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Abstract
When do presidents delegate policy-making authority to their foreign ministries? And is 
foreign policy unique in this respect? We posit that six international, national, and person-
al factors determine the opportunity and motivation of presidents to delegate, and then 
analyse the cases of Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico in 1946–2015. By applying fuzzy-set 
qualitative comparative analysis, we find that four combinations of factors are sufficient 
paths to delegation: (1) international stability and elite consensus on foreign policy; (2) 
international stability, right-wing president, and low diplomatic professionalisation; (3) in-
ternational stability, right-wing president, and low presidential expertise on foreign policy; 
or (4) absence of authoritarianism combined with elite consensus on foreign policy and 
right-wing president. Our study of foreign ministries reinforces some of the main findings 
of the scholarly literature on other ministries, thus challenging the view of foreign policy-
making as different from domestic policy areas.
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Motivation and Puzzle
Why do chief executives delegate authority to professional bureaucrats instead of politi-
cians, private-sector technocrats, interest-group representatives, or cronies? This is a key 
question to understand policy-making in presidential regimes, given that presidents, as 
opposed to prime ministers, hold individual rather than collective responsibility for gov-
ernment.1 It is no wonder that there has been a growing comparative literature on the 
issue, with a strong focus on economic and social ministries in Latin America (Camerlo 
and Pérez-Liñán, 2015; Centeno and Silva, 1998; Dargent, 2014; Kaplan, 2017). Yet 
despite this growing literature, there is a dearth of comparative research on delegation to 
professional diplomats. This is puzzling, because professional diplomats rank among 
Latin America’s best-trained bureaucrats and are pivotal for the formulation and imple-
mentation of effective foreign policies. International relations scholars, for their part, 
tend to eschew the development of cross-country operational indicators and focus on 
single cases instead (Belém Lopes, 2013; Bosoer, 2005; Cason and Power, 2009; Castro, 
2009; Dalbosco, 2014). With few exceptions (such as Figueroa and Schiavon, 2014), 
comparative research on the relations between political leaders and professional diplo-
mats in Latin America lies in limbo. The most we can say is that presidential ideology is 
the primary determinant of foreign policy change (Merke et al., 2020). But then, know-
ing whether presidents conduct foreign policy themselves or delegate it becomes crucial, 
as presidential ideology can get diluted, distorted, or even challenged in the delegation 
process.

Why was Brazilian president Fernando Henrique Cardoso (1995–2002) mockingly 
nicknamed Viajando (“Travelling”) Henrique Cardoso? (Pinheiro Machado, 2018: 466). 
Why has Mexican president Andrés Manuel López Obrador (2019–) been titled “a pres-
ident who does not travel”? (Carretto, 2019). The comparative literature lacks a system-
atic explanation of the factors behind such contrasting approaches, respectively 
presidentialisation and delegation, to foreign policy-making.

Recently, Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019) conceptualised and measured the 
policy-making capacity of Latin American foreign ministries with an empirical focus on 
Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico in 1946–2015. Foreign ministries with high policy-
making capacity are capable of insulating themselves from the policy preferences of 
other government agencies. In so doing, they are able to advance and implement their 
preferences while retaining internal and external legitimacy. Three features build up a 
foreign ministry’s policy-making capacity: the professionalisation of the diplomatic 
corps, ample institutional attributions, and extensive presidential delegation. The first is 
a necessary condition, while the second and third features are substitutable: a foreign 
ministry can have its policy-making capacity heightened either by institutional attribu-
tions or by presidential delegation. In this manuscript, we endeavour to explain the 
latter.

The article proceeds as follows. The next section reviews both the literature on dele-
gation to technocrats/bureaucrats and the literature on foreign policy-making to pin 
down the state of the art and in search of hypotheses. We posit that international, national, 
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and personal factors determine the opportunity and motives of presidents to delegate 
power to their foreign ministries. The third section describes our methods, indicators, 
and data. In the fourth section, we use Ragin’s fuzzy-set qualitative comparative analysis 
to identify the combinations of conditions conducive to presidential delegation; in addi-
tion, we identify the conditions that lead to non-delegation. We discuss the findings and 
provide robustness checks in the fifth section. The sixth section concludes.

State of the Art and Explanatory Factors
Research on technocrats in Latin America tends to focus on contemporary examples. 
However, the technocratic phenomenon has roots that go back to the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries. After a prolonged period of post-colonial frustration with the 
failure to accomplish rapid change, politicians in late nineteenth-century Latin America 
turned to science for solutions. The technocrats of this period, of which the Mexican 
cientificos became the most renowned, were expected to fulfil these new hopes and aspi-
rations (Baud, 1998: 13). This positivist mindset was expressed in the Brazilian national 
motto, Ordem e Progresso, which has been stamped on its flag since 1889, and in 
Argentina’s Paz y Administración campaign of President Julio Roca (1880–1886).

Traditional Latin American populism was not dismissive of technocrats but put them 
firmly under the rein of the political leader. This hierarchic or complementary rather than 
adversarial relationship is consistent with the most recent research. Bickerton and 
Invernizzi Accetti (2017) assert that both populism and technocracy are similar in their 
“opposition to two key features of party democracy: political mediation and procedural 
legitimacy.” Lee and Schuler (2020: 531) further contend that autocrats “do not fear 
technical competence; they fear political competence.” Therefore, they “promote minis-
ters with technical competence but punish the politically competent.” Although autoc-
racy is not the same as populism, we consider them as functional equivalents in terms of 
the relationship between the political leadership and the bureaucratic/technocratic eche-
lons of the administration.

After multiple decades of bureaucratic authoritarianism (in Argentina and Brazil) or 
autocratic rule (in Mexico), neoliberalism established a foothold in the 1990s. 
Neoliberalism, with a technocratic flair not dissimilar to that of bureaucratic authoritari-
anism, occurred in a more heterogeneous fashion across the region, however. In Argentina 
and Brazil, the neoliberal turn took place under neopopulist presidents Carlos Menem 
and Fernando Collor. In Mexico, it evolved under traditional Institutional Revolutionary 
Party (PRI) rule. In the three cases, strong presidents alternated with weaker ones, and 
the relationship between them and their national bureaucracies displayed great 
variation.

With regard to foreign policy-making, we want to understand the factors that led 
some presidents to lean on technocratic government and others to accentuate political 
(presidential) discretion. In other words, this is an analysis of professional diplomacy 
versus presidential diplomacy. Complementing recent findings on technocratic and par-
tisan appointments in presidential cabinets (Camerlo and Pérez-Liñán, 2015), our 
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research goes beyond minister retention to unveil the logic behind presidential direct 
intervention in policy-making.

Six Explanatory Factors
We posit that six factors are connected to a president’s decision to delegate power to the 
foreign ministry. These factors are spread over three dimensions: international, national, 
and personal. Cason and Power have already applied this threefold categorisation to the 
study of Brazil’s foreign ministry, and we intend to supplement their analysis and extend 
it to assess our other two cases (Cason and Power, 2009).

The international factor concerns the presence of systemic stability. In relatively sta-
ble times, presidents have incentives to delegate foreign policy management and focus 
instead on domestic issues. In contrast, during systemic crises such as the end of a world 
war, a global financial meltdown, or a sharp decline of a superpower, presidents may find 
both a motive and opportunity to intervene more directly in foreign affairs.

The first domestic factor is political and concerns the presence of an elite consensus 
on foreign policy – or the absence or politicisation thereof. When such a consensus is 
present, presidents have incentives to delegate policy-making authority to professional 
diplomats; when the consensus breaks or never develops, more presidential foreign 
activism is to be expected. The rationale underlying this factor is identical to the logic of 
central bank autonomy: when political and economic elites converge on the goal of 
keeping inflation low and stable, they grant autonomy to a central bank staffed with high-
quality economists (Cukierman, 2008).

The second domestic factor is institutional and concerns the nature of the political 
regime. The presence of democratic institutions generates incentives for chief executives 
not to delegate to the foreign ministry because democratic presidents are under pressure 
to consider the views of voters, interest groups, and political parties. That is to say, 
democracy’s accountability mechanisms compel presidents to consider preferences 
other than those of professional bureaucrats. In contrast, non-democratic presidents are 
freer to delegate authority to the foreign ministry.

The third domestic factor is ideological and concerns the programmatic orientation of 
the government. Right-wing parties and leaders have the motivation to rely on techno-
cratic management, and therefore to delegate authority to professionalised foreign min-
istries (Kaplan, 2017; Kiely, 2017). Moreover, given the frequent elitist bias of the 
diplomatic career, there is an elective affinity between diplomats and right-wing politi-
cians because the latter tend to be more closely associated with elites. Conversely, leftist 
presidents have the motivation to advocate policy change and frown upon such bias and, 
thus, to display a hands-on approach to professional diplomacy.

The last domestic factor is bureaucratic and regards the degree of professionalisation 
of the foreign ministry. As mentioned above, the classical problem of public agencies 
becoming independent from their political masters increases when bureaucrats are pro-
fessionalised. In the words of Weber (1946: 232), “The ‘political master’ finds himself 
in the position of the ‘dilettante’ who stands opposite the ‘expert,’ facing the trained 



Amorim Neto and Malamud 127

official who stands within the management of administration.” Professional bureaucrats 
claim a monopoly on their technical expertise, form deeply entrenched preferences over 
policy, establish clear-cut boundaries between their bureau and the outside world, and 
develop an “esprit de corps” that is jealous of any hint of encroachment by outsiders. 
These are the drawbacks of a strong public organisation – from a chief executive’s point 
of view, particularly from a democratic one. While strong bureaucracies are desirable 
because they are an instrument of effective governance, their drawbacks generate a con-
trol problem. Conversely, when a public bureaucracy is organisationally weak, it is rela-
tively easy for the chief executive to penetrate or marginalise it. Therefore, the presence 
of a professional foreign ministry motivates presidents not to delegate authority to it.

Finally, the personal factor is psychological and concerns presidential personality. 
Broadly speaking, a weak personality can be associated with delegation, while a strong 
personality is connected to presidential activism in foreign policy. Psychological factors 
are multi-dimensional and very difficult to measure. Here we rely on part of Preston’s 
theorisation to develop one hypothesis regarding presidential personality. Preston’s 
study found that three individual characteristics – need for power, complexity, and prior 
policy experience – played a critical role in shaping presidential leadership styles in the 
United States (Preston, 2001). However, here we analyse only prior policy experience 
because it bears directly on presidents’ motivation to delegate authority to the foreign 
ministry, is relatively easy to observe, and therefore is relatively straightforward to oper-
ationalise on the basis of a president’s career before he or she was sworn in.

Prior policy experience of leaders has a significant impact upon presidential style, the 
nature of advisory group interactions, and how forcefully leaders assert their own posi-
tion on policy issues (Alcántara, 2012, 2017; Araya, 2015; Preston, 2001). Experience 
provides leaders with a sense of what actions will be effective or ineffective in specific 
policy situations, as well as which cues from the environment should be attended to and 
which are irrelevant. Leaders with a high degree of policy experience insist upon per-
sonal involvement or control over policy-making (Preston, 2001: 11–12). Therefore, a 
less experienced president has incentives to rely on experts for conducting foreign policy 
(Saunders, 2017). Conversely, a president with considerable experience in international 
affairs and for whom foreign policy is a salient issue has the motivation to take charge 
personally (Allison and Zelikow, 1999; Saunders, 2017).

Cases, Methods, Measures, and Data
Following Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019), our case selection is based on three facts. 
First, Latin America features the world’s strongest presidentialist tradition. Second, our 
chosen cases are the largest powers in the region, which confers greater impact to their 
foreign policy-making process. Third, the three cases exhibit wide variation in presiden-
tial delegation to the foreign ministry. This variation allows us to expect that our results 
may travel well to other presidentialist countries.

As our objective is to identify the causes of a consequence, not the consequences of a 
cause, the appropriate methodology is the comparative-historical method (Mahoney, 
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2010). Moreover, as our purpose is to pin down combinations of conditions conducive to 
presidential delegation to foreign ministries – and given the nature of our evidence, mea-
sures, and size of our sample – it is advisable to use Ragin’s fuzzy-set qualitative com-
parative analysis (henceforth, fsQCA [Ragin, 2008]). Deploying fsQCA allows us to 
illuminate what Ragin calls “explicit connections” rather than the mean effects of a set 
of variables, as would be the case were we to conduct a multi-variate regression analysis. 
Hocking (1999: 14) claims that “generalisations about foreign ministries, their role and 
significance are fraught with danger.” Precisely because we agree on this statement, a 
configurational analysis is a suitable instrument, as it aims at only “contingent generali-
sations” (George and Bennett, 2005: 31–32). Last but not least, as recently argued by 
Goertz (2017: 90–122), QCA is particularly useful for testing “constraint theories” such 
as the one developed here.

Calibrating Presidential Delegation
Following Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019), we consider three indicators of our 
dependent variable, presidential delegation to foreign ministries. The first indicator 
regards direct intervention in foreign affairs, which is measured through a proxy: inter-
national travel. Presidents who embark on more foreign trips, and remain longer abroad, 
are considered to delegate less authority on foreign policy than presidents who tend to 
stay home (Cason and Power, 2009).2 This delegation may be more or less implicit. 
Intentionally or not, diplomatically inactive presidents are more likely to empower the 
foreign ministry than active ones.

The second indicator is the maintenance of a stable ambassadorial elite composed 
mostly of career diplomats. Given that the appointment of ambassadors is a presidential 
attribution, the decision to fill a country’s key diplomatic posts with professional diplo-
mats is a signal of a presidential delegation that strengthens the foreign ministry policy-
making capacity.

The third indicator is the appointment of foreign ministers with an autonomous polit-
ical basis. Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019) highlight that ordinary bills of law are a 
less necessary tool for foreign policy than for other policy areas. This implies that the 
conversion of presidents’ preferences into foreign policy will depend more on executive 
control over the bureaucratic apparatus than on legislative majorities.3 Presidents for 
whom foreign policy is a salient issue will prefer the selection of experts or bureaucratic 
operators acquainted with the diplomatic apparatus. The more a president wants to con-
trol foreign policy, the less he or she will be willing to delegate authority to the diplo-
matic corps. Hence, the chief executive will be less inclined to appoint a foreign minister 
with independent political support, such as, for example, a party leader. This kind of 
president is even likely to appoint a diplomat to head the foreign ministry. Diplomats 
offer him or her the double benefit of being politically weak, therefore controllable, and 
knowing the inner working of the bureaucracy.

Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019) hypothesise that the three indicators that capture 
the level of delegation are substitutable, namely: (1) (low) diplomatic activism by 
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presidents, (2) the stability and the professional makeup of the ambassadorial elite, and 
(3) the appointment criteria of foreign ministers. For every presidential term, they allo-
cate 0, 0.5, or 1 point for each dimension in which delegation proceeds. When a country 
meets a given condition in a given year, it is coded as 1; when a country meets that con-
dition partially, it is coded as 0.5, and 0 otherwise. Since the three indicators can be 
cumulative, each presidential term can receive the following scores: 0, 0.5, 1, 1.5, 2, 2.5, 
and 3.

We calibrated the scores for the purpose of conducting fsQCA. Therefore, when the 
score of a presidential mandate is 3 (maximum delegation), it was coded as 1; when it is 
2.5, it was coded as 0.83; when it is 2, it was coded as 0.66; when it is 1.5, it was coded 
as 0.5; when it is 1, it was coded as 0.33; when it is 0.5, it was coded as 0.17; when it is 
0, it was coded as 0.

A note on Brazil’s Juscelino Kubitschek (1956–1961) is illustrative of how Amorim 
Neto and Malamud’s measures of delegation correspond to presidents’ behaviour in for-
eign policy. Kubitschek’s score on our calibration of delegation is 0.66. He travelled 
little and appointed foreign ministers with an autonomous power basis (both features 
implying delegation), but rotated his ambassadorial elite frequently and selected rela-
tively many non-professional ambassadors (implying relegation). This means that he 
was more or less in the set of delegation. Does this summary evaluation match his 
behaviour in foreign policy? Kubitschek is known for personally engaging in one import-
ant foreign policy initiative, the Pan American Operation (OPA), in 1958. He did not 
agree with the foreign ministry on how to deal with Washington: while the president 
wanted a multi-lateral approach, the foreign ministry preferred a bilateral one. Thus, the 
president created an inter-ministerial committee and set out to bring the Latin American 
countries together so as to negotiate US foreign aid. “In June, Foreign Minister Macedo 
Soares resigned, not because he opposed OPA, but because he had been excluded from 
its planning” (Weiss, 1993: 116). Here is a clear example of a president withdrawing 
delegation, although in other regards he let the foreign ministry run diplomatic affairs 
according to its preferences.

We now turn to the calibration of the six explanatory factors or conditions.

Stability of the International System
Our independent international factor, systemic stability, is the only one that remains 
unchanged through all national cases. It is calibrated in the simplest manner, that is, as a 
dummy. We have identified four periods of systemic change, meaning either that the 
system polarity was altered or that major economic turmoil conferred extraordinary 
activism to lesser powers. Every one of these periods, with an assigned score of 0, 
includes a starting year plus the four that followed. We have defined all other years as 
stable and assigned them a score of 1. The first period of change is 1946–1950, when the 
Cold War order set in and crystallised. The second period is 1973–1977, when the first 
oil crisis disrupted the international economy and put an end to the thirty glorious years 
in the West. The third period is 1989–1993, encompassing the fall of the Berlin Wall and 
the dissolution of the Soviet Union. Finally, the 2001–2005 period marks the peak and 
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end of the US unipolar moment, after 9/11 and its aftermath, including the rise of China, 
which signalled the advent of an increasingly multi-polar order.

The remaining explanatory factors are located at the domestic and individual levels.

Elite Consensus on Foreign Policy
The category of elite consensus involves two separate questions: who is included in the elite 
(the actors), and what is agreed or disagreed upon (the substance). We understand the for-
eign policy elite as representing parties’ principal leaders, the top brass of the armed forces, 
and the most prominent members of the diplomatic corps, whose views are commonly inter-
twined with academic paradigms. As to substance, the crucial Latin American issues con-
cern national development strategies, trade policies, and relations with the United States. 
Development strategies have generally alternated between a resource-based export model 
and an import-substituting industrialisation model. Accordingly, trade policies have varied 
between free trade and protectionism. Finally, the political dimension of foreign policies has 
oscillated between US-friendly and “anti-American” approaches. Because this compound 
variable is multi-dimensional, it is advisable to adopt a fine-grained calibration rather than a 
dichotomy. Based on an extensive literature review and expert consultation, we operation-
alised it in a trichotomous manner.

If there is a consensus on the political dimension and on the development/trade 
dimension of a president’s foreign policy, the score is 1. If there is consensus only on the 
political dimension or only on the development/trade dimension, the score is 0.6. This 
value is more appropriate than 0.5 because the latter indicates maximum indifference, 
which is not the case as far as consensus is concerned (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012).4 
If there is no consensus on either dimension, the score is 0.

Political Regime
We adopt a minimalist definition of democracy as a regime in which rulers are elected 
through relatively free and fair (though not necessarily direct) elections, and calibrate 
this factor as a dichotomous variable: 1 for periods of authoritarianism or non-democracy; 
0 for democratic presidents. Our coding of Latin American political regimes coincides 
with that of Mainwaring and Pérez-Liñán (2001).

Professionalisation of the Foreign Ministry
If under a given president, diplomatic recruitment and promotion has not been profes-
sionalised, this president’s term receives the score of 0. Note that professionalisation 
began in 1963 in Argentina, 1946 in Brazil, and 1967 in Mexico (Amorim Neto and 
Malamud, 2019), dates to which we assign a membership score of 0.6.5 That is, for the 
year when professionalisation started for each country, they received a membership 
score greater than 0.5, as they are now more in than out of the professionalisation condi-
tion. From then on, the degree of professionalisation evolves 0.1 every five years, as 
successive cohorts of diplomats are recruited and promoted according to meritocratic 
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criteria. Twenty years after the professionalisation of the diplomatic service – that is, 
once professionalisation is mature – presidential terms are assigned a score of 1.

Presidential Ideology
The ideology of a president is that of their party, and party ideology is initially based on 
the categories and operationalisation proposed by Coppedge (1997), further revised and 
updated with resort to case experts as reported in Amorim Neto and Malamud (2015). As 
for calibration, this factor is a fuzzy-set: 1 for rightist presidents; 0.75 for centre-rightists; 
0.5 for centrists; 0.25 centre-leftists; 0 for leftists.

Presidential Expertise
On the basis of presidential biographies, we have first established a scale of expertise 
ranging from 1 to 5. Presidents who had been ministers of foreign affairs or were 
acknowledged specialists in international affairs were coded as 5; presidents who had 
been ambassadors, heads of a ministry related to foreign affairs (such as defence or for-
eign trade), attachés, representatives of an international organisation, or had some type 
of substantial international experience were coded as 4; presidents whose careers had 
had some kind of systematic contact with foreign affairs (e.g. a legislator who had been 
a member of the foreign affairs committee) were coded as 3; presidents whose careers 
had not provided them with any systematic contact with foreign affairs, but who had 
travelled abroad for political or business affairs, or had participated in international polit-
ical missions were coded as 2; all others were coded as 1. Re-elected presidents were 
automatically upgraded to the maximum score. As for calibration, we proceeded as fol-
lows: 5 was converted to 1; 4 to 0.75; 3 to 0.5; 2 to 0.25; and 1 to 0. Unlike the elite 
consensus variable, here it is relevant to retain the score of 0.5, as the presidents who are 
at the so-called cross-over point can go either way in terms of delegation.

The scores for systemic stability and professionalisation of the foreign ministry have 
been identified above, so we now discuss the four other factors for each country.

Argentina
Full elite consensus on foreign policy has not existed in Argentina since 1946, when 
Perón came to power and redrew the political system in two camps that have lasted until 
today. The only exception was the coalition government that, after the 2001 economic 
and political meltdown, led Duhalde to head a caretaker administration tantamount to a 
national salvation government (2002–2003). A partial consensus was reached in the 
1963–1974 period, when a tacit agreement sunk in on non-alignment, import substitu-
tion, and soft contestation of existing international organisations (Russell and Tokatlian, 
2006: 266). Dissent was prevalent during the rest of the time due to two stable dichoto-
mies: one facing the pro-US military administrations versus the more pro-autonomy 
civilian opposition, the other reflecting the all-out adversarial relationship between 
Peronists and Radicals (Malamud, 2011; Saraiva and Tedesco, 2001).
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As to the political regime, democracy was interrupted during 20 years out of 70: in 
1955–1958, 1966–1973, and 1976–1983. During the three non-democratic periods, all 
of which followed military coups, the presidents were military officers of the army 
branch. The two last periods are commonly catalogued as bureaucratic authoritarianism, 
which makes technocratic delegation more likely.

Regarding ideology, we needed to depart from Coppedge’s (1997) classification 
mainly because Peronism, or Partido Justicialista, evades traditional labels and is cata-
logued as “other.” Based on expert consultation, we classified all military presidents as 
rightists, Peronist presidents as spanning between centre-left and centre-right, and civil-
ian non-Peronist presidents as spanning between centre-left and centre.

Presidential expertise in Argentina has had the most variegated sources. Three presi-
dents had previously been military attachés (Perón, Aramburu, and Levingston), and one 
had been an ambassador (Lanusse). Perón, Menem, and Fernández came to power with 
different backgrounds, but all were highly experienced when they were re-elected. 
Martínez and Fernández enjoyed an early exposure to foreign policy as they were mar-
ried to former presidents. Some traditional politicians such as Frondizi or Alfonsín 
lacked institutional experience abroad but had either had an intellectual contact with 
foreign affairs or built international connections; others were total rookies. Consecutive 
presidential re-election, allowed by the 1994 constitutional reform, paved the way for 
experienced presidents to remain longer in office.6

Brazil
Although diplomats and commentators alike tend to depict Brazilian foreign policy as 
largely consensual and consistent over time, neither harmony nor continuity should be 
taken for granted. Indeed, during Brazil’s first democratic experiment (1946–1964), con-
sensus was rather partial until 1959, chiefly due to the controversy on the position to be 
adopted vis-à-vis the United States (Lima, 1994). Only under the consecutive terms of 
Geisel, Figueiredo, and Sarney (1974–1990) did a consensual foreign policy develop, 
but it was interrupted by the unexpected victory of Collor in 1989 and never fully 
restored (Cason and Power, 2009).7

With regard to the political regime, Brazil was a democracy between 1946 and 1964, 
and then again since 1985.

Under the 1946–1964 democratic regimes, all Brazilian presidents were centre-right, 
except Vargas and Goulart, both considered centre-left. All military presidents are clas-
sified as right. After 1985, Sarney, Franco, and Cardoso are classified as centre, Collor as 
rightist, and Lula and Rousseff, centre-left.

Most Brazilian presidents had had some expertise on foreign affairs prior to entering 
office, the only exceptions being Kubitschek, Quadros, Collor, and Rousseff. Presidents 
in their second term (Vargas, Cardoso, Lula, and Rousseff) were obviously connoisseurs, 
while most military presidents had previously held posts linked to foreign affairs, 
whether ministers of war, military attachés, or chiefs of the intelligence services. 
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Consecutive presidential re-election, allowed since 1997, paved the way for experienced 
presidents to remain longer in office.8

Mexico
In Mexico, an elite consensus on foreign policy was the norm until 1982. By then, tech-
nocrats and politicians within the ruling PRI broke up over the transition from import 
substitution industrialisation to an export-based model. The conservative party PAN was 
closer to the former group, while left-leaning PRD was closer to the latter. Since 2000, 
some consensus on foreign economic policy was restored, but disagreements emerged 
on the political dimensions, mainly democracy and human rights.9

The Mexican political regime is considered to have been non-democratic until 1994, 
when elections were held for the first time under the supervision of the Federal Electoral 
Institute. Created in 1990, this agency guaranteed transparency and therefore conferred 
legitimacy to the electoral process, paving the way for the democratisation of the politi-
cal system (Ai Camp, 2011a).

As for the ideology of presidents, and following expert advice, Alemán Valdés, Díaz 
Ordaz, de la Madrid, Salinas de Gortari, Fox, and Calderón were classified as centre-
right; Ruiz Cortines, López Portillo, Zedillo, and Peña Nieto were considered centrists; 
and López Mateos and Echeverría were classified as centre-left.

The first two Mexican presidents after 1946 lacked any relevant foreign experience, 
but several of the following were more knowledgeable. López Mateos had lived in exile 
and led a diplomatic mission to Europe; Díaz Ordaz had been a member of the foreign 
affairs committee in Congress; Echeverría had studied abroad and written a thesis on the 
Society of Nations; López Portillo was a lawyer who had also studied abroad; both de la 
Madrid and Salinas de Gortari had studied at Harvard and attended a number of interna-
tional conferences; and Zedillo had been a professor at Yale. National Action Party 
(PAN) presidents Fox and Calderón had also studied at Harvard, although the former 
later developed a career as an international businessman. The last president in our sam-
ple, Peña Nieto, had no particular expertise before wearing the presidential sash.10

Fuzzy-Set Qualitative Comparative Analysis
For our necessity and sufficiency assessment, we first verified the measures of consis-
tency and then coverage of the set of conditions. The data were computed with the aid of 
the fs/QCA 3.0 software developed by Ragin and Davey (2017).

With fuzzy sets, “the consistency of a necessary condition is given by the degree to 
which each case’s membership in X (the condition) is equal to or greater than their mem-
bership in Y (the outcome)” (Schneider and Wagemann, 2012: 141). As for coverage, it 
assesses the relevance of the necessary condition – the degree to which instances of the 
condition are paired with instances of the outcome (Ragin, 2008: 45). Relevance is 
related to whether the condition is a trivial or important necessary condition.
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According to Legewie, “when testing conditions for their necessity, remember that 
the threshold for consistency should be high (>.9) and its coverage should not be too low 
(>.5)” (Legewie, 2013: 19). As for the analysis of sufficiency, we rely on fs/QCA soft-
ware’s algorithm to organise the raw fuzzy-data matrix in a truth table. The truth table 
analysis yields 64 logically possible combinations (2k = 64, where k represents the num-
ber of causal conditions, here six).

Table 1 displays the fuzzy-set scores for all our factors, countries, and presidential 
terms (the detailed period of each presidential term is displayed in Appendix 1).

Fuzzy-Set Tests
Results from the necessary assessment show that no factor by itself is a strong necessary 
condition according to the 0.9 threshold. However, when testing combined sets, the com-
bination of stability or right-wing appeared as the strongest necessary condition. Then, 
the strongest necessary arrangements were the combination of international stability and 
high diplomatic professionalisation; and no authoritarianism and right-wing president. 
Both conjunctions are combined by the logical operator “or” as well.

Proceeding to the analysis of sufficient conditions, we defined the parameters of fre-
quency and consistency for the logical minimisation of the truth table. Ragin (2010) 
suggests that “when the total number of cases in an analysis is relatively small, the fre-
quency threshold should be 1 or 2.” We adopted a minimum of 1 due to the low fre-
quency per row. The truth table after the removal of the rows with no empirical cases is 
displayed in Table 2A in Appendix 2.

According to Schneider and Wagemann (2012: 101), “a truth table row should be consid-
ered a sufficient conjunction for the outcome if each case’s membership in this row is smaller 
than or equal to its membership in the outcome.” In fuzzy sets, this can be seen by the “raw 
consistency” measure, which assesses the “degree to which membership in that corner of the 
vector space is a consistent subset of membership in the outcome” (Ragin, 2010).

Our sample comprises all presidencies from Argentina, Mexico, and Brazil in 1946–
2015, with a total of fifty-four presidents. To define which combinations could be con-
sidered a subset of the outcome for the logical minimisation process, we analysed the 
distribution of the thirty-seven cases (seventeen cases could not be matched to a solu-
tion) over the twenty-four combinations, as seen in Appendix 2. Considering the distri-
bution, the selected consistency cut-off was 0.90. Finally, moving to the logical 
minimisation process, the algorithm Quine-McCluskey generates a “complex solution” 
and a “parsimonious solution.” They can be seen as a continuum where, at the complex 
solution end, no counterfactuals are allowed. At the opposite end, where the parsimoni-
ous solution lies, both easy and difficult counterfactuals are allowed. As a result, a 
smaller number of causal conditions are favoured (Ragin, 2008: 163–164).

However, as recommended by Ragin, when using the fs/QCA software, one can 
choose the intermediate solution by selecting simplifying assumptions based on the the-
orised relationship between the conditions and the outcome (Ragin, 2008). This implies 
that for each condition one can set whether its presence or absence should be linked to 
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the outcome. This prevents or allows the presence of counterfactuals in the minimisation 
process (Ragin, 2008: 174). Thus, we set that four conditions (elite consensus, interna-
tional stability, authoritarianism, and right-wing president) contribute to the outcome 
when present and two when absent (diplomatic professionalization, and presidential 
expertise), as hypothesised. Let us thus focus on the intermediate solution.

As seen in Table 2, the intermediate solution yields four substitutable sufficient con-
junctions for delegation: (1) international stability and elite consensus; (2) international 
stability, right-wing president, and low diplomatic professionalisation; (3) international 
stability, right-wing president, and low presidential expertise; (4) absence of authoritar-
ianism combined with elite consensus and right-wing president.

This solution’s consistency is 0.86, with a coverage of 0.64. While this indicates a good fit 
in terms of consistency, in terms of coverage, that is, empirical relevance, it falls short, 
according to the 0.75 minimum suggested by Legewie (2013). Paths 1, 2, and 3 corroborate 
five of our six factors, while path 4 goes against one of our hypotheses because democracy 
(or absence of authoritarianism) appears as one of the factors conducive to delegation.

In addition, international stability and right-wing president appear in three of the four 
conjunctions generated by the intermediate solution. Consensus appears in two. Low pres-
idential expertise and low diplomatic professionalisation are present in one. Authoritarianism 
is not found in any of the four conjunctions. Therefore, the first five factors (international 
stability, elite consensus, right-wing president, low expertise, and low professionalisation) 
seem to be the conditions connected to presidential delegation to the foreign ministry, and 
in varying permutations. Authoritarianism is our weakest factor.

Table 2.  Results From the Necessity and Sufficiency Assessments for Delegation.

Path Conjunction Relation Consistency

Coverage

Raw Unique

Necessary condition

   S + R ←D 0.96 0.63 –

   S + P ←D 0.95 0.60 –

 �  ~A + R ←D 0.95 0.60 –

Intermediate solution 0.86 0.64 –

1 S*C + 0.86 0.37 0.12

2 S*R*~P + 0.91 0.21 0.03

3 S*R*~E + 0.92 0.41 0.12

4 ~A*C*R →D 0.94 0.19 0.07

Note: S = stability, A = authoritarianism, C = consensus, R = right wing, E = expertise,  
P = professionalisation, D = delegation. The symbol “+” denotes logical OR, and “*” denotes logical AND. 
“~” indicates the absence of a condition. Necessity is represented as “←” and sufficiency as “→”.



Amorim Neto and Malamud 139

In order to provide empirical support for the solution, it is useful to identify the cases 
that hold a membership of greater than 0.5 in the conjunctions yielded in the truth table 
analysis. Thus, Table 3 shows the presidencies that help explain the outcome (delega-
tion) per path of the intermediate solution, as well as the deviant cases – those that can 
be considered members of a path but do not present the outcome.

Non-Delegation to Foreign Ministries
Let us now consider the negative result, non-delegation. We test which conditions are con-
nected to non-delegation, that is, presidential diplomacy. Appendix 3 displays the resulting 
truth table. Table 4 presents the results from the sufficiency and necessity analysis. Table 5 
shows the distribution of cases in the paths yielded by the intermediate solution.

Necessary Conditions
Regarding individual causal conditions, professionalisation was deemed almost neces-
sary to non-delegation (consistency score = .88, coverage = .47). The coverage score 
shows that it is just a little under the minimum threshold of 0.5. Thus, it is just about a 
non-trivial condition. This suggests that professionalisation is an important condition for 
non-delegation. A non-trivial condition suggests that the link between it and the cases is 
strong, and whenever the outcome is present, the necessity condition is present too. As 
for a trivial condition, the factor occurs so frequently in all the instances under study that 
its presence does not indicate much.

Right-wing president or diplomatic professionalisation received the highest consis-
tency score (0.98). Then, with a consistency score of 0.97, followed the combinations of 
no elite consensus or non-presidential expertise, no elite consensus or diplomatic profes-
sionalisation, right-wing president or absence of authoritarianism, no elite consensus or 
right-wing president. Among these necessary conditions, the least trivial of the combina-
tions (coverage = .48) is no elite consensus and low presidential expertise.

Sufficient Conditions
Diplomatic professionalisation appears in three paths. Absence of international stability 
and absence of elite consensus appear in two paths. Authoritarianism, absence of authori-
tarianism, non-right-wing president, and expertise appear only in one path each. The inter-
mediate solution showed a lower consistency score and coverage, which also reflects on 
the low number of observations covered by the solution. Moreover, only two paths (1 and 
3) fully match the hypotheses – that is, conditions with the opposite signs to the ones lead-
ing to delegation. These combinations are absence of international stability, no right-wing 
president and diplomatic professionalisation (~S*~R*P), and absence of authoritarianism, 
low elite consensus, and high presidential expertise and diplomatic professionalisation 
(~A*~C*E*P). This is precisely what is expected in fsQCA due to the assumption of 
asymmetric causation: the same conditions that lead to the occurrence of the outcome 
cannot be immediately transported to the negation set of the outcome (Ragin, 2008).
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Table 3.  Presidential Terms Explained by Each Sufficient Path for Delegation.

Delegation explained by each path Deviant cases (no delegation)

Path 1 (S*C)

Arturo Umberto Illia (1963–1966, ARG) Roberto Levingston (1970–1971, ARG)

Juan Carlos Onganía (1966–1970, ARG)* Felipe Calderón (2006–2012, MEX)*

Alejandro Lanusse (1971–1973, ARG)

Getúlio Vargas (1951–1954, BRA)

Juscelino Kubitschek (1956–1961, BRA)*

Jânio Quadros (1961, BRA)*

João Goulart (1961–1964, BRA)

Artur da Costa e Silva (1967–1969, BRA)

Emílio Médici (1969–1974, BRA)

João Figueiredo (1979–1985, BRA)

José Sarney (1985–1990, BRA)

Itamar Franco (1992–1995, BRA)

Adolfo Ruiz Cortines (1952–1958, MEX)

Adolfo López Mateos (1958–1964, MEX

Gustavo Díaz Ordaz (1964–1970, MEX)*

José López Portillo (1976–1982, MEX)

Enrique Peña Nieto (2012–2015, MEX)

Path 2 (S*R*~P)

Pedro Eugenio Aramburu (1955–1958, ARG)

Juan Domingo Perón II (1952–1955, ARG)

Gustavo Díaz Ordaz (1964–1970, MEX)*

Path 3 (S*R*~E)

Juan Carlos Onganía (1966–1970, ARG)* Felipe Calderón (2006–2012, MEX)*

Leopoldo Galtieri (1981–1982, ARG)

Reynaldo Bignone (1982–1983, ARG)

João Café Filho (1954–1955, BRA)

Juscelino Kubitschek (1956–1961, BRA)*

Jânio Quadros (1961, BRA)*

Path 4 (~A*C*R)

Eurico Dutra (1946–1951, BRA) Vicente Fox (2000–2006, MEX)

Juscelino Kubitschek (1956–1961, BRA)* Felipe Calderón (2006–2012, MEX)*

Jânio Quadros (1961, BRA)*

Note: Period and country of each presidential term are detailed inside the brackets. “*” represents cases that 
can be explained by more than one path. Countries are abbreviated as follows: BRA = Brazil; ARG = Argentina; 
MEX = Mexico. Cases are deemed explained by a path, whenever it holds a membership greater than 0.5 in that 
configuration.
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Table 4.  Results from the Necessity and Sufficiency Assessments for Non-Delegation.

Path Conjunction Relation Consistency

Coverage

Raw Unique

Necessary condition

P ←~D 0.88 0.47 –

R + P ←~D 0.98 0.44 –

~C +~ E →~D 0.97 0.48 –

Intermediate solution 0.70 0.49 –

1 ~S*~R*P + 0.79 0.17 0.11

2 ~S*A*~C*P + 0.74 0.06 0.05

3 ~A*~C*E*P + 0.68 0.32 0.27

Note: S = stability, A = authoritarianism, C = consensus, R = right wing, E = expertise,  
P = professionalisation, D = delegation. The symbol “+” denotes logical OR, and “*” denotes logical AND. 
“~” indicates the absence of a condition. Necessity is represented as “←” and sufficiency as “→”.

Table 5.  Terms Explained by Each Sufficient Path for Non-Delegation.

Non-delegation cases explained by each sufficient path Deviant cases (delegation)

Path 1 (~S*~R*P)  �

Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva I (2003–2006, BRA) Raúl Alfonsín (1983–1989, ARG)

Luis Echeverría (1970–1976, MEX)  �

 �   �

Path 2 (~S*A*~C*P)  �

Jorge Videla (1976–1981, ARG)

Carlos Salinas de Gortari (1988–1994, MEX)

 �   �

Path 3 (~A*C*~E*P)  �

Carlos Menem II (1995–1999, ARG)  �

Cristina Fernández de Kirchner II (2011–2015, ARG)  �

Fernando Henrique Cardoso I (1995–1998, BRA)  �

Fernando Henrique Cardoso II (1999–2002, BRA)  �

Luiz Inácio Lula da Silva II (2007–2010, BRA)  �

Dilma Rousseff II (2015–2015, BRA)  �

Ernesto Zedillo (1994–2000, MEX)  �

Note: Period and country of each presidential term are detailed inside the brackets. Countries are 
abbreviated as follows: BRA = Brazil; ARG = Argentina; MEX = Mexico. Cases are deemed explained by a 
path, whenever it holds a membership greater than 0.5 in that configuration.
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Discussion and Findings
As expected in configurational analysis, we found equifinality: many roads led to presi-
dential delegation to foreign ministries in Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico in 1946–2015. 
Various configurations of international stability, low diplomatic professionalisation, elite 
consensus, right-wing presidents, and low presidential expertise on foreign affairs were 
found sufficient for delegation. These five factors are INUS conditions, that is, an insuf-
ficient but necessary part of a condition that is itself unnecessary but sufficient for the 
result (Mahoney et al., 2009).

Specifically, there are four alternative paths to delegation: (1) international stability and 
elite consensus; (2) international stability, right-wing president, and low diplomatic profes-
sionalisation; (3) international stability, right-wing president, and low presidential exper-
tise; and (4) absence of authoritarianism combined with elite consensus and right-wing 
president. Surprisingly, only one of these combinations contradicted the hypothesised con-
ditions: absence of authoritarianism (instead of presence) combined with elite consensus 
and right-wing incumbent. These results suggest that contextual conditions matter, as is the 
case of right-wing democratic presidents when there is elite consensus. These were the 
cases of Brazil’s Dutra (1946–1951), Kubitschek (1956–1961), and Quadros (1961).

As for professionalisation, it was deemed almost necessary to non-delegation by 
itself. This is a most relevant finding, one that corroborates the Weberian hypothesis that 
it is precisely the strongest bureaucracies that create control problems for their political 
masters, paving the way for the latter to tame the foreign ministry.11

With regard to non-delegation, the six hypothesised conditions were present in the solu-
tion terms as INUS conditions: diplomatic professionalisation, absence of elite consensus, 
absence of international stability, presidential expertise, absence of authoritarianism, and 
absence of right-wing president. Only one path showed a factor with the opposite sign as 
hypothesised for delegation: absence of authoritarianism in path 4. However, it makes 
intuitive sense that democratic regimes might as well lead to delegation whenever accom-
panied by facilitating conditions (elite consensus and right-wing presidents).

Findings
Our findings on presidential expertise, absence of elite consensus, and absence of inter-
national stability as conditions of non-delegation corroborate to a large extent the work 
of Cason and Power (2009) on the causes of the “rollback” of Brazil’s foreign ministry 
in the 1990s and 2000s. As mentioned, the authors highlighted precisely personal, 
domestic, and international factors underlying the gradual erosion of this once powerful 
bureaucracy.

How do our findings converse with some key works on presidential appointment 
strategies and patterns of bureaucratic recruitment in Latin America?

First, international stability proved to be an important and frequent condition of del-
egation in both sufficient and necessary solutions (when combined with other condi-
tions). This dovetails with Geddes’s findings that Latin American presidential 



Amorim Neto and Malamud 143

appointments are conditional on chief executives’ political survival strategies (Geddes, 
1994). To put it in other words, when Latin American presidents face political crises, 
they have incentives to politicise their bureaucratic appointments (Merke et al., 2020). 
Symmetrically, in periods of international stability, it becomes less costly for presidents 
to delegate to diplomats than in periods of international upheaval.

Our findings on the of role international stability in presidential delegation to foreign 
ministries also converge with those of Kaplan (2017). He shows that incumbents’ dele-
gation preferences over economic agencies are conditional on external shocks (economic 
crises). Likewise, as argued by Dargent (2014), competition for the policy-making arena 
increases with international turmoil, rendering delegation to social and economic experts 
less likely due to what he calls an “unbalanced constellation of stakeholders.” We have 
shown that there is a similar dynamic at work with regard to diplomats.

Presidents’ low expertise on foreign affairs also converges with Dargent’s (2014) find-
ings on the asymmetry of information between experts and politicians. Such asymmetry 
strengthens the propensity of politicians to delegate policy-making authority to technocrats. 
Dargent (2014: 42) also shows that elite consensus by itself does not lead to the autonomy 
of the technocracy, but can help to “enhance technical autonomy and raise the likelihood of 
technical continuity.” Likewise, our fsQCA shows that elite consensus is found to be a suf-
ficient element for delegation to experts only when accompanied by other factors such as 
international stability and right-wing presidents.

Finally, right-wing presidents, when combined with other conditions, were found to 
be a sufficient solution and a necessary factor for delegation to the foreign ministry. In 
other words, the link between the condition and the outcome is so strong that a rightist 
president not only facilitates delegation (sufficient), but is needed in order to have dele-
gation (necessity).

This finding converges with those of Schneider (1998) and Ai Camp (1998) on the 
association between the rise of technocracy and neoliberalism in Latin America. Our 
findings on presidential ideology also converge with those of Kaplan (2017) on Latin 
American economic agencies: the profile of those appointed to head the latter differs 
according to government ideology.

Our findings also add a twist to Merke et al.’s (2020) claim that presidential ideology 
is the single most relevant factor behind foreign policy change in Latin America: appar-
ently, this is more so when presidents are leftists, as they tend to lean less than right-wing 
leaders on status quo-biased bureaucracies.

Robustness Checks
Møller and Skaaning (2019) recommend that, similarly to other methodologies, robust-
ness checks should be conducted in QCA studies to further prove the results.

First, Marx and Dusa (2010) advocate that for a desirable ratio of conditions to cases, 
for large sample sizes, a 0.2 is the maximum recommended. This study’s conditions to 
cases ratio is 0.11 (6/54), thus passing the test.
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Second, Braumoeller (2017) and Veri (2017) argue that QCA results might be con-
taminated by ambiguous cases. Thus, we checked whether solutions were being explained 
by deviant cases. As seen in Tables 3 and 5, this does not seem to be the case.

Third, Grauvogel and von Soest (2014) argue that one can compare the different solu-
tions to distinguish core conditions. As seen in Table 2 and in tests not reported here, the 
resulting paths to delegation share commonalities like stability, which is also present in 
most of paths of the parsimonious and complex solution. Also, the parsimonious solution 
shares the same number of solutions and two sets of equal paths (international stability 
and elite consensus; international stability, right-wing president, and low presidential 
expertise). The other paths differ only due to the presence of the right-wing INUS con-
dition in path 2 and path 4 in the intermediate solution.

Similar to Mello (2014) and Grauvogel and Von Soest (2014), another possible robust-
ness check is to make changes in the sample and see how they affect the results. This was 
done by re-running the sufficient and necessary tests for delegation without the Mexican 
presidents. Mexico was removed because, unlike Argentina and Brazil, all its presidents 
concluded their constitutional terms, it did not have a military regime, it did not go through 
the pink wave in the twenty-first century, and it is located in North America.

Paths 2, 3, and 4 are the same in both tests, as seen in Table 2 and in tests not reported 
here. This is important especially because paths 2 and 3 are in line with the expected 
hypotheses. Path 1 differs from the one in Table 2 only due to an extra condition (no 
authoritarianism) and, apart from that, the new sample yielded a fifth path (S*A*R). 
Necessary conditions performed similarly in the new sample. The yielded consistency 
scores were also higher than 0.9, indicating that an extra country (Mexico) does not 
significantly affect the results.

As a final robustness check, we used an alternative measure of delegation based on 
the proposition that the more a president changes the foreign minister, the less authority 
he or she delegates to the foreign ministry. We estimated the maximum time – as a pro-
portion of the president’s term – that the longest lasting foreign minister held the office 
during each presidency. This is a simpler measure than the one developed by Amorim 
Neto and Malamud (2019). However, it captures a dimension – foreign minister turnover 
– that was absent in their indicators. The sufficiency analysis was conducted in the same 
manner (i.e. the minimum consistency score was set at 0.9, and the same factors were 
used) as the initial one. As a result, seven causal conjunctions were generated, two of 
which were similar to the original analysis: (1) the combination of stability and consen-
sus, and (2) consensus and right-wing. In the latter conjunction, the non-authoritarian 
INUS factor is not present as in the original analysis. It is noteworthy that stability, con-
sensus, and right-wing also appear with the same expected (positive) sign as in the orig-
inal analysis, and thus remain INUS conditions. However, the new findings cast doubts 
on the role of authoritarianism and expertise, as these factors appear with both signs in 
the alternative analysis. Also, professionalism now appears with a positive sign (instead 
of a negative) as an INUS condition. Only three out of seven items now fully corroborate 
our hypotheses (instead of three out of four). As for the necessity tests, all INUS condi-
tions were confirmed. Our new delegation measure corroborates the original finding that 
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professionalisation is a necessary factor for non-delegation, even if at a lower threshold 
(consistency = .76 and coverage = .20). Hence, considering that fsQCA models are very 
sensitive to changes in measures, and that a large part of our results still holds when 
using a completely different proxy for delegation, our original findings remain relevant.

Conclusion
This article offers the first systematic assessment of factors connected to presidential 
delegation to foreign ministries, a phenomenon that has been described by country 
experts but never explained in depth or tested in a comparative fashion.

We contend that there is no reason to exclude foreign ministries from the comparative 
literature on presidential appointment strategies and patterns of bureaucratic recruitment 
in Latin America. The study of diplomats essentially reinforces this literature’s findings 
on economic and other ministries (Camerlo and Martínez-Gallardo, 2017; Camerlo and 
Pérez-Liñán, 2015; Dargent, 2014; Kaplan, 2017), and therefore provides support to the 
claim that foreign policy should be studied as a dimension of public policy – and not as 
a special domain where cross-party consensus prevails, as used to be taught in the most 
prestigious of Latin American diplomatic academies.

Overall, our main proposition – that presidential delegation to foreign ministries 
depends on motivation and opportunity – seems to hold water for Latin America’s three 
largest powers, particularly in the four decades following the end of World War II. While 
systemic opportunities (international stability) were similar for Argentina, Brazil, and 
Mexico, motives to delegate – including elite consensus on foreign policy, diplomatic 
professionalisation, presidential ideology, and presidential expertise on foreign affairs – 
varied cross-nationally and over time. As for the negative outcome (i.e. non-delegation), 
professionalisation was deemed almost necessary to non-delegation by itself. The com-
binations of right-wing president or diplomatic professionalisation and the absence of 
elite consensus or low presidential expertise came out as weak necessary conditions. 
Furthermore, the absence of international stability, no-right-wing presidents, the absence 
of elite consensus, and presidential expertise and diplomatic professionalisation were 
found to be INUS conditions of non-delegation. In other words, while there is more than 
one path to delegation, the aforementioned conditions seem to foster presidential delega-
tion to foreign ministries whenever present. Since they are INUS conditions, they are not 
enough by themselves for presidents to delegate to the foreign ministries, but they 
become so whenever combined with other factors.

The relevance of these conditions was highly intuitive in light of the literature on presidential 
appointments and patterns of bureaucratic recruitment in the region (Amorim Neto and 
Malamud, 2019; Dalbosco, 2014; Faria and Casarões, 2013; Figueroa and Schiavon, 2014), but 
the impact of different configurations could not be told beforehand. We found some apparently 
obvious combinations, but also several unexpected ones, that foster or hinder delegation.

The analysis identified four causal paths conducive to delegation, and three condu-
cive to non-delegation. Together, they account for thirty-eight cases (combining the suf-
ficient analysis for delegation and non-delegation) out of our total sample of fifty-four, 
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as illustrated by Table 3 and Table 5. In each set, one path stood out. With regard to 
delegation, path 1 (international stability and elite consensus) explains nineteen cases 
out of twenty-six, most of them clustered in the 1950–1990 period. We call it “the golden 
age of professional diplomacy.” With regard to non-delegation, path 3 (non-
authoritarianism and non-consensus, plus expertise and mature professionalisation) 
explains seven cases out of twelve, all of them clustered after 1994. We call it “the rise 
of presidential diplomacy.” Both groups include presidents of our three national cases. 
This means that the transition from professional diplomacy to presidential diplomacy 
depends on context rather than country. One could say that, with regard to foreign policy-
making in the largest Latin American powers, history trumps geography.
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Notes

1.	 Waltz (1967) argues that, in the US presidential system, key aspects of foreign policy need 
congressional consent, thus rendering policy-making in this area more collective than in par-
liamentary UK, where the prime minister enjoys wide latitude. This collective aspect of pres-
identalism is less pronounced in Latin America, where executive pre-eminence in foreign 
policy-making remains an outstanding feature.

2.	 According to Tenpas et  al. (2012), incumbent US presidents at the beginning of the post-
World War II period travelled less than their post-Cold War counterparts. The same trend 
is found among Argentine, Brazilian, and Mexican chief executives. However, as shown by 
Amorim Neto and Malamud (2019), some Cold War Latin American presidents travelled 
more frequently than their post-Cold War counterparts. Intentionally or not, and regardless of 
transportation technology, presidents who travel less end up delegating more authority to their 
diplomats than those who travel more.
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3.	 Note that the appointment of ambassadors needs senatorial consent in Argentina, Brazil, and 
Mexico. In Mexico, presidential international travel also requires such consent. Foreign aid 
budgetary allocations, the deployment of troops, and declarations of war depend on congres-
sional approval in the three countries too. These constitutional constraints show that presi-
dents cannot conduct foreign policy regardless of legislatures. However, the non-negligible 
role of the legislative branch in foreign policy does not invalidate our contention that the 
conversion of presidents’ preferences into foreign policy depends more on executive control 
over the bureaucratic apparatus than on legislative majorities.

4.	 When a case holds a membership of 0.5 in one or more conditions, it cannot be assigned to any 
of the truth table rows due to a mathematical property of fsQCA. Schneider and Wagemann 
(2012) recommend avoiding the 0.5 mark whenever possible.

5.	 See note in Table 1 for the exception in the Mexican case.
6.	 Our main source is Biografía de Presidentes de Argentina, available at https://www.​buscabi-

ografias.​com/​biografia/​verDetalle/​10559/​Presidentes%​20de%​20Argentina
7.	 On Brazil’s foreign policy and the degree of consensus underlying it, see also Bandeira 

(2005); Barreto, 2001, 2006); Brigagão and Rodrigues (2006); Cervo (2002); Gonçalves 
(2011); Lima (2000), Pereira (2003, 2005); Prado and Miyamoto (2010), Saraiva (2011), 
Sennes (2003); Souto (2003); Vizentini (1998, 2004).

8.	 An excellent online source for the biography of Brazilian presidents is Getulio Vargas 
Foundation’s (FGV) Dicionário Histórico-Biográfico Brasileiro (DHBB), available at http://
www.​fgv.​br/​cpdoc/​acervo/​arquivo

9.	 On Mexico’s foreign policy and the degree of consensus underlying it, see Bernal-Meza 
(2007); Domínguez and Castro (2009); González and Pellicer (2011); Grabendorff (1978), 
Herrera and Santa Cruz (2011); Ojeda (1984); Raat and Brescia (2010); Velázquez (2010).

10.	 Mexican presidents’ biographical data were culled from Ai Camp (2011b).
11.	 This finding dovetails with those of Drezner (2000). He argues that the more insulated the US 

foreign policy bureaucracy, the higher its probability of survival but the lesser its ability to 
influence the broad contours of policy. Conversely, a more fluid bureaucracy may have greater 
influence. Thus, on the basis of Drezner, as the foreign ministries of Argentina, Brazil, and 
Mexico became more professionalised, they became more autonomous and, concomitantly, 
less able to affect foreign policy. This, in turn, facilitated non-delegation.

ORCID IDs

Octavio Amorim Neto ‍ ‍ https://​orcid.​org/​0000-​0002-​3891-​3361
Andrés Malamud ‍ ‍ https://​orcid.​org/​0000-​0001-​8838-​1650

References

Ai Camp R (1998) Technocracy a la mexicana, antecedent to democracy. In: Centeno MA and Silva P 
(eds) The Politics of Expertise in Latin America. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 196–213.

Ai Camp R (2011a) Mexico: What Everyone Needs to Know. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Ai Camp R (2011b) Mexican Political Biographies, 1939-2009, 4th edn. Austin, TX: University 

of Texas Press.
Alcántara M (2012) El Oficio del Político. Madrid: Tecnos.

https://www.buscabiografias.com/biografia/verDetalle/10559/Presidentes%20de%20Argentina
https://www.buscabiografias.com/biografia/verDetalle/10559/Presidentes%20de%20Argentina
http://www.fgv.br/cpdoc/acervo/arquivo
http://www.fgv.br/cpdoc/acervo/arquivo
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8838-1650
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8838-1650
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8838-1650
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8838-1650


Journal of Politics in Latin America 12(2)148

Alcántara M (2017) Political career trajectories and social backgrounds: Latin American presi-
dents in comparative perspective (1978–2015). In: Alcántara M (ed.) Presidents and Democ-
racy in Latin America. New York: Routledge, pp. 73–88.

Allison GT and Zelikow P (1999) Essence of Decision. New York: Longman.
Amorim Neto O and Malamud A (2015) What determines foreign policy in Latin America? Sys-

temic versus domestic factors in Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico, 1946–2008. Latin American 
Politics and Society 57(4): 1–27.

Amorim Neto O and Malamud A (2019) The policy-making capacity of foreign ministries in 
presidential regimes: a study of Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico, 1946–2015. Latin American 
Research Review 54(4): 812–834.

Araya AI (2015) The Quest for Uncontested Power: How Presidents’ Personality Traits Lead 
to Constitutional Change in the Western Hemisphere. PhD Dissertation. University of Pitts-
burgh, Pittsburg, USA.

Bandeira LAM (2005) Política exterior do Brasil: de FHC a Lula. Revista do Programa de Estudos 
Pós-Graduados de História 31(2): 109–130.

Barreto FM (2001) Os Sucessores do Barão: 1912–1964. São Paulo: Paz e Terra.
Barreto FM (2006) Os Sucessores do Barão: 1964–1985. São Paulo: Paz e Terra.
Baud M (1998) The quest for modernity: Latin American technocratic ideas in historical perspective. 

In: Centeno MA and Silva P (eds) The Politics of Expertise in Latin America. Basingstoke: 
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 13–35.

Belém Lopes D (2013) Política Externa e Democracia no Brasil. São Paulo: Editora UNESP.
Bernal-Meza R (2007) México: treinta años de política exterior. Carta Internacional 2(1): 32–51.
Bickerton C and Invernizzi Accetti C (2017) Populism and technocracy. In: Rovira Kaltwasser C 

(ed.), The Oxford Handbook of Populism. Oxford: Oxford University Press, pp. 326–341.
Bosoer F (2005) Generales y Embajadores. Buenos Aires: Editorial Vergara.
Braumoeller BF (2017) Aggregation bias and the analysis of necessary and sufficient conditions 

in fsQCA. Sociological Methods & Research 46(2): 242–251.
Brigagão C and Rodrigues G (2006) Política Externa Brasileira: Da Independência aos desafios 

do Século XXI. Rio de Janeiro: Editora Moderna.
Camerlo M and Martínez-Gallardo C (2017) Government Formation and Minister Turnover in 

Presidential Cabinets: Comparative Analysis in the Americas. New York: Taylor and Francis.
Camerlo M and Pérez-Liñán A (2015) The politics of minister retention in presidential systems: 

technocrats, partisans, and government approval. Comparative Politics 47(3): 315–333.
Carretto B (2019) En política exterior, AMLO da un giro que divide opiniones (e implica ries-

gos). Expansión, March 13. Available at: https://​politica.​expansion.​mx/​mexico/​2019/​03/​13/​
en-​politica-​exterior-​amlo-​da-​un-​giro-​que-​divide-​opiniones-​e-​implica-​riesgos (accessed 13, 
May 2020).

Cason JW and Power TJ (2009) Presidentialization, pluralization, and the rollback of Itamaraty: 
explaining change in Brazilian foreign policy making in the Cardoso-Lula era. International 
Political Science Review 30(2): 117–140.

Castro FMO (2009) Dois Séculos de História da Organização do Itamaraty (1808-2008), 2 vols. 
Brasília: Fundação Alexandre Gusmão.

Centeno MA and Silva P (eds) (1998) The Politics of Expertise in Latin America. Basingstoke: Pal-
grave Macmillan.

Cervo AL (2002) Relações internacionais do Brasil: um balanço da era Cardoso. Revista Bra-
sileira de Política Internacional 45(1): 5–35.

https://politica.expansion.mx/mexico/2019/03/13/en-politica-exterior-amlo-da-un-giro-que-divide-opiniones-e-implica-riesgos
https://politica.expansion.mx/mexico/2019/03/13/en-politica-exterior-amlo-da-un-giro-que-divide-opiniones-e-implica-riesgos


Amorim Neto and Malamud 149

Coppedge M (1997) A classification of Latin American political parties. Working paper 244, Kel-
logg Institute, USA. Available at: https://​kellogg.​nd.​edu/​sites/​default/​files/ old_files/docu-
ments/​244_​0.​pdf (accessed January 20, 2020).

Cukierman A (2008) Central bank independence and monetary policymaking institutions—past, 
present and future. European Journal of Political Economy 24(4): 722–736.

Dalbosco HL (2014) Los diplomáticos de carrera y la formulación de la política exterior argentina 
(1983-2007). PhD Dissertation, Universidad Católica Argentina, Buenos Aires, Argentina.

Dargent E (2014) Technocracy and Democracy in Latin America: The Experts Running Govern-
ment. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Domínguez JI and Castro RF (2009) The United States and Mexico: Between Partnership and 
Conflict. New York: Routledge.

Drezner DW (2000) Ideas, bureaucratic politics, and the crafting of foreign policy. American Jour-
nal of Political Science 44(4): 733–749.

Faria CAP and Casarões G (2013) Itamaraty on the move: institutional and political change in 
Brazilian foreign service under Lula da Silva’s presidency (2003-2010). Bulletin of Latin 
American Research 32(4): 468–482.

Figueroa B and Schiavon J (2014) Brasil y México: inversión y capacidades en política exterior. 
Foreign Policy Edición Mexicana 3(16): 12–15.

Geddes B (1994) Politician’s Dilemma: Building State Capacity in Latin America. Berkeley, CA: 
University of California Press.

George AL and Bennett A (2005) Case Studies and Theory Development in the Social Sciences. 
Cambridge: MIT Press.

Goertz G (2017) Multimethod Research, Causal Mechanisms, and Case Studies: An Integrated 
Approach. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Gonçalves W (2011) Panorama da política externa brasileira no governo Lula da Silva. In: Freixo A 
(ed.) A  Política Externa Brasileira na Era Lula: um balanço. Rio de Janeiro: Apicuri, pp. 
11–31.

González G and Pellicer O (eds) (2011) Los retos internacionales de México: urgencia de una 
mirada nueva. Mexico City: Siglo XXI.

Grabendorff W (1978) Mexico’s foreign policy—indeed a foreign policy? Journal of Interameri-
can Studies and World Affairs 20(1): 85–92.

Grauvogel J and Von Soest C (2014) Claims to legitimacy count: why sanctions fail to insti-
gate democratisation in authoritarian regimes. European Journal of Political Research 53(4): 
635–653.

Herrera O and Santa Cruz A (2011) Historia de las relaciones internacionales de México, 1821-
2010. Volumen 1: América del Norte. México: Secretaría de relaciones exteriores, Dirección 
general del Acervo Histórico Diplomático.

Hocking B (1999) Foreign ministries: redefining the gatekeeper role. In: Hocking B (ed.) Foreign 
Ministries: Change and Adaptation. New York: Macmillan Press, pp. 1–15.

Kaplan SB (2017) Partisan technocratic cycles in Latin America. Electoral Studies 45(February): 
219–229.

Kiely R (2017) From authoritarian liberalism to economic technocracy: neoliberalism, politics and 
‘de-democratization’. Critical Sociology 43(4–5): 725–745.

Lee DS and Schuler P (2020) Testing the “China model” of meritocratic promotions: do democra-
cies reward less competent ministers than autocracies? Comparative Political Studies 53(3-4): 
531–566.

https://kellogg.nd.edu/sites/default/files/%20old_files/documents/244_0.pdf
https://kellogg.nd.edu/sites/default/files/%20old_files/documents/244_0.pdf


Journal of Politics in Latin America 12(2)150

Legewie N (2013) An introduction to applied data analysis with qualitative comparative analysis. 
Forum Qualitative Sozialforschung/Forum: Qualitative Social Research 14(3): 1–45.

Lima MRS (1994) Ejes analíticos y conflicto de paradigmas en la política exterior brasileña. 
América Latina/Internacional 1(2): 27–46.

Lima MRS (2000) Instituições democráticas e política exterior. Contexto Internacional 22(2): 
265–303.

Mahoney J (2010) After KKV: the new methodology of qualitative research. World Politics 62(1): 
120–147.

Mahoney J, Kimball E, Koivu KL, et al. (2009) The logic of historical explanation in the social 
sciences. Comparative Political Studies 42(1): 114–146.

Mainwaring S and Pérez-Liñán A (2001) Classifying political regimes in Latin America, 1945–
1999. Studies in Comparative International Development 36(1): 37–65.

Malamud A (2011) Argentine foreign policy under the Kirchners: ideological, pragmatic, or sim-
ply Peronist? In: Gardini GL and Lambert P (eds) Latin American Foreign Policies: Between 
Ideology and Pragmatism. New York: Springer, pp. 87–102.

Marx A and Dusa A (2010) Crisp-set qualitative comparative analysis (csQCA) and model spec-
ification: benchmarks for future csQCA applications. International Journal of Multiple 
Research Approaches 4(2): 138–158.

Mello P (2014) Democratic Participation in Armed Conflict: Military Involvement in Kosovo, 
Afghanistan, and Iraq. London: Palgrave Macmillan.

Merke F, Reynoso D and Schenoni L (2020) Foreign policy change in Latin America: exploring a 
middle range concept. Latin American Research Review 55(forthcoming).

Møller J and Skaaning SE (2019) Set-theoretic methods in democratization research: an evalua-
tion of their uses and contributions. Democratization 26(1): 78–96.

Ojeda M (1984) La politica exterior de Mexico: objetivos, principios e instrumentos. Revista Mex-
icana de Política Exterior 1(2): 6–10.

Pereira A (2003) A política externa do Governo Sarney: A Nova República diante do reordena-
mento internacional (1985–1990). Porto Alegre: UFRGS Editora.

Pereira A (2005) O Brasil em crise e o mundo em transição: a política exterior brasileira de Sarney 
a Collor. Ciência e Letras 37: 295–316.

Pinheiro Machado R (2018) Brazilian History: Culture, Society, Politics 1500–2010. Newcastle 
upon Tyne: Cambridge Scholars Publishing.

Prado DFB and Miyamoto S (2010) A  política externa do governo José Sarney (1985–1990). 
Revista de Economia & Relações Internacionais 8(16): 67–80.

Preston T (2001) The President and His Inner Circle: Leadership Style and the Advisory Process 
in Foreign Affairs. New York: Columbia University Press.

Raat WD and Brescia MM (2010) Mexico and the United States: Ambivalent Vistas. Athens, GA: 
The University of Georgia Press.

Ragin CC (2008) Redesigning Social Inquiry: Fuzzy Sets and Beyond. Chicago, IL: University of 
Chicago Press.

Ragin CC (2010) User’s guide to fuzzy-set/qualitative comparative analysis 2.0. Irvine, University 
of California. Available at: https://www.​fsqca.​com (accessed July 20, 2018).

Ragin CC and Davey S (2017) fs/QCA version 3.0. Irvine, CA: University of California. Available 
at: https://www.​fsqca.​com

Russell R and Tokatlian JG (2006) Will foreign allies help? Argentina’s relations with Brazil and 
the United States. In: Epstein E and Pion-Berlin D (eds) Broken Promises? The Argentine 
Crisis and Argentine Democracy. Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield, pp. 245–269.

https://www.fsqca.com
https://www.fsqca.com


Amorim Neto and Malamud 151

Saraiva MG (2011) La política exterior del gobierno de Rousseff: continuidad en las estrategias 
y ajustes en las prioridades y en el estilo. Umbrales de América del Sur 12: 76–86.

Saraiva MG and Tedesco L (2001) Argentina e Brasil: políticas exteriores comparadas depois da 
Guerra Fria. Revista Brasileira de Política Internacional 44(2): 126–150.

Saunders EN (2017) No substitute for experience: presidents, advisers, and information in group 
decision making. International Organization 71(S1): S219–S247.

Schneider BR (1998) The material bases of technocracy: investor confidence and neoliberalism in 
Latin America. In: Centeno MA and Silva P (eds) The Politics of Expertise in Latin America. 
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 77–95.

Schneider CQ and Wagemann C (2012) Set-Theoretic Methods for the Social Sciences: A Guide to 
Qualitative Comparative Analysis. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Sennes R (2003) As mudanças da política externa brasileira dos anos 80: Uma potência média 
recém industrializada. Porto Alegre: UFRGS Editora.

Souto C (2003) A  Diplomacia do Interesse Nacional: A política externa do Governo Médici. 
UFRGS Editora: Porto Alegre.

Tenpas KD, Charnok EJ and McCann J (2012) What to Expect in the Second Term: Presidential 
Travel and the Rise of Legacy Building, 1957–2009, Governance Studies #54, Washington, 
DC: Brookings Institute.

Velázquez R (2010) Factores, bases y fundamentos de la política exterior de México. Mexico City: 
Plaza y Valdés Editores.

Veri F (2017) Aggregation bias and ambivalent cases: a new parameter of consistency to understand 
the significance of set-theoretic sufficiency in fsQCA. Comparative Sociology 18(2): 229–255.

Vizentini P (1998) A política externa do regime militar brasileiro. Porto Alegre: UFRGS Editora.
Vizentini P (2004) Relações exteriores do Brasil (1945–1964): nacionalismo e a política externa 

independente. Petrópolis: Vozes.
Waltz K (1967) Foreign policy and democratic politics: The American and British experience. 

Boston, MA: Little, Brown and Company.
Weber M (1946) Bureaucracy. In: Gerth HH and Mills CW (eds) From Max Weber: Essays in 

Sociology. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 196–244.
Weiss WM (1993) Cold Warriors and Coups d’Etat: Brazilian-American Relations, 1945–1964. 

Albuquerque, NM: University of New Mexico Press.

Author Biographies

Octavio Amorim Neto received his PhD in political science from the University of California at 
San Diego (1998). He is currently full professor at the Brazilian School of Public and Business 
Administration (EBAPE) at the Getulio Vargas Foundation, Rio de Janeiro. His research interests 
are comparative political institutions, Brazil, Latin America, Portugal, foreign policy-making, and 
civil-military relations and defence policy.
E-mail: octavio.amorim.neto@fgv.br

Andrés Malamud is a senior research fellow at the Institute of Social Sciences of the University 
of Lisbon. He earned his doctorate in 2003 from the European University Institute in Florence. 
A comparatist by training, his research interests focus on regional integration, foreign policy, 
political institutions, Latin American politics, and EU studies.
E-mail: amalamud@ics.ulisboa.pt



Journal of Politics in Latin America 12(2)152

Appendix 1

Argentina
Perón I (1946–1952); Perón II (1952–1955); Aramburu (1955–1958); Frondizi 

(1958–1962); Guido (1962–1963); Illia (1963–1966); Onganía (1966–1970); Levingston 
(1970–1971); Lanusse (1971–1973); Perón III (1973–1974); Martínez (1974–1976); 
Videla (1976–1981); Galtieri (1981–1982); Bignone (1982–1983); Alfonsín (1983–
1989); Menem I (1989–1995); Menem II (1995–1999); De la Rúa (1999–1901); Duhalde 
(2001–2003); Kirchner (2003–2007); Fernández I (2007–2011); Fernández II 
(2011–2015).

Brazil
Dutra (1946–1951); Vargas (1951–1954); Café Filho (1954–1955); Kubitschek 

(1956–1961); Quadros (1961); Goulart (1961–1964); Castelo Branco (1964–1967); 
Costa e Silva (1967–1969); Médici (1969–1974); Geisel (1974–1979); Figueiredo 
(1979–1985); Sarney (1985–1990); Collor (1990–1992); Franco (1992–1994); Cardoso 
I (1995–1999); Cardoso II (1999–1903); Lula I (2003–1907); Lula II (2007–2011); 
Rousseff I (2011–2015); Rousseff II (2015).

Mexico
Alemán Valdés (1946–1952); Ruiz Cortines (1952–1958); López Mateos (1958–

1964); Díaz Ordaz (1964–1970); Echeverría (1979–1976); López Portillo (1976–1982); 
de la Madrid (1982–1988); Salinas de Gortari (1988–1994); Zedillo (1994–2000); Fox 
(2000–2006); Calderón (2006–2012); Peña Nieto (2012–2015).
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Appendix 2

Table 2A. Truth Table Analysis of Delegation with Consistency Cut-Off Set as 0.90 and 
Frequency Set at 1.

S A C R E P Freq. D Raw consis.

1 1 1 0 1 0 1 1 1.00

1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1.00

1 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 1.00

1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1.00

0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1.00

1 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0.98

1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0.95

1 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0.94

1 0 1 1 0 1 3 1 0.93

0 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0.93

1 1 1 1 1 1 4 1 0.92

1 1 0 1 0 1 2 1 0.91

1 1 0 1 1 1 2 0 0.85

1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0.83

0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0.75

1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0.73

0 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0.69

0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0.69

0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 0.69

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.66

1 0 0 0 1 1 3 0 0.64

0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 0.55

0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0.44

0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0.00

Note: S = stability, A = authoritarianism, C = consensus, R = right wing, E = expertise,  
P = professionalisation, and D = delegation. Delegation refers to whether the cases of the  
combination or row are above the consistency cut-off, that is, they are set as a subset  
of the outcome (No = 0; Yes = 1).
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Appendix 3

Table 3A. Truth Table Analysis of Non-Delegation With Consistency Cut-Off Set as 0.75 and 
Frequency Set at 1.

S A C R E P Freq. ~D Raw consist.

0 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 1.00

0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.89

0 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0.88

1 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0.77

1 0 0 0 1 1 3 1 0.76

0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0.76

1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0.71

1 1 0 1 1 1 2 0 0.70

0 0 0 1 0 1 3 0 0.69

1 1 1 1 1 1 4 0 0.68

1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0.65

0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0.64

0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0.62

1 0 0 0 0 1 2 0 0.61

0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.59

1 1 0 1 0 1 2 0 0.54

1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0.51

0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0.49

1 0 1 1 0 1 3 0 0.45

1 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 0.42

1 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0.38

1 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 0.36

0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0.25

1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0.23

Note: S = stability, A = authoritarianism, C = consensus, R = right wing, E = expertise and  
P = professionalisation, ~D = non-delegation. Non-delegation refers to whether the cases  
of the combination or row are above the consistency cut-off, that is, they are set as a  
subset of the outcome (No = 0; Yes = 1).


