former 
Senator 
Robert "Bob" 
Graham 
Brice M. 
Clagett 

Model 
R2 

(Sig.) 
.814 
(.000)* 
.777 
(.037)* 
1.00 
(.000)* 
.837 
(.033)* 
.765 
(.026)* 

1.00 
(.000)* 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to a 
Hearing 
a 

.341 
(.309) 
2.00 

n -.517 
(.486) 
1.239 
(.019)* 

a 

Politically 
Connected 

a 

1.140 
(.131) 
-1.00 
(.a) 
.414 
(.378) 
-1.119 
(.030)* 

a 

Skilled 
Negotiator 
1.250 
(.001)* 
-.023 
(.914) 
1.53 

-.241 
(.385) 

D 

.000 
(.b) __ 

Persistent 

-.091 
(.700) 
-.369 
(.563) 
4.90 
(.a) 
1.586 
(.041)* 
1.552 
(.019)* 

2.00 
( • " ) 

a. Statistics could not be computed. Tolerance levels were reached. 
b. Variable was removed due to high multi-collinearity (MC>10). 
c. Statistics could not be computed. No valid cases for the model. 
d. N=40 
*p<05 

Alternatively, one can state that the model failed to predict success in 82% of the cases identified 
as successful (23 of the 28 possible cases identified as successful). 

See Appendix E for full results. 
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8.3 Individuals Identified as Successful 

As shown by table 8.3, of the 74 individuals identified as playing an active 

role in US-Cuba policy, the top one-third identified as successful were: 

Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart, having achieved the greatest success (78%), 

followed by Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen (68%), Robert G. Torricelli (60%), 

Jorge Mas Canosa (58%), Former Senator Jesse Helms (53%), Representative Dan 

Burton (50%), Representative Mario Diaz-Balart (50%), Senator Mel Martinez 

(48%), Representative Robert Menendez (43%), and Tom Delay (38%).233 

Table 8.3 Individuals Identified as Successful 
Identified 

Successful3 

78% 
68% 
60% 
58% 
53% 
50% 
50% 
48% 
43% 
38% 

Identified 
Unsuccessful3 

0% 
0% 
5% 
5% 
3% 
5% 
3% 
5% 
3% 
3% 

Individual 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart 
Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen 
Robert G. Torricelli 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Former Senator Jesse Helms 
Representative Dan Burton 
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Representative Robert Menendez 
Tom DeLay 

a. N=40 

8.3.1 Bivariate Correlations 

As shown by table 8.4234, of the top one-third group of individuals identified 

as successful in their efforts to influence policy, statistically significant positive 

See Appendix F and G for complete rankings for all 74 individuals. 
i 

See Appendix D for complete results for all 74 individuals. 
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correlations between success and all four of the hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were identified in only a single case, that of Jorge Mas Canosa.235 

Table 8.4 Bivariate Correlations—Individuals Identified as Successful 
Successful 

YESa 

78% 

68% 

60% 

58% 

53% 

50% 

50% 

48% 

43% 

38% 

NOa 

0% 

0% 

5% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

3% 

3% 

Individual 

Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart 

Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen 

Robert G. Torricelli 

Jorge Mas Canosa 

Former Senator Jesse Helms 

Representative Dan Burton 

Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 

Senator Mel Martinez 

Representative Robert Menendez 

Tom DeLay 

Pearson Correlation 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to a 
Hearing 

.537 
(.032)* 
-.139 
(.607) 
.477 

(.072) 
.902 

(.000)* 
.484 

(.132) 
-.050 
(.865) 
.326 

(.255) 
D 

.023 
(.940) 
.203 

(.550) 

Politically 
Connected 

.387 
(.127) 
.429 

(.098) 
-.020 
(.947) 
.692 

(.001)* 
.329 

(.297) 
-.043 
(.889) 
-.074 
(.792) 
.839 

(.000)* 
-.198 
(.497) 
.091 

(.803) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

.356 
(.147) 
.258 

(.302) 
.081 

(.782) 
.551 

(.001)* 
.298 

(.281) 
-.119 
(.685) 
-.205 
(.429) 
.499 

(.070) 
-.247 
(.416) 
.186 

(.562) 

Persistent 

.405 
(.056) 
.256 

(.263) 
.030 

(.920) 
.563 

(.012)* 
.374 

(.139) 
.000 

(1.00) 
.111 

(.640) 
.176 

(.530) 
-.019 
(.944) 
.014 

(.965) 
a. N=40 
b. Statistics could not be computed. Tolerance levels were reached. 
c. Of 74 individuals assessed. 
*p<05 

8.3.2 Model Utility and Correlation Coefficients 

Table 8.5 shows the results of the multiple regression analysis for the top 

one-third of individuals identified as successful.238 The analysis revealed that the 

overall model was a statistically significant predictor of success in a single case, that 

Statistically significant positive correlations between success and fewer than four characteristic 
were identified in three cases: Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart; Jorge Mas Canosa; and Senator 
Mel Martinez. 
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of Jorge Mas Canosa The overall model explained approximately 81 % (R2=.814) 

of the variance in success Skilled negotiator was the only predictor to reveal a 

statistically significant positive association with success (6=1.250) The 

characteristic, persistent revealed a statistically insignificant, but negative 

association with success (6=-.091). 

Table 8 5 Model Utility and Beta Coefficients—Individuals Identified as Successful 
Successful 

YESa 

78% 

68% 

60% 

58% 

53% 

50% 

50% 

48% 

43% 

38% 

NO3 

0% 

0% 

5% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

3% 

5% 

3% 

3% 

Individual 

Representative Lincoln 
Diaz-Balart 
Representative lleana 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Robert G Torncelli 

Jorge Mas Canosa 

Former Senator Jesse 
Helms 
Representative Dan 
Burton 
Representative Mario 
Diaz-Balart 
Senator Mel Martinez 

Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Tom DeLay 

Model R2 

(Sig) 

380 
(315) 
041 
(940) 
271 
(747) 
814 

( 000)* 
242 
(1 680) 
184 

(807) 
272 
(587) 
020 

(736) 
073 
(903) 
200 
(572) 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig 2 tailed) 

Claim to a 
Hearing 
277 
(456) 
-044 
(783) 
787 

(241) 
b 

600 
(524) 
-1 00 
(460) 
686 
(324) 
b 

375 
(830) 
1 600 
(1 314) 

Politically 
Connected 

137 
(263) 
-062 
(687) 
-107 
(814) 
b 

b 

-1 214 
(404) 
-026 
(939) 
b 

b 

b 

Skilled 
Negotiator 
-063 
(589) 
b 

173 
(864) 
1250 
(001)* 
-200 
(667) 
-1 00 
(396) 
-314 
(372) 
b 

375 
(784) 
b 

Persistent 

-002 
(988) 
049 
(837) 
-187 
(857) 
-091 
(700) 
-1 00 
(925) 
571 
(456) 
-013 
(975) 
-071 
(736) 
-750 
(704) 
-1 00 
(354) 

a N=40 
b Statistics could not be computed Tolerance levels were reached Tolerance levels were 
reached *p< 05 

8.4 Individuals Identified as Unsuccessful 

As shown by table 8.6, of the 74 individuals identified by as playing an active 

role in US-Cuba policy, the top one-third identified as least successful in their efforts 

See Appendices E for full results for all 74 individuals 
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to influence policy were: Salvador Diaz-Verson (25%), Senator Christopher Dodd 

(25%), Wayne Smith (25%), Kirby Jones (25%), John Kavulich II (25%), Esteban 

Edward Torres (23%), Maria Elena Torano (23%), Representative Charles B. 

Rangel (20%), Representative Delahunt (20%) and Mavis Anderson (20%).237 

Table 8.6 Individuals Identified as Unsuccessful 
Identified 

Unsuccessful3 

25% 
25% 
25% 
25% 
25% 
23% 
23% 
20% 
20% 
20% 

Identified 
Successful3 

18% 
18% 
15% 
10% 
5% 
5% 
3% 
13% 
10% 
5% 

Individual 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Wayne S. Smith 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Former Representative Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Representative Charles B. Rangel 
Representative William D. Delahunt 
Mavis Anderson 

a. N=40 

8.4.1 Bivariate Correlations 

As shown by table 8.7238, of the top one-third group of individuals identified 

as unsuccessful in their efforts to influence policy, no statistically significant positive 

correlations between success and any of the hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were identified 239 

237 

238 

See Appendices F and G for complete rankings for all 74 individuals. 

8 

See Appendix D for full results for all 74 individuals. 
239 

However, statistically significant positive correlations between success and fewer than four 
characteristics were identified in four cases: Wayne Smith, John Kavulich, Former Representative 
Esteban Edward Torres Edward Torres, and Mavis Anderson. 
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Table 8.7 Bivariate Correlations—Individuals Identified as Unsuccessful 
Successful 

YESa 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

23% 

23% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

NOa 

18% 

18% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

5% 

3% 

13% 

10% 

5% 

Individual 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 

Senator Christopher J. Dodd 

Wayne S. Smith 

Kirby Jones 

John Kavulich II 

Former Representative Esteban 
Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 

Representative Charles B. Rangel 

Representative William D. Delahunt 

Mavis Anderson 

Pearson Correlation 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to a 
Hearing 

.370 
(.367) 
-.029 
(.928) 
.258 

(.373) 
.586 

(.222) 
.354 

(.351) 
.712 

(.048)* 
-.061 
(-887) 
.067 

(.821) 
-.187 
(.657) 
.677 

(.032)* 

Politically 
Connected 

-.250 
(.685) 
.199 

(.495) 
.688 

(.005)* 
.462 

(.153) 
.641 

(.046)* 
.487 

(.221) 
.408 

(.275) 
-.025 
(.464) 
-.476 
(.340) 
.410 

(.186) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

.174 
(.680) 
.165 

(.540) 
.578 

(.030)* 
.474 

(.120) 
.641 

(.046)* 
.424 

(.222) 
.508 

(.163) 
.110 

(.695) 
-.100 
(.798) 
.600 

(.039)* 

Persistent 

.117 
(.783) 
.275 

(.255) 
.153 

(.546) 
.366 

(.180) 
.338 

(.310) 
.406 

(.279) 
.00 

(1.00) 
-.197 
(.449) 
-.183 
(.664) 
.093 

(.740) 
a. N=40 
*p<05 

8.4.2 Model Utility and Correlation Coefficients 

As shown by table 8.8, results of the multiple regression analysis for the top 

one-third of individuals identified as least successful revealed that the model was 

not a statistically insignificant predictor of success in any of the ten cases.240 

See Appendix E for full results for all 74 individuals. 



265 

Table 8 8 Model Utility and Beta Coefficients—Individuals Identified as Unsuccessful 
Successful 

YESa 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

25% 

23% 

23% 

20% 

20% 

20% 

NOa 

18% 

18% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

5% 

3% 

13% 

10% 

5% 

Individual 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 

Senator Christopher J 
Dodd 
WayneS Smith 

Kirby Jones 

John Kavulich II 

Former Representative 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 

Representative Charles B 
Rangel 
Representative William D 
Delahunt 
Mavis Anderson 

Model 
R2 

(Sig) 
785 
(217) 
101 

(689) 
570 

(156) 
377 
(769) 
272 
(704) 
542 

(446) 

592 
(266) 
156 

(778) 
246 
(655) 
785 
(217) 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig 2 tailed) 

Claim to a 
Hearing 
1 500 
(084) 
305 

(100) 
673 
(242) 
b 

-192 
(814) 
900 

(355) 

-321 
(193) 
215 
(773) 
227 
(801) 
1 500 
(084) 

Politically 
Connected 
1 00 
(154) 
b 

1 534 
(103) 
909 

(545) 
b 

-5 099 
(1 00) 

b 

552 
(698) 
b 

1 00 
J154) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 
-500 
(353) 
b 

-445 
(506) 
-100 
(1 568) 
685 
(480) 
D 

500 
(077) 
602 
(381) 
b 

-500 
(353) 

Persistent 

-033 
(556) 
1 00 
(407) 
-569 
(211) 
636 
(643) 
-041 
(950) 
100 

(911) 

-179 
(434) 
b 

-591 
(484) 
-033 
(556) 

a N=40 
b Statistics could not be computed Tolerance levels were reached 
*p<05 

8.5 Conclusions 

Survey participants were asked, based on their knowledge of and experience 

with US-Cuba policy, to assess whether specific individuals identified in the 

empirical literature as playing a central role in US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 

2006: (1) have been successful in their efforts to attain their policy objectives; and 

(2) possess the hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics. Bivariate correlations 

and multiple regression analysis were used to assess associations between 

variables and test the hypothesis that PEs are much more likely to succeed at 

having their preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess four key 
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entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, 

are skilled negotiators and are persistent. The results of the analysis for all 74 

individuals provided insufficient evidence to support the hypothesized association 

between success and entrepreneurial characteristics. Similar results were revealed 

by an analysis of the top one-third of individuals identified as successful as well as 

the top-one third of individuals identified as unsuccessful. 

Aggregate Results 

Of the 74 individuals reputed to be PEs, 28 individuals were identified as 

successful and 40 as unsuccessful.241 For cases identified as successful only a 

single case, Jorge Mas Canosa, revealed statistically significant positive correlations 

between success and all four of the hypothesized characteristics.242 In other words, 

correlations were correctly identified in only 4% of cases identified as successful. 

For cases identified as unsuccessful no statistically significant positive correlations 

were identified.243 Results of the multiple regression analysis revealed that the 

overall model correctly predicted success in only 18% of the cases identified as 

successful (5 of the 28 possible cases identified as successful).244 An analysis of 

241 

Six individuals were identified as both successful and unsuccessful. 
242 

Statistically significant positive correlations (ranging from moderate to strong) between success and 
fewer than four characteristics were identified in 10 of 28 cases identified as successful. 
243 

In other words, correlations were correctly not identified in 100% of cases identified as 
unsuccessful. For cases identified as unsuccessful, statistically significant positive correlations 
(ranging from moderate to strong) between success and fewer than four characteristics were 
identified in 9 of 28 cases. 
244 

Alternatively, one can state that the model failed to predict success in 82% of the cases identified 
as successful (23 of the 28 possible cases identified as successful). 
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the cases identified as unsuccessful revealed that the model incorrectly predicted 

success in 3% of cases (1 of 40) that were identified as unsuccessful.245 Taken 

together, the results of the correlation and regression analysis provide insufficient 

evident to support the hypothesis that PEs are much more likely to succeed at 

having their preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess four key 

entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, 

are skilled negotiators and are persistent. Although the results of the correlation 

analysis are effective in highlighting that all four of the hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics are not associated with being unsuccessful, there is relatively weak 

evidence to confirm that they are associated with being successful (only 4% of 

cases identified as successful revealed statistically significant positive correlations 

between success and they hypothesized characteristics).246 Similarly the model was 

effective in predicting success in only 18% of cases (5 of 28) identified as 

unsuccessful. 

Alternatively, it can be stated that the model accurately predicted that 97% of the cases were not 
successful (39 of the 40 cases identified as unsuccessful). 

246 

Correlations between success and fewer than four of the hypothesized characteristics were 
revealed in 10 of the 28 cases identified as successful, suggesting that success is not necessarily 
associated with all four hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics. For example, a PE can have a 
claim to a hearing but not be politically connected, nor a skilled negotiator, nor persistent but still be 
successful. Moreover, for cases identified as unsuccessful, although no cases were revealed in which 
all four of the hypothesized characteristics were correlated with not being successful, correlations 
between being unsuccessful and fewer than four of the hypothesized characteristics were revealed. If 
we were interested in assessing the importance of individual characteristics, the results suggest that 
entrepreneurial characteristics are unimportant in helping to distinguish between successful and 
unsuccessful PEs. For example, a PE may be unsuccessful, but also be persistent. 
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Individuals Identified as Successful 

The top one-third group of individuals identified by survey participants as 

successful included Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart, identified as the most 

successful followed by Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen, Robert G. Torricelli, 

Jorge Mas Canosa, the late Senator Jesse Helms, Representative Dan Burton, 

Representative Mario Diaz-Balart, Senator Mel Martinez, Representative Robert 

Menendez, and Tom Delay. Of the ten individuals, only a single case, Jorge Mas 

Canosa, revealed statistically significant positive correlations between success and 

all four hypothesized characteristics.247 Results of the multiple regression analysis 

revealed that the overall model correctly predicted success in only 10% of the cases 

(1 of 10 successful cases), that of Jorge Mas Canosa. The model failed to 

accurately predict success in 90% (9 of 10) of cases identified as successful. 

Furthermore, only a single predictor, skilled negotiator revealed a statistically 

significant (positive) association with success. 

Together, the results of the correlation and regression analysis provide 

insufficient evident to support the hypothesis that successful PEs are much more 

likely to succeed at having their preferred policy proposals adopted if they possess 

four key entrepreneurial characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically 

connected, are skilled negotiators and are persistent. Of the top one-third 

individuals identified as being successful in their efforts, statistically significant 

247 

Statistically significant positive correlations were identified in two cases—Representative Lincoln 
Diaz-Balart and Senator Mel Martinez, however only 1 of 4 characteristics were statistically correlated 
with success in each case The remaining 70% of cases (7 of 10) identified as successful did not 
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positive correlations between success and all four hypothesized entrepreneurial 

characteristics were identified in only a single case. In order to substantiate the 

claim that success is associated with the hypothesized characteristics, we would 

have expected correlations to have been revealed with all ten cases. Moreover, 

results of the regression analysis correctly predicted success in only a single case 

identified as successful. Once again, if the hypothesized proposition were true, we 

would have expected the model to have accurately predicted success for each of 

the remaining 9 cases identified as successful. 

Individuals Identified as Unsuccessful 

The top one-third group of individuals identified by survey participants as 

unsuccessful in their efforts to influence policy included Salvador Diaz-Verson, 

identified as the least successful, followed by Senator Christopher Dodd, Wayne 

Smith, Kirby Jones, John Kavulich II, Former Representative Esteban Edward 

Torres Edward Torres, Maria Elena Torano, Representative Charles B. Rangel, 

Representative William Delahunt, and Mavis Anderson. Results of the bivariate 

correlation analysis did not reveal statistically significant correlations between the 

hypothesized variables for the sample often individuals identified as unsuccessful, 

confirming that the hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics are not correlated 

with being unsuccessful. Results of the multiple regression analysis revealed that 

the model did not predict success in any of the ten cases as we would expect since 

the individuals were not identified as successful. Taken together, the results of the 

reveal statistically significant correlations between the hypothesized variables. 
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correlation and regression analysis provide evidence to suggest that the 

hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics are not associated with being 

unsuccessful; however, there is no evidence to suggest that they are. 

A closer analysis of the data for the top-one third individuals identified as 

successful and those identified as unsuccessful provides some interesting 

information about possible alternative factors that may be associated with success. 

PEs as conceptualized by MSF can be found in many different locations—in or out 

of government, in elected or appointed positions, in interest groups or research 

organizations. It is implied that a PE's position within the formal decision making 

framework is of no importance to the functioning of a PE. However, the results 

suggest that this may not necessarily be the case. Of the top one-third individuals 

identified as successful, 90% of the individuals (Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart, 

Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen, Former Senator Robert G. Torricelli, the late 

Senator Jesse Helms, Representative Dan Burton, Representative Mario Diaz-

Balart, Senator Mel Martinez, Representative Robert Menendez, and Former 

Representative Tom Delay) held formal elected positions within the government. Of 

the top one-third individuals identified as unsuccessful in their efforts, 60% 

(Salvador Diaz-Verson, Wayne Smith, Kirby Jones, John Kavulich II, Maria Elena 

Torano and Mavis Anderson) of the individuals held positions outside the formal 

government structure and 40% (Senator Christopher Dodd, Former Representative 

Esteban Edward Torres, Representative Charles B. Rangel, and Representative 

William Delahunt) within the government. Perhaps a key link to distinguishing 
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between successful entrepreneurs and their unsuccessful counterparts lies not with 

their entrepreneurial characteristics, but their formal position within the decision 

making hierarchy. The data suggest a possible association between success and a 

PE's position. 

Existing research by Victor (2001) and Roberts and King (1996, 1991) 

provide strong evidence that entrepreneurial position does impact entrepreneurial 

activities and functions, and if explored further, possibly success. One only need to 

look at the hypothesized coupling strategies to fully appreciate the possible effect 

entrepreneurial position can have on the selection of coupling strategies. For 

instance, manipulation strategies can be disaggregated according to two categories: 

information and procedural manipulation. While information manipulation (involving 

framing) can be used by those inside and outside the government, procedural 

manipulation (involving agenda control, strategic voting, and salami tactics) is 

generally restricted to government insiders—government leaders and members of 

legislatures. This opens the door to a refinement of the MSF's concept of PE that 

accords greater significance to a PEs formal position within the decision making 

framework, rather than characteristics. This would also suggest a possible 

refinement to the list of hypothesized coupling strategies may be necessary to 

reflect the significance of entrepreneurial position. 

Chapter nine, the last chapter of the study, provides a brief synthesis of 

the study's results and conclusions, identifies limitations to the study, and offers 

possible future avenues of research. 
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Chapter 9 Synthesis and Conclusions 

9.0 Introduction 

This study was designed as a quantitative case study to assess whether the 

characterization of PEs and their selection of appropriate coupling strategies was 

consistent in practice with that posited by the MSF. In selecting the MSF, we were 

confronted with the suggestion that the MSF resembles more a "heuristic device" 

than an "empirically falsifiable tool". To address this criticism, we paid close 

attention to recommendations requiring the development of testable hypotheses of 

the MSF's major propositions, as a first step towards its transformation into a full 

fledged theory. The study first introduced the idea of two-level theories and drew 

upon the central concepts of basic and secondary levels to provide greater structure 

to the MSF, and in the process help push forward on theorizing within it. Having 

disaggregated the MSF into its component parts, we turned our focus to generating 

testable hypotheses for a key component of the framework—PEs. PEs play a 

pivotal role in Kingdon's conceptualization of the MSF, yet the framework fails to 

formally develop any testable hypotheses. Drawing upon the empirical and 

theoretical literature on decision making and policy entrepreneurship, two central 

hypotheses were generated: 

H-i: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they possess four key entrepreneurial 
characteristics—have a claim to a hearing, are politically connected, are 
skilled negotiators, and are persistent. 
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H2: Policy entrepreneurs are more likely to couple the streams successfully 
during an open policy window if they use one or more forms of manipulation, 
alter institutional venues and activate coalition support. 

Together these two hypotheses were designed to address the ambiguity 

surrounding the MSF's conceptualization of PEs and their role in the policy making 

process, and in the process contribute to the theoretical development of the MSF. 

9.1 Findings 

Drawing upon changes to US-Cuba policy from 1989 through 2006, survey 

data were disaggregated into three distinct data sets to test the hypothesized 

relationships between the successful positioning of a policy proposal onto the 

government's agenda and two critical elements—(1) entrepreneurial characteristics 

and (2) entrepreneurial coupling strategies. The first data set was used to test the 

hypothesized relationships in the context of the broader framework of policy. 

Drawing upon survey respondents knowledge of, and experience with decision 

making, they were asked to assess the characteristics and actions of PEs beyond 

the case of US-Cuba policy to the general policy process. The second data set was 

used to test the hypothesized relationships by drawing upon participants' expertise, 

knowledge and efforts to influence US-Cuba policy from 1989-2006. Finally, the 

third data set utilized the expertise and knowledge of survey participants as not only 

active participants in the policy process, but also as observers to test the 

hypothesized association between success and entrepreneurial characteristics of 

individuals identified in the empirical literature as playing a central role in the 
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evolution of US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006. The results of the study 

provided very weak support for the two hypotheses, indicating that further 

refinement of the entrepreneurial concept may be necessary. 

Hypothesis 1—Entrepreneurial Characteristics246 

For the first data set, the evidence does not support the hypothesized 

relationship between success and entrepreneurial characteristics; however, an 

analysis of the effect size estimates and associated confidence interval for the full 

model suggested that the null hypothesis may be false, providing possible, but weak 

support for the model. The results would therefore suggest that, in the broader 

policymaking process (i.e. in cases not involving US-Cuba policy); there may be a 

correlation between success and the hypothesized variables; however, additional 

data are necessary before this can be confirmed. The second data set revealed that 

the individual variables in combination are good predictors of success, affirming the 

association between success and the hypothesized variables for survey participants 

that were successful; however, the data indicate that a single variable— 

streams—accounts for the greatest share of variance in success. Although we can, 

based on the results of the regression analysis, reject the null hypothesis, we do so 

The hypothesis was tested using all three data sets. For the third data set, the hypothesis was 
revised slightly: policy entrepreneurs are more likely to successfully couple the streams if they 
possess four key entrepreneurial characteristics—a claim to a hearing, politically connected, skilled 
negotiators, and persistent. It was necessary to revise the hypothesis to take into account the fact that 
we were asking individuals their opinions about individuals, and could not ask them to respond to 
questions that only the individuals would be able to answer involving streams and the opening of a 
window. 
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with caution as the streams variable is the single most powerful "explanation" of 

success. Replicating the study with a larger sample is necessary to assess the 

reliability of the findings. Finally, although the results of the various analyses for the 

third data set did not provide sufficient evidence to support the association between 

success and the hypothesized variables, a closer analysis of the results detected a 

pattern between success and a PE's position. Individuals were more likely to be 

successful if they held formal (elected) positions within the government. Although 

this claim cannot be substantiated without further testing, it does challenge the 

importance of entrepreneurial characteristics and also suggests that entrepreneurial 

position may be associated with the type of coupling strategy that is selected. 

Hypothesis 2—Entrepreneurial Coupling Strategies249 

For the first data set, there was insufficient evidence to support the 

hypothesized relationship between success and coupling strategies; however, an 

analysis of the effect size estimates and associated confidence interval for the full 

model suggested that the null hypothesis may be false, providing possible support 

for the model. The results would therefore suggest that in the broader policymaking 

process (i.e. in cases not involving US-Cuba policy), there may be a correlation 

between success and the hypothesized variables; however, additional data are 

necessary before this can be confirmed. The second data set revealed that the 

The hypothesis was tested using data sets 1 and 2. It was not possible to ask individuals their 
opinions about what strategies individuals used, as it was unlikely that they would be able to answer 
the question. 
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individual variables in combination are good predictors of success, affirming the 

association between success and the hypothesized variables for survey participants 

that were successful; however, the data indicate that a single variable—streams-

accounts for the greatest share of variance in success. Although we can, based on 

the results of the regression analysis, reject the null hypothesis, we do so with 

caution as the streams variable is the single most powerful "explanation" of success. 

Replicating the study with a larger sample is necessary to assess the reliability of 

the findings. 

9.2 Contribution of Study 

The MSF has been the subject of much criticism. One of the most serious 

weaknesses of the MSF is that it lacks explicit hypotheses and is too fluid in its 

structure and operationalization which makes falsification, a defining feature of 

science, difficult (Sabatier, 1997: 5). This has been a major impediment, according 

to Sabatier (1997:6), to the transformation of the MSF from a descriptive framework 

to a full fledged theory; however, he also suggests that the task is not 

insurmountable. The first "step" in this transformation involves testing hypotheses 

about major propositions generated by the MSF. 

This study represents a contribution to the process by subjecting two central 

hypotheses generated by the MSF to rigorous statistical testing. The results were 

compared with empirical evidence to assess the "fit" between fact and theory, and in 

the process build the foundation for more thorough tests of the MSF. This study is 



277 

also one of the few studies that has not only generated but also subjected 

hypotheses to quantitative testing. A single case study is certainly not sufficient to 

either reject or advance a framework as a viable theory; however it is, as noted by 

Sabatier (1999a: 269) a valuable contribution to building a sound body of research 

involving the elaboration and rigorous testing of frameworks that is critical to their 

transformation into full fledged theories. This study is also the first to articulate and 

operationalize the full MSF as a two-level theory. The structure of a two-level theory 

is effective in organizing, identifying and clarifying relationships between variables 

central to the functioning of the framework. Moreover, although the MSF has been 

used as an organizational framework to account for policy change in a broad range 

of policy fields, very few scholars, with the exception of Travis and Zahariadis (2002) 

and Klodnicki (2003) have utilized the MSF in the context of a quantitative analysis 

of policy. This study has attempted to fill this void by providing a quantitative 

analysis of a policy case, that of US-Cuba policy from 1989 through 2006. Studies 

of US-Cuba policy are numerous, including theoretical and empirical studies; 

however, absent from the literature is an analysis of policy from a quantitative 

perspective. 

9.3 Limitations of the Study 

A central limitation of the study is the small sample size. As reported by 

Moher, Dulberg and Wells (1994), a significant proportion of studies that report non

significant results can attribute outcomes to inadequate sample sizes. This raises 
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the question of whether the findings were "true" or simply the product of a small 

sample size. It is important to note that with small "N" studies, tests of statistical 

significance can be misleading because of an increased chance of Type II errors 

(Neill, 2008) which has led to suggestions that statistical significance tests and their 

interpretation should be used as "guidance rather than sanctification" (Abelson, 

1995: 9).250 This is certainly open to debate, and beyond the scope of this analysis; 

however, we do subscribe to suggestions that statistical significance tests are 

effective tools in the development of viable theories, and repeated tests are 

necessary to either confirm or refute findings of studies with small samples. 

Statistical significance tests, if used correctly, can be effective and powerful tools, 

particularly in areas of new research. 

Second, although a number of measures were used to address limitations 

often associated with survey research, further refinements to the design of the 

survey instrument may aid in the future collection of data. Reconfiguring the survey 

instrument in order to reduce the overall length of the survey and perhaps offering 

participants an on-line survey option could help to increase completion rates. 

Moreover, offering an on-line version of the survey would not only address possible 

issues associated with confidentiality brought up by individuals that were 

approached about participating, but would also aid in reducing the time necessary to 

input data for analysis. 

Original quoted by LeCroy and Krysik (2007:N/A). 
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Third, the use of hypothesis testing, which is subject to its own criticisms and 

methodological issues,251 becomes even more difficult when venturing into 

uncharted territory—testing hypotheses generated from a framework that has 

largely been used as a descriptive framework and untested using formal statistical 

methods. As a descriptive framework, the MSF offers a unique approach to 

understanding decision making and policy outcomes, one that unlike other 

approaches, embraces rather than ignores the complexities and chaos of the 

decision making process as is reflected in the case of US-Cuba policy. However, 

the framework's major strength is also one of its major weaknesses. Because the 

MSF tries to be all encompassing, it ends up being "complex and 

confusing...Iack[ing] rigour, discipline and analytical power needed for genuine 

progress" (Bendor et. al., 2001: 169). Trying to make "sense" of the chaos by 

developing testable hypotheses about major propositions put forth by the framework 

and then subjecting them to rigorous testing is a "messy" process involving trial and 

error. However, as suggested by Sabatier (1997: 6), this is a critical and necessary 

first step in the transformation of the MSF from a rudimentary framework to a full 

fledged theory. 

9.4 Future Research 

Future research can begin by replicating the study with a larger sample. In 

order to be 95% confident in the results of the study (with an acceptable margin of 

See White and Doherty (2007). 
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error of 10%), researchers should aim for a sample of 384 participants. The 

purpose of replicating the study with a larger sample size is not to ensure 

"statistically significant" results, but rather to assess the reliability of the study's 

results. Larger sample studies might replicate existing results, therefore confirming 

our findings, or might result in quite different outcomes, suggesting possible 

alternative conclusions. 

Second, further theorizing within the MSF is not only recommended, but 

necessary as there are a number of key concepts that have yet to be fully 

articulated and subjected to testing. This study focused on a single, but important 

component of the MSF—PEs. Another key concept that warrants further attention is 

the concept of windows. The MSF suggests that the type of window (problem or 

politics) that opens influences the selection of an appropriate policy (Kingdon, 1995: 

173-174). There is extensive research substantiating the existence of windows 

(Medler, 2005; Zahariadis, 2003; Avery, 2004; Galligan, 2003; Cherry, 2000; 

Medler, 2005; Howlett, 1998; Solecki, 1996; Simon and Aim, 1995; Keeler, 1993; 

Lebow, 1984); however, the correlation between window type and policy outcome 

has yet to be fully explored. In their respective research, Medler (2005), Zahariadis 

(2003; 1992), and Schuh (2000) provide strong qualitative evidence of a possible 

correlation between the two; however their findings have yet to be formally tested. 

With a sample size of 40, the margin of error is 15%. 
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Third, this study has concluded that there is very weak evidence to suggest 

that there is a good "fit" between fact and hypothesized relationships. With the MSF, 

if entrepreneurial success in getting policy proposals onto the decision agenda is 

not correlated with any of the hypothesized entrepreneurial characteristics or 

coupling strategies, how can we account for success? A possible answer to this 

question may require a refinement of the MSF's concept of PE. PEs as 

conceptualized by MSF can be found in many different locations—in or out of 

government, in elected or appointed positions, in interest groups or research 

organizations. It is implied that a PE's position within the formal decision making 

framework is of no importance to the functioning of a PE; however, the empirical 

findings here suggest otherwise, as does existing research on the subject. The rich 

literature on policy entrepreneurship provides ample evidence that the presence and 

actions of PEs increase the likelihood that specific policy alternatives will not only be 

considered but also adopted. However, it also suggests that a PE's formal position 

within the formal decision making framework influences entrepreneurial activities 

and functions. This opens the door to a refinement of the MSF's concept of PE that 

accords greater significance to a PEs formal position within the decision making 

framework rather than characteristics. Perhaps a key link to distinguishing between 

successful entrepreneurs and their unsuccessful counterparts lies not with their 

entrepreneurial characteristics, but their formal position within the decision making 

hierarchy. This would also suggest a possible refinement to the list of hypothesized 
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coupling strategies may be necessary to reflect the significance of entrepreneurial 

position. 

Finally, the case of US-Cuba policy, which is as complex and intricate as one 

would ever encounter in the policy process, has garnered and continues to garner 

the attention of politicians, analysts and the general public. The election of Barack 

Obama in 2008 as America's 44th President represented a new era in American 

politics, one that emphasized change and a departure from the policies of the Bush 

Administration. This was reflected by a series of revisions to US-Cuba policy in 

2009, the most important being the lifting of restrictions on travel and remittances to 

Cuba for family members (White House, 2009).253 During the Bush Administration, 

countless efforts to lift the travel and remittances restrictions failed, only to be 

countered with even tighter restrictions. Extending the analysis to include President 

Obama's first term in office would be effective in uncovering possible correlations 

between changes to policy and the emergence of new political and bureaucratic 

players and possibly by definition, PEs to the policy arena. 

This study suggests that there is a poor fit between the empirical evidence 

and the MSF's characterization of PEs and their actions. Although the study failed to 

reveal associations between the hypothesized variables, this should not deter 

253 

Other measures that have been taken include: the authorization of US telecommunications network 
providers to enter in agreements establishing links between the US and Cuba, licensing of US 
telecommunications service providers to establish agreements with Cuba's telecommunications 
service providers, the licensing of US radio, television and service providers to engage mutual 
transactions with Cuba's providers to sell services to customers in Cuba, authorizing the sale of 
telecommunications devices without a license, and the expansion of the list of humanitarian items 
eligible for export (White House, 2009). 
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similar studies. In fact, future research is the key to determining whether the MSF 

can be transformed into a full fledged theory. As suggested by Sabatier (1999a: 

269) and Schalger (1997: 14), accomplishments in the sciences require long term 

research programs that are firmly rooted in frameworks that are repeatedly and 

rigorously tested and revised among a network of scholars in response to empirical 

findings. This study should be viewed as a small contribution to such a research 

program. 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 

1989 
November 20 

February 2 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
The Treasury Department limits travel related expenses for US citizens to 
Cuba at $100 per day. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

1990 
February 16 Television Broadcasting to Cuba Act 

Public Law 101-246, 104 Stat. 15 at 58 

1991 
September 27 Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 

Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
October 2 Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 

Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

1992 
January 14 

February 24 

April 24 

October 15 

October 23 

November 10 

November 16 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Congress passes the Cuban Democracy Act, also known as the "Torricelli 
Bill" which prohibits foreign-based subsidiaries of US companies from trading 
with Cuba; prohibits ships with Cuban goods from entering US ports; prohibits 
travel to Cuba by US citizens, and prohibits family remittances to Cuba. The 
law allows private groups to deliver food and medicine to Cuba. 
Cuban Democracy Act 
Public Law 102^84, Title XVII 
See also Title 22, US Code Section 6001 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

1993 
June 29 

July 4 

August 26 

September 10 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Clinton signs Executive Order 128854 for the Implementation of the Cuban 
Democracy Act. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

1994 
May 14 

June 13 

August 26 

August 30 

September 9 

The Bureau of Exports issued guidelines describing expedited procedures for 
licensing medical exports to Cuba. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Joint Communique on US-Cuba Immigration Agreement 
The US and Cuba issue a joint communique agreeing to take measures to 
ensure that migration between the two countries is safe, legal, and orderly. 

1995 
February 14 

May 2 

June 26 

August 2 

October 5 

October 20 

The Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act (LIBERTAD) which is 
commonly known as the Helms-Burton Law is introduced by Congressmen 
Jesse Helms of North Carolina and Dan Burton of Indiana. 
Joint Statement on US-Cuba Immigration Agreement 
The US and Cuba issue a joint statement reaffirming their commitment to 
promote safe, legal, and orderly migration. Cubans interdicted at sea or who 
enter the Guantanamo Naval Base illegally are returned to Cuba provided 
that they do not have any protection concerns. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
President Clinton announces measures ("Track II") to expand people-to-
people contacts between the US and Cuba, to allow US non-governmental 
organizations (NGOs) to fund projects in Cuba, and to provide aid funding to 
US NGOs for Cuba-related projects. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

1996 
March 12 

June 26 

July 16 

July 18 

August 23 

October 23 

September 30 

Cuban Liberty and Democratic Solidarity Act, Public Law 104-114 
President Clinton signs the LIBERTAD Act that penalizes foreign companies 
doing business in Cuba, permits US citizens to sue foreign investors who 
make use of American-owned property seized by the Cuban government, and 
denies entry into the US to foreign investors in violation of the property 
stipulation. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
President Clinton suspends enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act for six months. Title III of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act permits 
suits to be filed in US courts against foreign investors who are profiting from 
US-claimed confiscated property. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act 
Division C of Public Law 104-208 Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act, 
1997, 110 Stat. 3009 

1997 
January 3 

February 12 

July 16 

August 25 

President Clinton suspends (2™ suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
The Administration approves licenses for American news organizations to 
open bureaus in Cuba. Only CNN is allowed in by the Cuban Government. 
President Clinton suspends (3ra suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

1998 
January 16 

March 3 

President Clinton suspends (4,n suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

1998 
May 13 

May 18 

March 20 

June 1 

July 1 

July 16 

October 21 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Clinton Administration announces new measures to support people of Cuba 
and strengthen their ties to US citizens. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations, Part 515 Cuban Assets Control 
Regulations (Correction to final regulations) 
Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency Supplemental Appropriations Act 
Public Law 105-277, Title II Department of Commerce and Related Agencies, 
Section 211 of Division A 
President Clinton suspends (5tn suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Section 211 of the Omnibus Appropriation Act makes impermissible the 
registration or renewal in the US of a trademark if it was previously 
abandoned by a trademark owner whose property had been confiscated by 
Cuba. 

1999 
January 5 

January 15 

July 16 

May 13 

Clinton Administration announces additional measures to support Cuban 
people. 
President Clinton suspends (6in suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Department of Commerce and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1999 
Division A, Sec. 101(b), Title II of the Omnibus Consolidated and Emergency 
Supplemental 
Appropriations Act, 1999 Public Law 105-277; H.R. 4328], 112 Stat. 2681, at 
2681-88 
President Clinton suspends (7tn suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

2000 
January 14 

May 18 
July 14 

President Clinton suspends (8,n suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
US-Caribbean Basin Trade Partnership Act Public Law 106-200 
President Clinton suspends (9,n suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

2000 
October 3 
October 28 

December 13 

Title 8 US Code of Federal Regulations, Part 234 (Amendment) 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000 
Division A of Public Law 106-386 
Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act of 2000 (Public Law 
106-387) 
The Trade Sanctions Reform and Export Enhancement Act of 2000 is signed 
into law. Regarding Cuba, the Act essentially allows trade with Cuba in 
agricultural commodities, medicines, and medical supplies, but prohibits 
direct public or private export financing for this trade. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

2001 
January 17 

April 11 

April 13 

May 30 

June 11 

June 12 

July 12 

July 12 

July 12 

July 13 

July 16 

September 24 

Outgoing President Clinton (10m suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Bridges to the Cuban People Act of 2001 (S. 1017) introduced in Senate and 
House (H.R. 2138). 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 15 US Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 740, 742, 746, 772 and 774 
Exports of Agricultural Commodities, Medicines and Medical Devices 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Interim Rule) 
Bush pledges to strengthen the embargo and support for the democratic 
opposition in Cuba. Key initiatives include increased funding for non
governmental organization pro-democracy programs, human rights activists 
and dissidents, enforcing limits on cash payments Cuban-Americans send to 
relatives on the island, and further prevention of American tourists traveling to 
Cuba. Bush appoints Salvador Lew to head the anti-Castro stations Radio 
and TV Marti. 
President Bush suspends (11m suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act, and the first since being elected President) enforcement of 
Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Executive Order 13224) 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued 

2002 
January 16 

May 20 

July 16 

November 

President Bush suspends (12m suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Bush appoints Otto Reich as Assistant Secretary of State for Western 
Hemisphere Affairs. The Administration's foreign policy team is tasked with 
conducting a thorough review of current Cuban policy. 
House of Representatives launches the House Cuba Working Group, a 
bipartisan group of congressional members. 
The Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs 
Appropriations Act 
President George W. Bush outlines the government's policy for a transition to 
democracy in Cuba. In a report entitled "Initiative for a New Cuba," the 
President calls for political and economic reform, free and fair elections and 
an open economy in Cuba in exchange for lifting American restrictions on 
trade and travel to Cuba. 
President Bush suspends (13m suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Jesse Helms, a key supporter of US sanctions against Cuba and member of 
the Senate Committee on International Relations retires from the Senate. 

2003 
January 16 

February 20 

March 7 

March 21 

President Bush suspends (14,n suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act Division E Public Law 108-7 
A contingency of eight lawmakers, also members of the Cuba Working Group 
and the largest single delegation of American lawmakers visit Cuba to push 
for changes in American policy toward Cuba. Members of the group include 
Representatives Jeff Flake (R-AZ), Jo Ann Emerson (R-MO), Denny Rehbert 
(R-MT), Ottoer Idaho (R-OH), Jahon Tanner (D-TN), Nita Lowey (D-NY), 
Dennis Moore (D-KS), and William Delahunt (D-MA). 
US Senate launches the Senate Working Group on Cuba, a bipartisan group 
of Senators tasked with re-examining US policies toward Cuba, including 
trade and travel restrictions. 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

2003 
March 24 

April 29 

July 16 

September 20 
September 30 

October 10 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
The US Treasury Department's Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC), 
issues new regulations restricting travel and remittances to Cuba. Most 
notably, licenses granted to US organizations for educational travel to Cuba 
are eliminated. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations, Part 515 Cuban Assets Control 
Regulations 
President Bush suspends (15tn suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Bridges to the Cuban People Act of 2003 introduced in House (3422). 
Office of Foreign Assets Control (OFAC) of the US Treasury Department 
issued a regulation to ban the publication of scientific articles from countries 
subject to a sanctions regime by the US government, including Cuba. 
The Commission for Assistance to a Free Cuba, created by President Bush is 
tasked with finding the appropriate means by which the US can encourage 
and assist a democratic transition in Cuba. The Commission, also known as 
the "Powell Commission", is co-chaired by Secretary of State Colin Powell 
and Mel Martinez, the Cuban American Secretary of Housing and Urban 
Development. Members of the Commission include representatives from all 
Cabinet level agencies. The government's Cuba Transition Coordinator, 
Caleb McCarry, is tasked with overseeing the day-to-day operations of the 
Commission. 

2004 
January 16 

May 6 
June 

June 16 

June 16 

June 22 
June 25 

July 8 

President Bush suspends (16tn suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Commission for Assistance to a Free Cuba releases report. 
President Bush accepts and institutes as policy recommendations of the 
Commission for Assistance to a Free Cuba. In response to the President's 
direction to implement recommendations from the Commission for 
Assistance to a Free Cuba, the Departments of Treasury and Commerce 
published new rules on travel and exports to Cuba. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Interim Final Rule) 
US Treasury Department issued regulations (most of which went into effect 
on June 30 ) that tightened restrictions on travel and remittances. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Notice) 
US Department of Commerce issued tighter export restrictions. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 33 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Parts 107 and 165 (Amendment) 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

2004 
July 16 

November 1 

December 17 

President Bush suspends (17tn suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, Section 507 

2005 
January 14 

February 22 

July 15 

August 22 

President Bush suspends (18m suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Consolidated Appropriations Act, 2005 
President Bush suspends (19,n suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 

2006 
October 20 

December 19 

January 10 

January 17 

February 9 

Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations (Amendment) 
Commission for Assistance to Free Cuba reconvened by Secretary of State 
Condoleezza Rice to identify additional measures to aid Cuba's transition to 
democracy. Full report is scheduled to be submitted to President Bush by 
May 2006. 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, Section 507 
Science, State, Justice, Commerce, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act 
Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act 
Continuation of the National Emergency Relating to Cuba and of the 
Emergency Authority Relating to the Regulation of the Anchorage and 
Movement of Vessels 
President Bush suspends (20In suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months. 
Agricultural Products and Export Facilitation Act 2005 (H.R. 719) introduced 
in House. Related legislation introduced in Senate (S. 328). 
Bureau of Industry and Security Amendment 
Title 15 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 740 Export Administration Regulations 
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Appendix A: Chronology of Key Legislative Events in US-Cuba Policy, 
1989-2006 (Continued) 

2006 
July 10 

July 17 

April 5 

August 11 

October 23 

Commission for Assistance to a Free Cuba releases an updated version of its 
first report in an attempt to revive US-Cuba policy The report which was 
initially to be released on May 20th (Cuban Independence Day) was officially 
released on July 10th 

President Bush suspends (21st suspension since the passage of the 1996 
LIBERTAD Act) enforcement of Title III provisions of the 1996 LIBERTAD Act 
for six months 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations 
Title 31 US Code of Federal Regulations 
Part 515 Cuban Assets Control Regulations 
The Bureau of Industry and Security requests public comments on the 
effectiveness of its licensing procedures as defined in the Export 
Administration Regulations for the export of agricultural commodities to Cuba 

Sources 
American Farm Bureau Federation <http //www fb org> 
AmencasCanada org <http //www amencascanada org> 
Arizona Central <http //www azcentral com> 
Bates, A (2000) (Editor) World in Focus Volume 1 Cuba Issues and Bibliography New York 

Nova Science Publishers Inc 
CIP Online <http //www ciponline org/Cuba> 
CNN com Online <http //www cnn com> 
CubaNet <http //www cubanet org> 
Canadian Foundation for the Americas <http //www focal ca> 
Commission for Assistance to a Free Cuba <http //http //www cafe gov> 
Council on Hemispheric Affairs <http //www coha org> 
Franklin, J (1997) Cuba and the United States a Chronological History Ocean Press New York 
Global Exchange <http //www globalexchange org> 
International Trade Commission (2001) The Economic Impact of US Sanctions With Respect to 

Cuba Washington International Trade Commission 
Latin American Working Group Education Fund (2006) Retreat from Reason US-Cuban 

Academic Relations and the Bush Administration Washington, D C Latin American 
Working Group Education Fund 

Malloy, M P (2006) Study of New US Unilateral Sanctions, 1997-2006 USA*Engage and 
National Foreign Trade Council 
<http //www usaengage org/storage/usaengage/Pubhcations/2006_study_of_new_%20us 
_unilateral_%20sanctions pdf> (15 November 2009) 

Ospina, H C (2002) Bacardi The Hidden War London Pluto Press 
Rennack, D E and Sullivan, M P (2005) US-Cuban Relations An Analytic Compendium of US 

Policies, Laws & Regulations Occasional Paper Washington, D C The Atlantic Council 
of the United States 
(1996) Cuba US Economic Sanctions Through 1996 Report 95-248 F Congressional 
Research Service Library of Congress 

United Nations United Nations Bibliographic Information System Voting Records <http 
//unbisnet un org 8080/ipac20/ipac jsp?profile=voting&menu=search&submenu=alpha#fo 
cus> 

United Nations General Assembly Resolutions/Regular Sessions 
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<http //www un org/documents/resga htm> 
United States Bureau of Industry and Security <http //www bis doc gov> 
United States Department of State (2000) International Information Programs Chronology of US 

Cuba Relations, 1958-1999 Washington US Department of State 
United States Department of the Treasury Office of Foreign Assets Control OF AC Recent 

Decisions <http //www treas gov/offices/enforcement/ofac/actions> 
United States Federal Register <http //frwebgate access gpo gov> 
United States Government Printing Office Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 

<http //www gpoaccess gov/cfr/index html> 
United States Government Accountability Office (1998) Cuban Embargo Selected Issues 

Relating to Travel, Exports, and Telecommunications Report GAO/NSIAD 99-10 
United States House of Representatives <http //www house gov> 
United States Senate <http //www senate gov> 
White House <http //www whitehouse gov> 
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Appendix B: Dependent and Independent Variables—Hypothesis 1 

Composite Independent Variables—Hypothesis 1 

DV(y) 
IV x. 
IV x2 

IV x3 

IV X4 
IV x5 

IV x6 

IV x7 

Variable 
success 
claim to a hearing 
politically connected 
skilled negotiator 
persistent 
streams 
problem window 
politics window 

Component Variables 

Xd1.Xe2.Xf3 

XQ4 

Xh5 
x i 6 

X|7. XK8. X|9 
xm10. X n i i . X012. XD13, XQ14. 

Xr15. XS16. Xf|7. XU18. Xv 1 9 

Dependent and Independent Variables—Hypothesis 1 

DV(y) 

c 
b 
IVxd1 

IVxe2 

IV XB 

IVxg4 

IVXhs 
IV x* 
IVX.7 
IVxk8 

IV XB 

IV xm10 

IVXnn 
IV X012 

IVxp13 

IV xq14 

IVxr15 
IVxs16 

IVxt17 

IV xu18 

I V XV1Q 

Variable Label 
SUCCESS 

c 
b 
claim to a hearing 
claim to a hearing 

claim to a hearing 

politically connected 

skilled negotiator 
persistent 
stream 
stream 
stream 
problem window 

problem window 
problem window 

problem window 

problem window 

politics window 
politics window 
politics window 
politics window 
politics window 

Measure(s)/Description 
Positioning preferred proposal on the government's decision 
agenda for authoritative action—legislative or administrative. 
constant 
regression coefficients 
Are known for their expertise in US-Cuba policy. 
An ability to speak on behalf of others because of their 
leadership position(s). 
An ability to make authoritative decisions because of their 
position(s). 
An ability to develop and maintain good relations with key 
political actors. 
Skilled negotiators. 
Are persistent in their efforts to modify policy. 
Favourable political support 
Government perception of a serious problem. 
Availability of a viable solution. 
Release of statistical indicators used to monitor the 
progression of policy. 
Release of studies assessing the viability of existing policy. 
A focusing event such as a crisis or other event that brings 
attention to existing policy. 
Feedback from the public to policy makers concerning 
existing policy. 
Feedback from bureaucrats to policy makers concerning 
existing policy. 
A change in public opinion concerning existing policy. 
A change of Administration 
A change in party status in Congress. 
Turnover of key government bureaucratic personnel. 
Influence of interest groups. 

DV dependent variable 
IV independent variable 

http://Xd1.Xe2.Xf3


295 

Appendix C: Dependent and Independent Variables—Hypothesis 2 

Composite 

DV(y) 
IV x. 
IV x2 

IV x3 

IV X4 
IV x5 

IV x6 

IV x7 

IV x8 

IV x9 

Independent Variables—Hypothesis 2 
Variable 
success 
manipulation strategy (framing) 
manipulation strategy (agenda control) 
manipulation strategy (strategic voting) 
manipulation strategy (salami tactics) 
altering institutional venues 
activating coalitions 
streams 
problem window 
politics window 

Component Variables 

x d1. x e2. x f3 . xa4 
xh5. x i 6 . X,7 X|<8. X|g 
xm10 
xn11 
xo12. X D 1 3 I xa14. xr15. xs16. xt17 

xu18. xv19. xw20 
xx21.xv22. xz23 
xaa24. xbb25, xcc26. xdd27. xee28 

Xff29. xaa30. xhh31. xn32. xn33 

Dependent and Independent 

DV(y) 

c 
b 
IVxd1 

IVXe2 

IVxf3 

IVXg4 

IVxh5 

IVx l6 

IVx)7 

IVxk8 

IVxl9 

IV xm10 

IVxn11 

IV x012 

IVxp13 

IV xq14 

Variable 
success 

manipulation 
(framing) 
manipulation 
(framing) 
manipulation 
(framing) 
manipulation 
(framing) 

manipulation 
(agenda control) 
manipulation 
(agenda control) 
manipulation 
(agenda control) 
manipulation 
(agenda control) 
manipulation 
(agenda control) 
manipulation 
(strategic voting) 
manipulation 
(salami tactics) 
alter institutional 
venues 
alter institutional 
venues 
alter institutional 
venues | 

Variables—Hypothesis 2 
Measure(s)/Description 
Positioning preferred proposal on the government's decision 
agenda for authoritative action—legislative or administrative. 
constant 
regression coefficients 
Finding out the attitudes of key government decision makers. 

Using or developing perceptions of crises to increase interest in 
and support for alternatives to existing policy. 
Framing problems with existing policy to make their proposal an 
appealing alternative. 
Presenting problems with existing policy in a way that leads to a 
realignment of interests into a new coalition supporting their 
proposal. 
Structuring an agenda to ensure support for their proposal by 
removing competing alternatives under consideration. 
Structuring an agenda to ensure support for their proposal by 
adding to the number of alternatives under consideration. 
Structuring an agenda to ensure support for their proposal by 
modifying the order in which alternatives were considered. 
Introducing amendments. 

Attaching their proposal to an omnibus bill. 

Voting against their true preferences. 

Breaking down their proposal into a series of smaller interrelated 
policy alternatives. 
Shifting the debate to an institutional venue that shares their view 
of the problem and solution. 
Shifting the debate to an institutional venue that provides the 
greatest support for their proposal. 
Avoiding institutional venues that do not share their view of the 
problem and solution. 
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Appendix C: Dependent and Independent Variables—Hypothesis 2 
(Continued) 

Dependent and Independent Variables—Hypothesis 2 
IVXrts 

IVXS16 

IVX.17 

IV xu18 

IV xv19 

IVXw20 

IVxx21 

IV Xv22 

IV Xz23 

IV Xaa24 

IV Xbb25 

IVXcc26 

IV Xdd27 

IV Xee28 

IVXff29 

IV XaQ30 

IV Xhh31 

IVX l l 32 

alter institutional 
venues 
Variable 
alter institutional 
venues 
alter institutional 
venues 
activate coalition 
support 
activate coalition 
support 
activate coalition 
support 
streams 
streams 
streams 
problem window 

problem window 
problem window 

problem window 

problem window 

politics window 
politics window 
politics window 
politics window 

IVx„33 | politics window 

Avoiding institutional venues that provide the greatest opposition to 
their proposal. 
Measure(s)/Description 
Shifting the debate to an institutional venue that can help structure 
a problem to fit their proposal. 
Seeking multiple institutional venues. 

Establishing a coalition of supporters. 

Enlisting the support of existing coalitions. 

Adding members to an existing coalition. 

Favourable political support 
Government perception of a serious problem. 
Availability of a viable solution. 
Release of statistical indicators used to monitor the progression of 
policy. 
Release of studies assessing the viability of existing policy. 
A focusing event such as a crisis or other event that brings 
attention to existing policy. 
Feedback from the public to policy makers concerning existing 
policy. 
Feedback from bureaucrats to policy makers concerning existing 
policy. 
A change in public opinion concerning existing policy. 
A change of Administration. 
A change in party status in Congress. 
Turnover of key government bureaucratic personnel. 
Influence of interest groups. 

DV dependent variable 
IV independent variable 
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Appendix D: Bivariate Correlations 

Bivariate Correlations 
Successful 

YES 
(%)c 

78 

68 

60 

58 

53 

50 

50 

48 

43 

38 

35 

28 

25 

25 

25 

25 

23 

23 

23 

20 

18 

18 

NO 
(%)c 

0 

0 

5 

5 

3 

5 

3 

5 

3 

3 

10 

8 

3 

3 

5 

8 

8 

5 

8 

10 

5 

25 

Individual 

Representative Lincoln 
Diaz-Balart 
Representative lleana 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Robert G Torncelh 

Jorge Mas Canosa 

Former Senator Jesse 
Helms 
Representative Dan 
Burton 
Representative Mario 
Diaz-Balart 
Senator Mel Martinez 

Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Former Representative 
Tom DeLay 
Otto J Reich 

Frank Calz6n 

Jose "Tito" Argamasilla 
Bacardi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 

Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 

Roger Noriega 

Dan Fisk 

Former Senator Robert 
"Bob" Graham 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Former Senator John 
Ashcroft 
Jose Pepin Bosch 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 

Pearson Correlation3 

(Sig 2 tailed) 
Claim to a 
Hearing 

537 
(032)* 
-139 
(607) 

477 
(072) 

902 
( 000)* 

484 
(132) 
-050 
(865) 

326 
(255) 

b 

023 
(940) 

203 
(550) 

721 
( 004)* 

646 
(023)* 

179 
(599) 

462 
(179) 

425 
(193) 

469 
(124) 

726 
(017)* 

576 
(064) 

614 
(034)* 

724 
(018)* 

436 
(240) 

370 
(367) 

Politically 
Connected 

387 
(127) 

429 
(098) 
-020 
(947) 

692 
(001)* 

329 
(297) 
-043 
(889) 
-074 
(792) 

839 
( 000)* 
-198 
(497) 

091 
(803) 

728 
( 007)* 

855 
( 000)* 

031 
(920) 

484 
(132) 

446 
(146) 

811 
( 001)* 

392 
(233) 

209 
(538) 

635 
(015)* 

186 
(562) 

218 
(573) 
-250 
(685) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

356 
(147) 

258 
(302) 

081 
(782) 

551 
( 001)* 

298 
(281) 
-119 
(685) 
-205 
(429) 

499 
(070) 
-247 
(416) 

186 
(562) 

345 
(298) 

274 
(364) 
-332 
(318) 

477 
(163) 

448 
(194) 

889 
( 003)* 

066 
(847) 

175 
(629) 

453 
(120) 

101 
(755) 

375 
(286) 

174 
(680) 

Persistent 

405 
(056) 

256 
(263) 

030 
(920) 

563 
(012)* 

374 
(139) 

000 
(1 00) 

111 
(640) 

176 
(530) 
-019 
(944) 

014 
(965) 

621 
(008)* 

769 
(001)* 
-348 
(223) 

247 
(415) 

119 
(686) 

514 
(105) 

830 
(000)* 

466 
(127) 

511 
(036)* 

408 
(188) 

625 
( 040)* 

117 
(783) 
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Appendix D: Bivariate Correlations (Continued) 

Bivariate Correlations 
Successful 

YES 
(%)c 

18 

18 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

10 

10 

10 

NO 
(%)c 

25 

3 

15 

8 

10 

8 

8 

25 

8 

13 

13 

18 

10 

15 

15 

13 

20 

18 

8 

20 

15 

Individual 

Senator Christopher J. 
Dodd 
Connie Mack III 

Dante B. Fascell 

Dennis Hays 

Representative Connie 
Mack IV 
Jorge Mas Santos 

Senator Bill Nelson 

Wayne S. Smith 

Dwayne O. Andreas 

Senator Max Baucus 

Senator Byron L. 
Dorgan 
Representative Jeff 
Flake 
Carlos Miguel 
Gutierrez 
Representative James 
McGovern 
George R. Nethercutt, 
Jr. 
Richard Nuccio 

Representative 
Charles B. Rangel 
Representative Jose 
E. Serrano 
John R. Bolton 

Representative William 
D. Delahunt 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 

Pearson Correlation3 

(Sig. 2 tailed) 
Claim to a 
Hearing 
-.029 
(.928) 
.283 

(.429) 
.587 

(.058) 
.319 

(.368) 
.590 

(.073) 
.000 

(1.00) 
.565 
(.070 
.258 

(.373) 
.598 

(.068) 
.592 

(.071) 
-.158 
(.606) 
.490 

(.106) 
.635 

(.066) 
.600 

(.087) 
.580 

(.101) 
-.524 
(.080) 
.067 

(.821) 
.070 

(.820) 
.134 

(.830) 
-.187 
(.657) 
-.043 
(.912) 

Politically 
Connected 

.199 
(.495) 
.324 

(.394) 
.319 

(.338) 
.517 

(.126) 
.642 

(.062) 
-.123 
(.675) 
.449 

(225) 
.688 

(.005)* 
.535 

(.111) 
.547 

(.102) 
.463 

(.152) 
.420 

(.174) 
.604 

(.113) 
.530 

(.142) 
.255 

(.477) 
.408 

(.275) 
-.025 
(.464) 
-.106 
(.718) 
-.302 
(.698) 
-.476 
(.340) 
.184 

(.611) I 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

.165 
(.540) 
.220 
(.52) 
.477 

(.138) 
.302 

(.397) 
.724 

(.018) 
.346 

(.248) 
.397 

(.290) 
.578 

(.030)* 
.603 

(.086) 
.160 

(.638) 
-.069 
(.846) 
.369 

(.195) 
.254 

(.544) 
.575 

(.082) 
.118 

(.730) 
.516 

(.104) 
.110 

(.695) 
.159 

(.490) 
-.102 
(.870) 
-.100 
(.798) 
.424 

(.194) 

Persistent 

.275 
(.255) 
.395 

(.230) 
.575 

(.064) 
.359 

(.229) 
.715 

(.020)* 
-.026 
(.926) 
.538 

(.136) 
.153 

(.546) 
.270 

(.421) 
.603 

(.065) 
-.037 
(.901) 
.335 

(.188) 
.570 

(.067) 
.583 

(.077) 
.184 

(.635) 
.419 

(.228) 
-.197 
(.449) 
.147 

(.574) 
.034 

(.948) 
-.183 
(.664) 
.209 

(.515) 
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Appendix D: Bivariate Correlations (Continued) 

Bivariate Correlations 
Successful 

YES 
(%)c 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

NO 
(%)° 
15 

15 

25 

15 

8 

15 

13 

10 

20 

15 

15 

15 

13 

13 

15 

18 

10 

13 

25 

5 

5 

Individual 

Senator Michael B. 
Enzi 
Senator Chuck Hagel 

Kirby Jones 

Ignacio Sanchez 

James (Jim) Bacchus 

Manuel Jorge Cutiilas 

Senator Patrick J. 
Leahy 
George "Chip" Reid 

Mavis Anderson 

Raul Cantero 

Paul L. Cejas 

Brice M. Clagett 

Thomas Cox 

Carlos M. de la Cruz, 
Sr. 
Representative Eliot L. 
Engel 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 

Robert Freer, Jr. 

Nicolas J. Gutierrez 

John Kavulich II 

Jeanne Kirkpatrick 

Tom Lantos 

Pearson Correlation3 

(Sig. 2 tailed) 
Claim to a 
Hearing 

.450 
(.165) 
.415 

(.205) 
.586 

(.222) 
.586 

(.222) 
.000 

(1.00) 
.794 

(.059) 
.129 

(.722) 
.378 

(.460) 
.677 

(.032)* 
.487 

(.221) 
-.367 
(.418) 
1.00 

(.000)* 
.866 
(.33) 
-.294 
(572) 
.672 

(.033)* 
.642 

(.062) 
.108 

(.838) 
-.108 
(.817) 
.354 

(.351) 
.853 

(.147) 
.686 

(.132) 

Politically 
Connected 

.286 
(.423) 
.245 

(.443) 
.462 

(.153) 
.462 

(.153) 
.000 

(1.00) 
.468 

(.427) 
.072 

(.833) 
.375 

(.534) 
.410 

(.186) 
.586 

(.222) 
-.794 
(.059) 
.577 

(.423) 
.500 

(.667) 
-.476 
(.340) 
.559 

(.118) 
.043 

(-912) 
-.327 
(.591) 
.162 

(.701) 
.641 

(.046)* 
.866 

(.333) 
.845 

(.071) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

.580 
(.101) 
.370 

(.236) 
.474 

(.120) 
.474 

(.120) 
.061 

(.887) 
.364 

(.422) 
.431 

(.675) 
.159 

(.764) 
.600 

(.039)* 
-.226 
(.591) 
-.379 
(.354) 
.612 

(.272) 
.500 

(.667) 
-.476 
(.340) 
.399 

(.287) 
.725 

(.027)* 
-.294 
(.572) 
.340 

(.410) 
.641 

(.046)* 
.535 

(.275) 

Persistent 

.529 
(.095) 
.309 

(.329) 
.366 

(.180) 
.366 

(.180) 
.301 

(407) 
.532 

(.175) 
.310 

(.353) 
.562 

(.324) 
.093 

(.740) 
.807 

(.028)* 
-.508 
(.199) 
.775 

(.070) 
.500 

(.667) 
-.476 
(.340) 
.781 

(.008)* 
.229 

(.553) 
-.294 
(.572) 
.408 

(.275) 
.338 

(.310) 
.535 

(.275) 
-.171 .333 
(.745) I (.667) 
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Appendix D: Bivariate Correlations (Continued) 

Bivanate Correlations 
Successful 

YES 
(%)c 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 

5 

5 

3 

3 

3 

NO 
(%)C 

10 

10 

13 
8 

8 

15 

23 

18 

13 

23 

Individual 

Representative 
Barbara Lee 
Representative Jerry 
Moran 
Domingo R Moreira 
Juan Prado 

Representative Steven 
R Rothman 
Diego R Suarez 

Former Representative 
Esteban Edward 
Torres 
Henry Adorno 

Carlos P Portes 

Maria Elena Torano 

Pearson Correlation3 

(Sig 2 tailed) 
Claim to a 
Hearing 

250 
(685) 

240 
(604) 

b 

869 
(056) 

919 
( 025)* 

647 
(083) 

712 
( 048)* 

632 
(178) 

D 

(000) 
-061 
(887) 

Politically 
Connected 

802 
(103) 
-542 
(266) 

0 

-174 
(826) 
-647 
(165) 

354 
(437) 
487 

(221) 

091 
(846) 

D 

(000) 
408 

(275) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

632 
(178) 

462 
(297) 

b 

434 
(390) 

500 
(312) 

647 
(083) 

424 
(222) 

000 
(1 00) 

000 
(1 00) 

508 
(163) 

Persistent 

293 
(573) 
-175 
(707) 

b 

-200 
(747) 

468 
(427) 

542 
(132) 

406 
(279) 

354 
(437) 

174 
(826) 

00 
(1 00) 

a Dependent Variable success 
b Statistics could not be computed 
c N=40 
*p<05 
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Appendix E: Model Utility and Predictors 

Model Utility and Predictors 
Successful 

YES 
(%)d 

78 

68 

60 

58 

53 

50 

50 

48 

43 

38 

35 

28 

25 

25 

25 

25 

23 

23 

NO 
(%)d 

0 

0 

5 

5 

3 

5 

3 

5 

3 

3 

10 

8 

3 

3 

5 

8 

8 

5 

Individual 

Representative 
Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative 
lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Robert G. 
Torricelli 
Jorge Mas 
Canosa 
Former Senator 
Jesse Helms 
Representative 
Dan Burton 
Representative 
Mario Diaz-Balart 
Senator Mel 
Martinez 
Representative 
Robert Menendez 
Tom DeLay 

Otto J. Reich 

Frank Calz6n 

Jose "Tito" 
Argamasilla 
Bacardi 
Alfonso "Alfie" 
Fanjul 
Jose"Pepe" 
Fanjul 
Roger Noriega 

Dan Fisk 

Former Senator 
Robert "Bob" 
Graham 

Model 
R2 

(Sig.) 

.380 
(.315) 

.041 
(.940) 

.271 
(-747) 
.814 

(.000)* 
.242 

(1.680) 
.184 

(.807) 
.272 

(.587) 
.020 

(.736) 
.073 

(.903) 
.200 

(.572) 
.803 

(.052) 
.777 

(.037)* 
.602 

(.349) 

.246 
(.673) 
.339 

(.521) 
1.00 

(.000)* 
.837 

(.033)* 
.765 

(.026)* 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to 
a 

Hearing 
.277 

(.456) 

-.044 
(783) 

.787 
(.241) 

a 

.600 
(.524) 
-1.00 
(.460) 
.686 

(.324) 
a 

.375 
(.830) 
1.600 

(1.314) 
.688 

(.090) 
.341 

(.309) 
1.296 
(.090) 

a 

a 

2.00 

-.517 
(.486) 
1.239 

(.019)* 

Politically 
Connected 

.137 
(.263) 

-.062 
(.687) 

-.107 
(.814) 

a 

a 

-1.214 
(.404) 
-.026 
(.939) 

a 

a 

a 

1.250 
(.078) 
1.140 
(.131) 
-.778 
(.206) 

.402 
(.620) 
.817 

(.381) 
-1.00 

.414 
(.378) 
-1.119 
(.030)* 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

-.063 
(.589) 

a 

.173 
(.864) 
1.250 

(.001)* 
-.200 
(.667) 
-1.00 
(.396) 
-.314 
(.372) 

a 

.375 
(.784) 

a 

-.563 
(.243) 
-.023 
(.914) 
-.130 
(.712) 

.134 
(.855) 
-.061 
(.941) 
1.53 
(.a) 

-.241 
(.385) 

D 

Persistent 

-.002 
(.988) 

.049 
(.837) 

-.187 
(.857) 
-.091 
(.700) 
-1.00 
(.925) 
.571 

(.456) 
-.013 
(.975) 
-.071 
(.736) 
-.750 
(.704) 
-1.00 
(354) 
-.312 
(.582) 
-.369 
(.563) 
-.315 
(.238) 

-.207 
(.612) 
-.451 
(.341) 
4.90 
(.a) 

1.586 
(.041)* 
1.552 

(.019)* 
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Appendix E: Model Utility and Predictors (Continued) 

Model Utility and Predictors 
Successful 

YES 
(%)d 

23 

20 

18 

18 

18 

18 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

15 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

13 

NO 
(%)" 

8 

10 

5 

25 

25 

3 

15 

8 

10 

8 

8 

25 

8 

13 

13 

18 

10 

15 

15 

Individual 

Francisco Jose 
"Pepe" Hernandez 
John Ashcroft 

Jose Pepin Bosch 

Salvador Diaz-
Verson 
Senator 
Christopher J. 
Dodd 
Connie Mack III 

Dante B. Fascell 

Dennis Hays 

Representative 
Connie Mack IV 
Jorge Mas Santos 

Senator Bill 
Nelson 
Wayne S. Smith 

Dwayne O. 
Andreas 
Senator Max 
Baucus 
Senator Byron L. 
Dorgan 
Representative 
Jeff Flake 
Carlos Miguel 
Gutierrez 
Representative 
James McGovern 
George R. 
Nethercutt, Jr. 

13 Richard Nuccio 

Model 
R2 

(Sig.) 

.661 
(.339) 
.600 

(.253) 
.602 

(.254) 
773 

(.227) 
.101 

(.689) 

.113 
(.698) 
.309 

(.274) 
.067 

(.996) 
.113 

(.698) 
.345 

(.261) 
.794 

(.148) 
.570 

(.156) 
.429 

(.710) 
.375 

(.465) 
.307 

(.499) 
.484 

(.640) 
.454 

(.797) 
.297 

(.414) 
.806 

(-351) 
.289 

(.860) 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to 
a 

Hearing 
.528 

(.969) 
1.554 
(.079) 

a 

1.818 
(.130) 
.305 

(1.00) 

a 

b 

.167 
(.912) 

a 

D 

a 

.673 
(.242) 
.214 

(.853) 
a 

a 

1.00 
(.367) 
1.715 
(1.00) 

a 

1.33 
(.184) 
.178 

(.854) 

Politically 
Connected 

.876 
(.686) 
.085 

(.855) 
-1.469 
(.144) 

a 

a 

a 

.069 
(.911) 
-.167 
(.944) 

a 

-.911 
(-150) 
1.500 
(.103) 
1.534 
(.103) 
.179 

(.909) 
.500 

(.538) 
.263 

(.167) 
1.00 

(.519) 
.636 

(.643) 
a 

-1.00 
(.533) 
.711 

(.685) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

-.022 
(.953) 
-.408 
(.467) 
1.375 
(.172) 

a 

a 

-.194 
(.828) 

b 

.167 
(.826) 
-.194 
(.828) 
.689 

(.062) 
2.00 

(.092) 
-.445 
(.506) 
.571 

(.567) 
-8.828 
(1.00) 
-.105 
(.920) 
2.11 

(1.00) 
a 

-.268 
(1.00) 
1.00 

(.553) 
.333 

(.600) 

Persistent 

-.612 
(.447) 
-.177 
(.677) 
.562 

(.245) 
-1.727 
(.126) 
1.00 

(.407) 

.484 
(.581) 
.583 

(.231) 
.167 

(.912) 
.484 

(.581) 
.178 

(.652) 
-2.00 
(.092) 
-.569 
(.211) 
-.214 
(.853) 
.500 

(.463) 
-.737 
(.395) 
-1.00 
(.450) 
-.091 
(.949) 
.583 

(624) 
-4.00 
(1.00) 
-.533 
(.699) 
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Appendix E: Model Utility and Predictors (Continued) 

Model Utility and Predictors 
Successful 

YES 
(%)d 

13 

13 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

10 

8 

8 

8 

8 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

NO 
(%)d 

20 

18 

8 

20 

15 

15 

15 

25 

15 

8 

15 

13 

10 

20 

15 

15 

15 

13 

13 

15 

Individual 

Representative 
Charles B. Rangel 
Representative 
Jose E. Serrano 
John R. Bolton 

Representative 
William D. 
Delahunt 
Representative Jo 
Ann Emerson 
Senator Michael 
B. Enzi 
Senator Chuck 
Hagel 
Kirby Jones 

Ignacio Sanchez 

James (Jim) 
Bacchus 
Manuel Jorge 
Cutillas 
Senator Patrick J. 
Leahy 
Georg "Chip" Reid 

Mavis Anderson 

Raul Cantero 

Paul L. Cejas 

Brice M. Clagett 

Thomas Cox 

Carlos M. de la 
Cruz, Sr. 
Representative 
Eliot L. Engel 

Model 
R2 

(Sig.) 

.156 
(.778) 
.520 

(.282) 
.250 

(.667) 
.246 

(.655) 

.798 
(.612) 
.425 

(.595) 
.219 

(.421) 
.377 

(.769) 
.810 

(.344) 
.818 

(.426) 
.647 

(.353) 
.000 

(1.00) 
1.00 

.785 
(.217) 
.772 

(-172) 
.766 

(.591) 
1.00 

(.000)* 
1.00 

a 

.246 
(.655) 
.667 

(.535) 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig. 2 tailed) 

Claim to 
a 

Hearing 
.215 

(.773) 
-.426 
(.512) 

a 

.227 
(.801) 

-1.250 
(.224) 
.409 

(.620) 
.438 

(.516) 
a 

1.613 
(.194) 

a 

.913 
(.260) 

a 

1.00 
(.a) 

1.500 
(.084) 
.455 

(.426) 
.750 

(.644) 
a 

2.00 
a 

.227 
(.801) 
.286 

(.622) 

Politically 
Connected 

.552 
(.698) 
-.577 
(.181) 

a 

a 

.500 
(.500) 

b 

.438 
(.516) 
.909 

(.545) 
.645 

(.482) 
a 

-.087 
(.896) 
.000 

(1.00) 
-6.733 

n 1.00 
(.154) 

D 

a 

a 

a 

a 

-1.70 
(1.00) 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

.602 
(.381) 
.801 

(.063) 
a 

a 

.750 
(.184) 
-.136 
(.913) 

b 

-1.00 
(1.568) 

.226 
(.817) 
-2.00 
(.295) 

b 

.000 
(1.00) 
-2.00 
(.a) 

-.500 
(.353) 
.-.303 
(.517) 
-.750 
(.580) 
.000 
(.b) 

a 

a 

-.429 
(.571) 

Persistent 

D 

.008 
(.986) 
.250 

(.667) 
-.591 
(.484) 

1.250 
(.209) 
.409 

(.620) 
b 

.636 
(.643) 
-.548 
(.615) 
1.500 
(.333) 

D 

.00 
(1.00) 
2.00 
(.a) 

-.033 
(.556) 
.545 

(.188) 
-1.00 
(.392) 
2.00 
(.b) 

-1.00 
a 

-.591 
(.484) 
.857 

(.345) 
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Appendix E: Model Utility and Predictors (Continued) 

Model Utility and Predictors 
Successful 

YES 
(%)d 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

3 

3 
3 

NO 
(%)d 

18 

10 

13 

25 

5 

5 

10 

10 

13 

8 

8 

15 

23 

18 

13 
23 

Individual 

Albert A Fox, Jr 

Robert Freer, Jr 

Nicolas J 
Gutierrez 
John Kavulich II 

Jeanne 
Kirkpatnck 
Tom Lantos 

Representative 
Barbara Lee 
Representative 
Jerry Moran 
Domingo R 
Moreira 
Juan Prado 

Representative 
Steven R 
Rothman 
Diego R Suarez 

Former 
Representative 
Esteban Edward 
Torres 
Henry Adorno 

Carlos P Portes 
Maria Elena 
Torano 

Model 
R2 

(Sig) 

781 
(122) 

327 
(591) 

318 
(682) 

272 
(704) 

750 
(333) 

333 
(816) 
1 00 

o 
1 00 
n 

c 

1 00 

n 
100 
(a) 

510 
(487) 

542 
(446) 

400 
(930) 

a 

592 
(266) 

Unstandardized B 
(Sig 2 tailed) 

Claim to 
a 

Hearing 
154 

(595) 
a 

a 

-192 
(814) 

a 

b 

a 

a 

c 

2 00 
(a) 

1 00 
(a) 

200 
(675) 

900 
(355) 

500 
(667) 

a 

-321 
(193) 

Politically 
Connected 

-923 
(138) 

a 

a 

a 

a 

D 

a 

5 672 
(a) 

c 

a 

-500 
(a) 

-1 00 
(867) 
-5 099 
(100) 

2 017 
(1 00) 

a 

D 

Skilled 
Negotiator 

1 323 
(063) 

a 

-182 
(787) 

685 
(480) 

a 

500 
(677) 

000 
(a) 

1 00 

n c 

-1 00 
(-1 00) 

b 

300( 624) 

a 

-2 017 
(100) 

a 

500 
(077) 

Persistent 

-015 
(947) 
-500 
(591) 
-091 
(909) 
-041 
(950) 

500 
(333) 
1 72 

(1 00) 
1 00 
(a) 

-1 00 
(a) 

c 

-441 
(a) 
250 
(a) 

b 

100 
(911) 

-5 47 
(1 00) 

a 

-179 
(434) 

a Statistics cannot be computed 
b Variable was removed due to high multi-collineanty (MO10) 
c Statistics could not be computed No valid cases for the model 
d N=40 
*p<05 
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Appendix F: Ranking of Successful Policy Entrepreneurs 

Ranking of Successful Policy Entrepreneurs 
Individual 

Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart 
Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen 
Robert G. Torricelli 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Former Senator Jesse Helms 
Representative Dan Burton 
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Representative Robert Menendez 
Tom DeLay 
Otto J. Reich 
Frank Calz6n 
Jose "Tito" Argamasilla Bacardi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Roger Noriega 
Dan Fisk 
Former Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" Hernandez 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Connie Mack III 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dennis Hays 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Senator Bill Nelson 
Wayne S. Smith 
Dwayne 0. Andreas 
Senator Max Baucus 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Representative James McGovern 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Richard Nuccio 
Representative Charles B. Rangel 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
John R. Bolton 
Representative William D. Delahunt 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Senator Chuck Hagel 

Rank 
(Successful) 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
12 
12 
12 
13 
13 
13 
14 
15 
15 
15 
15 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
16 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
18 
18 
18 
18 
18 I 

Successful 
(Percent)3 

78 
68 
60 
58 
53 
50 
50 
48 
43 
38 
35 
28 
25 
25 
25 
25 
23 
23 
23 
20 
18 
18 
18 
18 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

Unsuccessful 
(Percent)3 

0 
0 
5 
5 
3 
5 
3 
5 
3 
3 
10 
8 
3 
3 
5 
8 
8 
5 
8 
10 
5 

25 
25 
3 
15 
8 
10 
8 
8 

25 
8 
13 
13 
18 
10 
15 
15 
13 
20 
18 
8 

20 
15 
15 
15 
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Appendix F: Ranking of Successful Policy Entrepreneurs (Continued) 

Ranking of Successful Policy Entrepreneurs 
Individual 

Kirby Jones 
Ignacio Sanchez 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
George "Chip" Reid 
Mavis Anderson 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Juan Prado 
Representative Steven R. Rothman 
Diego R. Suarez 
Former Representative Esteban Edward Torres 
Henry Adorno 
Carlos P. Portes 
Maria Elena Torano 
a. N=40 

Rank 
(Successful) 

18 
18 
19 
19 
19 
19 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
21 
21 
21 

Successful 
(Percent)3 

10 
10 
8 
8 
8 
8 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 

Unsuccessful 
(Percent)3 

25 
15 
8 
15 
13 
10 
20 
15 
15 
15 
13 
13 
15 
18 
10 
13 
25 
5 
5 
10 
10 
13 
8 
8 
15 
23 
18 
13 
23 



Appendix G: Ranking of Unsuccessful 

Ranking of Unsuccessful Policy Entrepreneurs 
Individual 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Wayne S. Smith 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Former Representative Esteban Edward 
Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Representative Charles B. Rangel 
Representative William P. Delahunt 
Mavis Anderson 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Henry Adorno 
Dante B. Fascell 
Representative James McGovern 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Representative Eliot L Engel 
Diego R. Suarez 
Senator Max Baucus 
Senator Byron L Dorgan 
Richard Nuccio 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Thomas Cox 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Carlos P. Portes 
Otto J. Reich 
John Ashcroft 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
George "Chip" Reid 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Representative Jerry Moran 
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Policy Entrepreneurs 

Rank 
(Unsuccessful) 

2 

2 
3 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
6 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 

Unsuccessful 
(Percent)3 

25 
25 
25 
25 
25 
23 

23 
20 
20 
20 
18 
18 
18 
18 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
13 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

Successful 
(Percent)3 

18 
18 
15 
10 
5 
5 

3 
13 
10 
5 
13 
13 
5 
3 
15 
13 
13 
10 
10 
10 
10 
8 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
13 
13 
13 
8 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
35 
20 
15 
13 
8 
5 
5 
5 
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Appendix G: Ranking of Unsuccessful Policy Entrepreneurs (Continued) 

Ranking of Unsuccessful Policy Entrepreneurs 
Individual 

Frank Calzon 
Roger Noriega 
Dan Fisk 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" Hernandez 
Dennis Hays 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Senator Bill Nelson 
Dwayne O. Andreas 
John R. Bolton 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Juan Prado 
Representative Steven R. Rothman 
Robert G. Torricelli 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Representative Dan Burton 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Former Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Former Senator Jesse Helms 
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 
Representative Robert Menendez 
Tom DeLay 
Jose "Tito" Argamasilla Bacardi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart 
Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen 

Rank 
(Unsuccessful) 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
9 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
-
-

Unsuccessful 
(Percent)3 

8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
8 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
0 
0 

Successful 
(Percent)3 

28 
25 
23 
23 
15 
15 
15 
13 
10 
8 
5 
5 

60 
58 
50 
48 
25 
23 
18 
5 
5 

53 
50 
43 
38 
25 
25 
18 
78 
68 

a. N=40 
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Appendix H: Survey Instrument 

SECTION A 

A1. At any point in time between 1989 and 2006, were you active in attempting to influence US-Cuba 
policy? (please click the appropriate box to record your response) 

• YES • Please continue with next question. 

• NO *" Please skip all questions in SECTIONS A and B, and go to 
SECTION C. 

A2. During what period of time were you most active in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba 
policy? (please check all that apply by clicking on the appropriate box(es) to record your 
response) 

• • • 
D 

1989-1992 
1993-1996 
1997-2000 
2001-2006 

A3. On a scale from 1 (none) to 5 (very high), please indicate how much of the following you were 
willing to invest in order to influence US-Cuba policy (please click the appropriate box to 
record your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to influence US-
Cuba policy): 

my time and energy 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

my reputation 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

financial resources 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

None 
1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Low 
2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • 
D • 

Moderate 
3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

High 
4 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Very High 
5 

• • • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 
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A4 On a scale from 1 (not at all) to 5 (entirely), please indicate the extent to which your efforts to 
influence US-Cuba policy were motivated by each of the following (please click the appropriate 
box to record your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to influence 
US-Cuba policy) 

address problems with US-Cuba 
policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

promote personal interests 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

promote my vision of US-Cuba 
policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

shape future US-Cuba policy 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

play an active role in the policy 
process 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Not At 
All 
1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • 
D • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Slightly 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Moderately 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Significantly 

4 

D 
D 
D • 

D • 
D 
D 

• 
D 
D 
D 

• 
D • • 

• • • • 

Entirely 

5 

• • • • 

• • 
D • 

• • • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 
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SECTION B 

B1. How important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were each of the 
following in providing you with a critical opportunity to position your policy proposal onto the 
government's decision agenda for authoritative action (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba 
policy): 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 2 3 4 5 
the release of statistical 
indicators used to monitor the 
progression of policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

the release of studies assessing 
the viability of policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

a focusing event such as a crisis 
or other event that brought 
attention to US-Cuba policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

feedback from the public to 
policy makers concerning 
existing policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

feedback from bureaucrats to 
policy makers concerning 
existing policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• • • 
D 

• • • 
D 

• • • • 

• • • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 

• • 
D • 

• • • • 

• • 
D • 

D • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 
D • • 

• 
D • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • 
D 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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B1 How important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were each of the 
following in providing you with a critical opportunity to position your policy proposal onto the 
government's decision agenda for authoritative action (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba 
policy) 

a change in public opinion 
concerning US-Cuba policy 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

a change of Administration 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

a change in party status in 
Congress 

D 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

turnover of key government 
bureaucratic personnel 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

influence of interest group(s) 
D 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little Moderate 
Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

2 

D • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

3 

• • • 
D 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • 
D 

• • • • 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 

• • • • 
• • • 
D 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

5 

• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • 
D 

• • • • 
• • • • 

Please use the following box to provide a description and assess the degree of importance of events not 
listed that helped draw attention to your preferred policy proposal Provide as much information as you 
can The document will automatically repaginate as you type 
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B2 At any point in time between 1989 and 2006, were you able to successfully position your preferred 
policy proposal onto the government's decision agenda for authoritative action? (please click the 
appropnate box to record your response) 

• YES ^ During which penod(s)'? (please check all that apply and 
then continue with next question) 

U 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• NO * Please go to QUESTION B4 

B3 In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were 
each of the following in terms of increasing the likelihood that your preferred policy proposal was 
positioned on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please click the 
appropnate box to record your response for each penodyou were most active in yourattempt(s) 
to influence US-Cuba policy and then go to QUESTION B5) 

favorable political support 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

government perception of a 
serious problem 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

the availability of a viable 
solution 

• 1989-1992 
D 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• 
D • • 

D • • • 

• 
D 
D 
D 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• 
D • • 

• • • • 

D • • • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

5 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
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B4. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were 
each of the following in terms of preventing your preferred policy proposal from being positioned 
on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please click the appropriate 
box to record your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to influence 
US-Cuba policy and then continue with next question): 

lack of political support 
D 1989-1992 
D 1993-1996 
D 1997-2000 
D 2001-2006 

no perception of a serious 
problem 

D 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
D 1997-2000 
D 2001-2006 

no viable solution available 
D 1989-1992 
D 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
D 2001-2006 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • 
D • 

2 

• • • 
D 

D 
D 
D • 
• 
D • 
D 

3 

• • • • 

D • • • 
• • • • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

5 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

B5. PART A Please select from the list, tactics you used to position your preferred policy proposal on 
the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please check all that 
apply by clicking on the appropriate box to record your response). 

PART B Of the tactics you selected, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 
(utmost importance) were they in terms of helping you to position your preferred policy 
proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response for each period you were most active 
in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba policy) 

PART A 
Tactics 

• Finding out the attitudes to 
my proposal of key 
government decision
makers. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little 
PARTB 

Moderate 
Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 5 

• • • • • • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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B5. PART A Please select from the list, tactics you used to position your preferred policy proposal on 
the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please check all that 
apply by clicking on the appropriate box to record your response). 

PART B Of the tactics you selected, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 
(utmost importance) were they in terms of helping you to position your preferred policy 
proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response for each period you were most active 
in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba policy) 

PART A 
Tactics 

• Using or developing 
perceptions of crises to 
increase interest in and 
support for alternatives to 
existing US-Cuba policy. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• Framing problems with 
existing US-Cuba policy to 
make my proposal an 
appealing alternative. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• Presenting problems with 
US-Cuba policy in a way that 
led to a realignment of 
interests into a new coalition 
supporting my proposal. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• Structuring an agenda to 
ensure support for my 
proposal by removing 
competing alternatives under 
consideration. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little 
PARTB 

Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 
D • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

4 

• • • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 

• 
D • • 

5 

• • • • 

• 
D • • 

• • 
D • 

• • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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B5. PART A Please select from the list, tactics you used to position your preferred policy proposal on 
the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please check all that 
apply by clicking on the appropriate box to record your response). 

PART B Of the tactics you selected, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 
(utmost importance) were they in terms of helping you to position your preferred policy 
proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response for each period you were most active 
in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba policy) 

• 

• 

• 

D 

PART A 
Tactics 

Structuring an agenda to 
ensure support for my 
proposal by adding to the 
number of alternatives 
under consideration. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Structuring an agenda to 
ensure support for my 
proposal by modifying the 
order in which alternatives 
were considered. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Introducing amendments. 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Attaching my proposal to 
an omnibus bill. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
D 2001-2006 

No Little 
PARTB 

Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • 
D • 

• 
D • 
D 

D • 
D 
D 

• 
D • • 

2 

• • • • 

D • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 

5 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • 

• 
D • • 

(continued on next page) 
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B5 PART A Please select from the list, tactics you used to position your preferred policy proposal on 
the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please check all that 
apply by clicking on the appropriate box to record your response) 

PART B Of the tactics you selected, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 
(utmost importance) were they in terms of helping you to position your preferred policy 
proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response for each penod you were most active 
in your attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba policy) 

PART A 
Tactics 

• Voting against my true 
preferences. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

• Breaking down my proposal 
into a series of smaller 
interrelated policy 
alternatives. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little 
PARTB 

Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

D • 
D • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 

5 

• 
D • • 

a 
a D 
a 

Please use the following box to provide a description and assess the importance of other tactics you used 
to position your policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision Provide 
as much information as you can The document will automatically repaginate as you type 
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B6. Frequently, policy advocates seek out institutional venues that can help mobilize sufficient support 
for their proposal. Venues are institutions within the government where formal decisions on policy 
are made. This includes the House of Representatives and the Senate; House and Senate 
committees, commissions, and taskforces; executive departments, agencies, and commission; 
and the judiciary. 

Please assess how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) each of 
the following were in terms of helping you to mobilize support to position your preferred policy 
proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please click the 
appropriate box to record your response for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) 
to influence US-Cuba policy): 

Shifting the debate to an 
institutional venue that provided 
the greatest support for my 
proposal. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Avoiding institutional venues that 
did not share my view of the 
problem and solution. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Shifting the debate to an 
institutional venue that could help 
structure the problem to fit my 
proposed solution. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Seeking multiple institutional 
venues. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
D 2001-2006 

No Little Moderate 
Importance Importance Importance 

1 

D • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

2 

• • • 
D 

• 
D • • 

D • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

5 

• • • • 

D • • • 

D • • • 

• • • 
D 



319 

B7. Policy advocates often attempt to develop coalitions to help promote and mobilize support for 
their proposals. Please asses how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost 
importance) each of the following were in terms of mobilizing support to position your preferred 
policy proposal on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision (please click 
the appropriate box to record your response for each period you were most active in your 
attempt(s) to influence US-Cuba policy): 

Establishing a coalition of 
supporters. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Enlisting the support of existing 
coalitions. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

Adding members to an existing 
coalition. 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little 
Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

2 

D • • • 

D • 
D 
D 

• 
D • • 

Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

4 

D • • • 

D • • • 

D • • • 

5 

D • • • 

• • • • 

• • 
D 
D 

B8. PART A Of the characteristics listed in the box, which best apply to you? (please check all 
that apply by clicking on the appropnate box to record your response) 

• policy expert 

• an ability to speak on behalf of others because of my leadership position(s) 

D an ability to make authoritative decisions because of my position 

• an ability to develop and maintain good relations with key political actors 

• well developed negotiation skills 

• persistent 
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PART B Of the characteristics you selected, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 
(utmost importance) were they in terms of positioning your policy proposal onto the 
government's decision agenda for each period you were most active in your attempt(s) to 
influence US-Cuba policy? (please click the appropriate box to record your response for each 
characteristic you selected) 

Characteristics 

policy expert 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

an ability to speak on behalf of 
others because of my leadership 
position(s) 

• 1989-1992 
D 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

an ability to make authoritative 
decisions because of my 
position 

• 1989-1992 
D 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

an ability to develop and 
maintain good relations with key 
political actors 

• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

well developed negotiation skills 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

persistent 
• 1989-1992 
• 1993-1996 
• 1997-2000 
• 2001-2006 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • 
D 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 
D • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

5 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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If you wish to include additional characteristics not identified in PART A, please use the following box to 
provide a description and assess their degree of importance. Provide as much information as you can. The 
document will automatically repaginate as you type. 

SECTION C 

C1. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate the extent to which 
you disagree or agree with each of the following statements (please click the appropriate box to 
record your response): 

policy advocates are willing to invest their 
time and energy to draw attention to their 
preferred policy 

policy advocates are willing to use their 
reputation to draw attention to their 
preferred policy 

policy advocates are willing to invest 
financial resources to draw attention to 
their preferred policy 

Strongly Disagree 
Disagree 

1 

• 

• 

• 

2 

• 

• 

• 

Undecided 

3 

• 

• 

• 

Agree 

4 

• 

• 

D 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

• 

D 

D 

C2. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate the extent to which 
you disagree or agree with each of the following statements (please click the appropriate box to 
record your response): 

"policy advocates who seek to influence 
policy are motivated by a desire to..." 

address problems with policy 

promote personal interests 

promote personal values 

shape future policy 

play an active role in the policy process 

Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
Disagree Agree 

1 2 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 
• • 

3 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

4 5 

D D 
D • 
D • 
• D 
D • 
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C3. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
the presence and actions of a policy advocate to each of the following during the decision 
making process (please click the appropriate box to record your response): 

the development of viable 
policy alternatives 

pushing policy alternatives 
onto the government's agenda 
for an authoritative choice 

the adoption of a preferred 
policy alternative 

No Little Moderate Great 
Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 • 
• 

• 

2 • 
• 

• 

3 • 
D 

D 

4 
• 
• 

• 

Utmost 
Importance 

5 • 
• 

• 

C4. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) is it 
that individuals possess the following characteristics if they are to succeed in having their policy 
proposals positioned on the government's decision agenda (please click the appropriate box to 
record your response): 

policy expertise 

an ability to speak on behalf of 
others because of his/her 
leadership position(s) 

an ability to make authoritative 
decisions because of his/her 
position 

an ability to develop and 
maintain good relations with key 
political elites 

well developed negotiation skills 

persistence 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

2 • 
• 

• 

D 

• 
D 

3 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

4 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

5 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

If a characteristic is not listed, please use the following box to provide a description and assess its degree 
of importance. Provide as much information as you can. The document will automatically repaginate as 
you type. 
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C5. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
each of the following in helping policy advocates succeed in having their policy proposals 
positioned on the government's decision agenda (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response): 

Finding out the attitudes of key 
government decision-makers 
towards their proposal. 

Using or developing perceptions 
of crises to increase interest in 
and support for alternatives to 
existing policy. 

Framing problems with existing 
policy to make their proposal an 
appealing alternative. 

Presenting problems with 
existing policy in a way that 
leads to a realignment of 
interests into a new coalition 
supporting their proposal. 

Structuring an agenda to ensure 
support for their proposal by 
removing competing alternatives 
under consideration. 

Structuring an agenda to ensure 
support for their proposal by 
adding to the number of 
alternatives under consideration. 

Structuring an agenda to ensure 
support for their proposal by 
modifying the order in which 
alternatives were considered. 

Introducing amendments. 

Attaching their proposal to an 
omnibus bill. 

Voting against their true 
preferences. 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 • 

• 

D 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

2 • 

D 

• 

• 

D 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

3 • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

4 • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

5 
D 

D 

D 

• 

D 

D 

• 

• 
• 
• 

(continued on next page) 
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C5. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
each of the following in helping policy advocates succeed in having their policy proposals 
positioned on the government's decision agenda (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response): 

Breaking down their proposal 
into a series of smaller 
interrelated policy alternatives. 

Shifting the debate to an 
institutional venue that shares 
their view of the problem and 
solution. 

Shifting the debate to an 
institutional venue that 
provides the greatest support 
for their proposal. 

Avoiding institutional venues 
that do not share their view of 
the problem and solution. 

Avoiding institutional venues 
that provide the greatest 
opposition to their proposal. 

Shifting the debate to an 
institutional venue that can 
help structure a problem to fit 
their proposal. 

Seeking multiple institutional 
venues. 

Establishing a coalition of 
supporters. 

Enlisting the support of 
existing coalitions. 

Adding members to an existing 
coalition. 

No Little 
Importance Importance 

1 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

2 

D 

• 

D 

• 

D 

D 

• 
D 

• 
D 

Moderate 
Importance 

3 • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Great 
Importance 

4 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

Utmost 
Importance 

5 • 

• 

• 

• 

D 

D 

D 

• 
D 

D 

If a strategy is not listed, please use the following box to provide a description and assess its degree of 
importance. Provide as much information as you can. The document will automatically repaginate as 
you type. 
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C6. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
each of the following in providing policy advocates with a critical opportunity to position their 
proposals onto the government's decision agenda (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response): 

the release of statistical 
indicators used to monitor the 
progression of policy 

the release of studies assessing 
the viability of existing policy 

a focusing event such as a crisis 
or other event that brings 
attention to existing policy 

feedback from the public to 
policy makers concerning 
existing policy 

feedback from bureaucrats to 
policy makers concerning 
existing policy 

a change in public opinion 
concerning existing policy 

a change of Administration 

a change in party status in 
Congress 

turnover of key government 
bureaucratic personnel 

influence of interest group(s) 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 

D 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
D 

• 
D 

2 • 

D 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

3 • 

D 

• 

D 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

4 

D 

D 

• 

D 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

5 • 

• 
• 

• 

D 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

If an event is not listed, please use the following box to provide a description and assess its degree of 
importance. Provide as much information as you can. The document will automatically repaginate as 
you type. 
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C7. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
each of the following in terms of increasing the likelihood that a policy advocate's preferred policy 
is positioned on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please click the 
appropriate box to record your response) 

favorable political support 

government perception of a 
serious problem 

the availability of a viable 
solution 

No Little Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance Importance Importance 

1 • 
• 
• 

2 • 
• 
• 

3 • 
• 
• 

4 5 
• • 
• • 
• • 

C8. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) are 
each of the following in terms of preventing a policy advocate's preferred policy from being 
positioned on the government's decision agenda for an authoritative decision? (please click the 
appropriate box to record your response) 

lack of political support 

no perception of a serious 
problem 

no viable solution available 

No 
Importance 

1 • 
D 

• 

Little Moderate 
Importance Importance 

2 • 
• 
• 

3 • 
• 
• 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 5 
• • 
• • 
• D 

SECTION D 

D1. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were 
each of the following individuals in affecting US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006 (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do 
not know)? If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name 
of each individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your 
response. 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0. Andreas 

No 
Importance 

1 • • • 

Little 
Importance 

2 • • • 

Moderate 
Importance 

3 • • • 

Great 
Importance 

4 • • • 

Utmost 
Importance 

5 • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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D1. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were 
each of the following individuals in affecting US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006 (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do 
not know)? If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name 
of each individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your 
response. 

John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzon 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" 
Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 

No 
Importance 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 

Little 
Importance 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• 
D • • • • • • • 
• 
• • 
D • • 

Moderate 
Importance 

3 • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • 
D • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 

5 • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D1. In your opinion, how important on a scale from 1 (no importance) to 5 (utmost importance) were 
each of the following individuals in affecting US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006 (please 
click the appropriate box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do 
not know)? If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name 
of each individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your 
response. 

Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

No Little 
Importance Importance 

1 • 
• • • • • • 
D • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
D 
• • • • • • • 

2 • 
• • • • • 
D • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Moderate Great Utmost 
Importance Importance Importance 

3 • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
D 
• • • • • • • 

4 • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
D • • 
• 
• • • 
D • 
D • 

5 • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D1 If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each 
individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

No 
Importance 

1 

• • • • • 

Little 
Importance 

2 

• • • • • 

Moderate 
Importance 

3 

• • • • • 

Great Utmost 
Importance Importance 

4 5 

• • • • • n • • • • 

D2 At any point in time between 1989 and 2006, how successful were the following individuals in 
having their preferred policy proposal(s) adopted by the government (please click the appropnate 
box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know)? If there 
are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in 
the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0 Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calz6n 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L Cejas 
BnceM Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M de la Cruz, Sr 
Representative William D 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J Dodd 
Senator Byron L Dorgan 

Not 
Successful 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
n n • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • 

Marginally 
Successful 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• 
D • 

Moderately 
Successful 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • 

Very 
Successful 

4 • • • 
n • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • 

Completely 
Successful 

5 • • • • • • • • • • 
n • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D2 At any point in time between 1989 and 2006, how successful were the following individuals in 
having their preferred policy proposal(s) adopted by the government (please click the appropnate 
box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not knowp If there 
are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in 
the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L Engel 
Senator Michael B Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A Fox, Jr 
Robert Freer, Jr 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavuhch II 
Jeanne Kirkpatnck 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R Nethercutt, Jr 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P Portes 

Not 
Successful 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Marginally 
Successful 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • 
D • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
a • 
a 
a 
a a 

Moderately 
Successful 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
D • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Very C 
Successful S 

4 • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
D • 

omplet< 
uccess 

5 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D2 At any point in time between 1989 and 2006, how successful were the following individuals in 
having their preferred policy proposal(s) adopted by the government (please click the appropnate 
box to record your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know)? If there 
are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in 
the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B 
Rangel 
Otto J Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E 
Serrano 
WayneS Smith 
Diego R Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G Tomcelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Not 
Successful 

1 

a • 
• • • 
• 
• 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
• 
a • 
a • 

Marginally 
Successful 

2 • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 

Moderately 
Successful 

3 • • 
• 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
• • • 
a 
a 
a • • • 
a 

Very 
Successful 

4 

a • 
• • • 
a 
a 
a 
• • 
a 
a 
a 
a • 
a • • 

Completely 
Successful 

5 • 
a 
a a D 

a 
a • 
a • • • • 
a 
a • • 
a 

D3 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropnate box to record your response 

"he/she was willing to invest 
his/her time and energy to 

draw attention to their 
preferred policy" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0 Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • 
D • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • 
D • • • 

Agree 

4 
D 
n D 
D 
D 
D 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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D3. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was willing to invest 
his/her time and energy to 

draw attention to their 
preferred policy" 

Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calz6n 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" 
Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
• 
• 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • 
D • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
• 
• 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• 
D • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
• 
• 

Agree 

4 • • • 
D • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • 
D • 
• 
D 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
• 
• 

(continued on next page) 
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D3 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was willing to invest 
his/her time and energy to draw 

attention to their preferred 
policy" 

John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatnck 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
D 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • 
D • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
D • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • 
D • • • 
• 
• 
D • • • • • 
D • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • • 
D 
• 
• • • • 
D • • 
D • 
• 
D • 
• 
• 
D 
D • 
D • 
D 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
D 
D 
D • • 
D 
D • • 
D 
D 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D • 
D 
D • • 
• • 
D 
• 
• • • 
D • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D3 If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each 
individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your 
response 

"he/she was willing to invest 
his/her time and energy to 

draw attention to their 
preferred policy" 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 
• • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • 
D • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • 

D4 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was willing to use 
his/her reputation to draw 
attention to their preferred 

policy" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0 Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calz6n 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L Cejas 
BnceM Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M de la Cruz, Sr 
Representative William D 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
D • • • • 
D • 
• • 
• 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • 
• • 
• 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 

I 
(continued on next page) 
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D4. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was willing to use 
his/her reputation to draw 
attention to their preferred 

policy" 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" 
Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack 
IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • 
• • • • 
a a 
a 
a • 
• 
• • 
a • 
a 
a 
a • 
a D 
a 
a 
a a 
• • 
a • 
a 
a D 
a 

Disagree 

2 • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
a a 
a 
• 
a a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a a 
a • 
D 
a • 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
• • 
a 

Undecided 

3 

a 
a • 
a 
a • • • 
a • 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a • • 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
a a 
a 
a a 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
• 
a • 

Agree 

4 

a • 
a • 
a 
a a 
a 
a a • 
a • 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a D 
a a • 
a • 
• • 
a 
a 
• 
a 
a 
a 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

a 
a • 
a 
a • • 
a 
a a 
a • • 
a 
• 
a • 
a 
a • 
• 
a a 
a a 
a • • 
a 
a D • 
a 
a 
a • 
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D4. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was willing to use 
his/her reputation to draw 
attention to their preferred 

policy" 

George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. 
Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • 
• • • 
D 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • 
D • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 
D • 
D • 
D • 
• 
D • 
• 
• • 
D • • 
D • 
• • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • 
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D5. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was willing to invest Strongly Disagree Undecided Agree Strongly 
financial resources to draw Disagree Agree 
attention to their preferred 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0. Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzbn 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• • 
• 
• 
D • • 
D • • 
D • • • 
D • • • 
• 

2 • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • 
D • • • • 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • 
D • • • • • 

4 • 
D • • • • • 
D • 
D • • • • • • • • 
• 
D 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 

D 
D 
D • 
D 
D 
D • • • • • 

5 • • • 
D • 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D • 
D 
D 
D • 
D 

D 
D 
• 
• • • • 
• • 
D • 
D 
D • • • • • • 
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D5. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was willing to invest 
financial resources to draw 
attention to their preferred 

policy" 

Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • 
a • 
a 
a • 
a a • 
a D • 
D 

a • 
D 

a 
a • • 
a 

Disagree 

2 • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • • • 
• 
a 
a 
• 
• • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • 
D 

a 
a • 
a a 
a 
a • 
a a 
a • 
a 
a 
a a • 
a • 
D • 
D 

a a D 

• 
• • • 
a (continued on next page) 
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D5 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was willing to invest 
financial resources to draw 
attention to their preferred 

policy" 

Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G Torncelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • 
• • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • 
• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • 
• 
D • • • 

Agree 

4 • 
n • 
• • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • 
• • • • • 

D6 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was known for 
his/her expertise in US-Cuba 

policy" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne O Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calz6n 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L Cejas 
BnceM Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M de la Cruz, Sr 
Representative William D 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • 

Strongl 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • 
D • 
D • 

(continued on next page) 
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D6. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whetherthe italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
expertise in US-Cuba policy" 

Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • 
• 
• • • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Strongl 
Agree 

5 • • 
D 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
D • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
D • 
a • 

(continued on next page) 
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D6. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for 
his/her expertise in US-Cuba 

policy" 

Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. 
Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • 
• • • • 
D • • • 
D 

D • 
D 
• 
• • 
• • • • 
a 
• 
a 
D 
D 
D 

Disagree 

2 
D 
• • • • 
D • • • • 
• • • 
D 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • 
D • 

Undecided 

3 • 
• • • • 
D • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • 
D • • 
• • • • • 

Agree 

4 • 
D 
D • 
D 
D 
D 
D • 
D 
• 
D 
D 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
D • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 
D 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
• • • • • 
• • • 
D • 
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D7. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was able speak on 
behalf of others because of 

his/her leadership position(s)" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0. Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzon 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann 
Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
• • 
D 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
• • 
D • • • • • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• 
a • 
a 
a 
a a • 
a • 
a 
a • 
a • • 
a 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • 
a 
a • • • • • 
a 
a a 
a 
a 
a D 
a a 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
a • 
D • • 
D 
a • 
a • 
D • 
a • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D7. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was able speak on 
behalf of others because of 

his/her leadership position(s)" 

Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • 
D • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • 
D 
• • 
D • 
D • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • 
• 
• • • • • • 
D • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
D • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • 
• 
• • 
D • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • 
D • • • • 
D • 
• • • 
• 
• • 
D • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D7 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was able speak on 
behalf of others because of 

his/her leadership position(s)" 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

• • • • • 

Disagree 

2 

• • • • 
n 

Undecided 

3 

• • • • • 

Agree 

4 

• • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

• • • 
n • 

D8 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was able to make 
authontative decisions because of 

his/herposition(s)" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0 Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calz6n 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L Cejas 
BnceM Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M de la Cruz, Sr 
Representative William D Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • 
n • • • • • • • • • 
n • 
n • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
n • • 

Undecided 

3 • 
D • 
D 
D 
D • • 
D • • • 
D • • 
D • • 
n • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • 
n • • • • • • • 
n • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • 
n • 
n 
n • • • 
D • • • • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D8. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was able to make 
authoritative decisions because of 

his/her position(s)" 

Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James McGovern 
Representative Robert Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 
D 
D • 
D • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • 
D • • 
D • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • • • • 
D • 
D • • 
D • • 
D • • • • 

Agree 

4 • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • • • • • 
D • • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • 
D • • • 
D • • • 
D • 
D 
D • • • • 
D • 
D • • 
D • • 
D • 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

(continued on next page) 
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D8 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was able to make authontative 
decisions because of his/her 

position(s)" 

Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B 
Otto J Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 

Rangel 

Representative lleana Ros-Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R 
Ignacio Sanchez 

Rothman 

Representative Jose E Serrano 
WayneS Smith 
Diego R Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G Tomcelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Disagree 

2 
D • 
D • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • 
• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
D • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• • • • • 

D9 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropnate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was known for his/her 
ability to successfully develop 
and maintain good relations 

with key political actors" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0 Andreas 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • 

Agree 

4 • 
u • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • 
(continued on next page) 
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D9. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
ability to successfully develop and 
maintain good relations with key 

political actors" 

John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzon 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • 
D • • • • • 
D • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • 
D • • • 
D • • • • 
D • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • 
a 
a a • • • • • 
a • 
a 
a • • 

Undecided 

3 
D 
a 
a 
a D 
a D 
a D 
D • 
D 
a D 
D 
• 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a a • 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
a a • 
a D 

Agree 

4 • • 
D 
D 
a 
a D 
a a D 
a 
a 
a D 
D 

D • 
D 
• 
D 
D 
D • 
D • 
a • • 
D • • 
a a 
a a 
a 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • 
D • • 
a 
a a 
a 
a • 
a 
a a 
a • 
D 

D • 
a • 
a 
a • 
D 
a a • 
a • • • • • 
a (continued on next page) 
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D9. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
ability to successfully develop and 
maintain good relations with key 

political actors" 

Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
a 
a a • • • • • 
• 
a 
a 
• 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a 
a a 

Disagree 

2 • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 
D 
• 
• • 
a 
a • • • • • 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a • • 
a 
• • • 
a 
D 
a • • 
D • 
a 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

a • 
a 
a • 
a • 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a 
• 
a • • 
a 
a 
a a 
a • 
• • 
a 
a 
a 
a • 
a 
a • 
a (continued on next page) 
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D9. If there are other individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each 
individual in the allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your 
response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
ability to successfully develop 
and maintain good relations 

with key political actors" 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 

Disagree 

2 

• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 

• • • • • 

Agree 

4 

• • 
D • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

• • • 
D • 

D10. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
exceptional negotiating skills" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne 0. Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 
Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzbn 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • 
a a • • 
D • 
a D 
a D • 
a 
D • 
D 
a • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• • 
• • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
D • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • 
• 
D 

D • 
D 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
D • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D10 On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please clickthe appropnate boxto record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know) If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response 

"he/she was known for his/her 
exceptional negotiating skills" 

Senator Byron L Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L Engel 
Senator Michael B Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A Fox, Jr 
Robert Freer, Jr 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatnck 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 
Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R Nethercutt, Jr 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P Portes 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D 
• 
• • 
D • • • • • • • • • 
D 

D • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
D • • 
D 
• • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • 
• 
• • • • 
D • • 
D • • 
D • 
• 
• • • • • • • 

Agree 

4 

a • 
a 
a a 
a 
a a 
a • • 
a • 
a a 
a 
a a 
• 
a a 
a a • • 
a • 
a • 
a 
a 
• • • 
a • 
a a 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 

a • 
a D 
a 
a • 
a 
a 
a a 
a a • • 
a • 
a 
• 
D • 
a a 
a • 
a • 
a D 
a 
• 
a • 
a a D 
a • 

(continued on next page) 
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D10. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was known for his/her 
exceptional negotiating skills" 

Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Other: 
Other: 
Other: 
Other: 
Other: 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 
D • 
• • • • • 

Agree 

4 
D • 
D • • 
D 

D • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Strongl 
Agree 

5 
D 
D • • 
D 

D 

D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D 
D • 
D 
D 
D 

D11. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was persistent in 
his/her efforts to modify US-

Cuba policy" 

Henry Adorno 
Mavis Anderson 
Dwayne O. Andreas 
John Ashcroft 
Jose Bacardi 
James (Jim) Bacchus 
Senator Max Baucus 
John R. Bolton 
Jose Pepin Bosch 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • 
D • • • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • 
D • 

Agree 

4 
D • • • • • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • • • • 
(continued on next page) 



352 

D11. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was persistent in his/her 
efforts to modify US-Cuba policy" 

Representative Dan Burton 
Frank Calzon 
Raul Cantero 
Paul L. Cejas 
Brice M. Clagett 
Thomas Cox 
Manuel Jorge Cutillas 
Carlos M. de la Cruz, Sr. 
Representative William D. 
Delahunt 
Tom DeLay 
Representative Lincoln Diaz-
Balart 
Representative Mario Diaz-
Balart 
Salvador Diaz-Verson 
Senator Christopher J. Dodd 
Senator Byron L. Dorgan 
Representative Jo Ann Emerson 
Representative Eliot L. Engel 
Senator Michael B. Enzi 
Alfonso "Alfie" Fanjul 
Jose "Pepe" Fanjul 
Dante B. Fascell 
Dan Fisk 
Representative Jeff Flake 
Albert A. Fox, Jr. 
Robert Freer, Jr. 
Senator Robert "Bob" Graham 
Carlos Miguel Gutierrez 
Nicolas J. Gutierrez 
Senator Chuck Hagel 
Dennis Hays 
Jesse Helms 
Francisco Jose "Pepe" 
Hernandez 
Kirby Jones 
John Kavulich II 
Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
Tom Lantos 
Senator Patrick J. Leahy 
Representative Barbara Lee 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • 
D • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
D • 
D • • • • • 
D • • • 
• 
• • • • • • 

Disagree 

2 • • • 
D • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • 
D • 
D 

Undecided 

3 • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • 
D • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
D • • 
• 
• • • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • 

(continued on next page) 
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D11. On a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree), please indicate whether the italicized 
statement accurately describes each of the individuals (please click the appropriate box to record 
your response or leave the corresponding box blank if you do not know). If there are other 
individuals who you feel should be included, please type the name of each individual in the 
allotted space after "Other" and click the appropriate box to record your response. 

"he/she was persistent in his/her 
efforts to modify US-Cuba policy" 

Connie Mack III 
Representative Connie Mack IV 
Senator Mel Martinez 
Jorge Mas Canosa 
Jorge Mas Santos 
Representative James 
McGovern 
Representative Robert 
Menendez 
Representative Jerry Moran 
Domingo R. Moreira 
Senator Bill Nelson 
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. 
Roger Noriega 
Richard Nuccio 
Carlos P. Portes 
Juan Prado 
Representative Charles B. 
Rangel 
Otto J. Reich 
George "Chip" Reid 
Representative lleana Ros-
Lehtinen 
Representative Steven R. 
Rothman 
Ignacio Sanchez 
Representative Jose E. Serrano 
Wayne S. Smith 
Diego R. Suarez 
Esteban Edward Torres 
Maria Elena Torano 
Robert G. Torricelli 

Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 
Other 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1 • • • • 
D • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • 
D 
• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 
D 

Disagree 

2 • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

Undecided 

3 • • • • 
D • 
• 
• • 
D • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • 
D • • • • 

Agree 

4 • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
D • 
• 
• 
D • • • • 
D 
• • • • • 

Strongly 
Agree 

5 • 
D • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • 
D • • 
• • • 
D 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • 



354 

SECTION E (OPTIONAL) 

E1. Please provide any additional information, comments, or opinions concerning individuals that 
played an active role in influencing US-Cuba policy between 1989 and 2006 not addressed by 
this questionnaire. Provide as much feedback as you wish. The document will automatically 
repaginate as you type. 

E2. Is there an issue or issues not addressed by the questionnaire 
that you consider important in the evolution of US-Cuba policy 
between 1989 and 2006? 

• YES • NO 

If you answered YES, please specify (provide as much information as possible): 

E3. Are there any other individuals you feel would be ideal 
respondents for this study? 

• YES • NO 

If you answered YES, please specify: 
Name Organization Contact Information 

RETURN INSTRUCTIONS FOR QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please return the completed survey questionnaire by MONTH/DAYA'EAR using one of the following 
methods: 

E-MAIL 

Save the completed questionnaire and send it 
as an e-mail attachment to the following e-mail 
address with the accompanying subject line: 

E-mail Address: XXXXX 
Subject Line: US-Cuba Policy Study 

MAIL 

Mail the completed questionnaire to the following: 

NAME 
ADDRESS 
CITY, PROVINCE 
CANADA POSTAL CODE 

Please contact me if you require a self 
addressed, postage paid return envelope. 

THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION! 
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