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;'fits from U.S. mf]itaryvaCtion’(1948-67) are investioated. ,HypotheSes posit

']atlon between 1ntervent1on and "overseas bus1ness benef1ts, a]though in cer-
" tain cases access to African raw mater1als 1ncreased as did trade with Asia

'and the M1dd1e East and cap1ta] flows to Asia. Scope and duration of “inter<

‘ability peaked dur1ng and after the Vietnam war, prof1t marg1ns d1d not -

L S - . . [

FOREIGN MILITARY INTERVENTION AND CHANGES IN UNITED STATES BUSINESS ACTIVITY*

ABSTRACT

-

"Neo-Leninist" and elitist theories of business influence on and bene-

significant increases of U.S. trade, acquisition of "strategic" raw materials, A

_ oVerseas investment, “defense industry profits»and stock exChange performance

dur1ng and after m111tary 1ntervent1ons abroad There was no overa]l corre-

vent1on-made 11ttle~d1fference'1n these f1nd1ngs While 1ndustr1es profnt-4

generally depend -on m1l1tary act1on, a]though c1usters of interventions IR ¢

c01nc1dediw1th.1mproved defense‘stock performance,~

*Data ut1]1zed in this study were made ava11ab]e, in part by the Inter-. .
University Consortium for Political and Social Research. - Some data were
originally collected by Richard Cady and }illiam Prince. Neither. the .
original collectors of the data nor the consortium bears any responsibility
for the analysis or the interpretations presented here. The authors are also .
extremely grateful to Dennis Cropper, John Klosterman, Kenneth Rudd, and

Mark Seals who assisted in data gathering. Helpful advice was provided by

our colleacues Sioma Kagan and Emilio Pagoulatos, and Rep. James Symington.

of Missouri kindly facilitated data acquisition. The Center for Inter-
national Studies, University.of Missouri-St. Louis generously supported the
research, and Veronica Le Page and Joy Gerstein efficiently prepared the '
manuscript. The authors alone remain respons1b1e for contents and conc]us1ons
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INTRODUCTION S o

The nat1ona1 debate 1n the Un1ted States over V1etnam spurred cons1der-
able academ1c research into the 1nf1uence of U.S. bus1ness on government
policy in general and:foreign-po1icylin particu1ar.“Some researchers have

asserted that the military sector is the'most‘profitab1ejand influential

part of:the‘AmericanHCapita1ist system, and that the machinationsfof defenSe

indUstria1ists have militarizéd the American society, polity, and economy.. .

Mi]itariZation may lead to U.S. military action'anddother.forﬁs of inter;<”

Vention abroad as we11; 'HOWever,°studies.showing<exorbitant profits of

defense contractors, genera]]y'increasing'defense costs, and the govern-

ment 1nf1uence of corporate representat1ves do not necessar11y show -that

Wash1ngton S fore1gn policies are contro]]ed by or. des1gned to ‘benefit

business 1nterests It s necessary to Took for ‘evidence of such fore1gn

policy contro] and benef1ts In part1cu1ar, th1s Study will focus on the

-poss1b1e benef1ts accruing to U.S.- business from U.S,_foreign mi]itary in=

terventions. . |
-~ Two related but somewhat;distinCt approaches to the'bUSinesssforeign‘
policy linkage have emerged in the literature: the "neo-Leninist", and

the e]itist. " These are certainly not-contradictory approaches, but they -

' empnasize different.sodrces of foreign military policy. “Neo—Leninists"

argue thatvcapita1tsts'-needsAfor_overseaS'markets, profits, and workers

strOngly condition government foreign po]icy decisions, particularly con-

cerning the use Of:governmenta1>force>to secure these needs. e(See,refer4

~ences in Russett and Hanson, 1975, Ch. 2; as we]T'as Ko]ko? 1969; Magdoff,
| 1969; and Kramer and Bauer, 1972.) Economic ekp]oitationvof,the'"Third

. Worid" is seen as the root of U.S. interventionism. Elite theorists, on
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the other hand, woqu attribute U.S. mi1itary activity in partito the size

- and 1nf1uence of the m111tary industrial estab11shment seek1ng to protect

| 1nterests inside’ the U.S. Some .elite: theor1sts dwell on "m111tary—1ndus-

trial complexes," while others speak of "power elites." The military- i
industrial complex notion normally entails a web of economic benefits from

and societal dependence on military spending and a militarization of society.

_Powerle1ite theorists emphaSize'theiinf1uence of a closed and relatively

small socio-economic elite shuff]ingabetWeen points of power in government
and ousiness (See Williams and Tarr, 1974 192- 95 Rosen, 1973; Russett
1970 M111$, -1956; Barnet 1973 and Me]man 1970 )

Nhatever the part1cu1ar emphas1s, the e11te approaches ref]ect a genera]

belief in the c1ose relations of bu31ness m111tary, and government elites,

‘as well as a be11ef in the strong influence of" the former two on the latter
je11te and the strong dependence of ‘the U.S. economy on m111tary spend1ng

‘Employment, prof1t levels, and 1nvestment in enterpr1ses ‘inside the U.S. ¢

depend on the 1arge chunk of money d1spensed each year by the Pentagon.
Theor1sts then specu]ate that the weapons produced are 11ke1y -to be used in

fore1gn combat, if for no other reason than to 1eg1t1m1ze future m111tary

product1on Thus the impetus for 1ntervent1on1sm comes from the influence

of spec1f1c domest1c elites, and resulting m111tar1zat1on of soc1ety and:
public spend1ng, rather than from cap1ta1lsm S exp1o1tat1on abroad

While both "neo- Len1n1sts" and elite theorists imply that bus1ness

'interests will both encourage and benefit from m111tary action abroad,

there are good arguments to the contrary. Economic andibureaucratic bene-

fits of military spending can accumulate whether or not' the resultant

_weapons and forces are used.. Also, Lenin's theory of imperialistic wars
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notwithStanding, foreign investments can be jeopardiied»as well as secuned

;by m111tary combat and 1ts d1s1ocat1ons Thus, there are ‘reasons to doubt

as well as suspect a corre]at1on of-U. 5. 1ntervent1ons and benef1ts for

- U.S. business. - R o T,A ' ¢

In testing'predietioné’and descriptions of U.S. militarism, we,would

expect: (1) concrete economic benefits for U.S. business abroad during

~ and-after U.S. interventions if the neo-Leninists are correct; and (2)

concrete benefits for U.S. defénse industries at home if elite theorists

~ are correct,  More specifically, average U.S. business ‘involvement in

countries undergoing'interventiqn should be greater than in similar

countries notvundergoing intervention; and average invoTvement should be a

greater after intervention than befdre.d The ‘same would be true of'bus;

'iness benefits inside the u.s.” If no'cbrré]ation is found between inter-

ventions and business benefits, neo-Leninist or elite theories would not

beddispnoved, but there would be grounds to question the'direct influence!

of economic interests on SpeeifiC'strategic decisions in Washington. Con- -

ceivably capita]ists and ﬁndustrialistS'might pressUretfor foreign policies

from wh1ch they do not benef1t but they would: hard]y be- expected to do so.:

for 1ong

0bvious1y,'when the government of a large and cbmmercia11y active

'country such as the U.S. pursues fore1gn policy "nat1ona1 1nterests,

econom1c 1nterests are bound to be among those pursued Thus there is

11ke1y to be a 1east an indirect 11nkage between fore1gn po11cy and bus-'

»‘1ness 1nterests Further, it is d1ff1cu1t to so1ve the "ch1cken and egg |
prob]em concern1ng bus1ness -government re]at1ons and determ1ne whether
b"bus1ness man1pu1ates fore1gn policy, or merely co1nc1denta11y benefits

- from governmental»e11tes decisions, or both. As Bernard Morr1s notes, -
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", ;it is'ndt capfta]fsm penhse that'drives _the United States into aggres-
sive actions, it is rather that aggress1ve action stems from Amer1can power,
wh1ch does happen to have a cap1ta11st base." (1973:37)

Rather than search1ng for f1rst causes of’ 1ntervent1on1st U S. m111tary

'po11cy, at this point it seems best to deta11 the effects of such policy on

U.S. business act1y1ty both at home and abroad,‘ In.thIS_wayA1tfw111 be
ppssib]e to determine whether and under what circumstances business bene-

fits from government's foreign interventions.

PRIOR STUDIES

‘There have been relatively few attempts to relate business activity--
as oppcsed to business opinion44to’foreign.interVention ~.There is.sone

ev1dence that s1gn1f1cant u.s. econom1c interests were present in certa1n

‘countries which experienced U.S. m111tary interventions after ]945 espec1- :

ally in Latin America and Africa; however, po]itica] and strategic-mi]itary -

objectives seemed to'predominate in the majority of interventions, " (See
Pearson 1976 and 1974 and Petersen 1976.) . -
Elitist theory pred1ct1ons have been examined in-some deta11 by

Lieberson (1971) and Stevenson (1973; see also, Russett 1970 Ch ]; and

- Melman, ]970),aw1th_somewhat conflicting f1nd1ngs. A number of - researchers -

haVeishOwn'that; "o .defense industries wene unusua]]y profitab1e~1n_the

41ate*]950's but after 1961 the pattern was reversed. " 'Howeven; Stevenson

- (1973: 249A252) conc]udes that these industries remained at least as

profitab]é'as other industries in the 1960's, and in most cases_more:pro-

* fitable. However, Stevenson does not calculate the Variation in such pro-

fitability which might Be associated with U.S. miiitary action abroad.
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, Ut111z1ng content ana1ys1s and elite 1nterv1ews, Russett and Hanson
"tested compet1ng hypotheses about whether bus1ness 1eaders favor fore1gn
military act1on- Genera]]y they found that bus1ness e11tes strong]y favored
all forms of 1ntervent1on though not as strongly as m111tary e11tes |
(Russett and Hanson 1975, -Ch. 2 and 6 and'p 188). A1so there was no
' .ev1dence that business leaders were "more 11ke1y to advocate m111tary 1nter-
vent1on than' . .'.members of the pub11c,at 1arge," a]though executives sur-
~ veyed were more haWkish:thanIOther civi]ian’e1ites‘(p 197?}Ch 3) ‘ Exec-‘
,ut1ves from corporat1ons "w1th substantial fore1gn sales or 1nvestments |
or expectat1ons of. such act1v1tes were more favorab]e toward U.S. govern- -
ment-act1on to protect U S. bus1ness 1nterests abroad than other executives, -
‘and favored promot10n of Th1rd World governments recept1ve to forelgn 1n—
vestment and free enterpr1se However, defense 1ndustry execut1ves were
not espec1a11y hawkish on fore1gn po11cy 1ssues, a]though they were ‘more
favorab]e toward "m111tary preparedness" than other bus1ness leaders (pp
~247 48) | o

Wh11e answer1ng some quest1ons about relations of ‘business and govern-
ment elites, Russett_and Hanson do not consider business activity as dis-
tinct from opinton-—exCept in Dow-Jones.tota1s.'-0de11 (19745 148-49) :
associates various forms of business activity'abroad-with U.S.streign;;';
military assistance, and finds moderate to'strong'corre1ations between .
assistance to and raw mater1a1s extracted from countr1es, and between
ass1stance and fore1gn 1nvestment and trade Regard1ng d1rect m111tary

. intervention (measured through the somewhat 1naccurate World. Handbook 1T

1ntervent1on data set), 0dell1-finds little or no relation to u.s. economic
{nterests (152-53). Among the least politically stable poor countries;v

‘trade'with'U.S. does correlate with intervention-Tike1ihood, but
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o instability seems a_stronger factor than economic fntereSt_(p} 183). A~

generally weak to moderate re1ation'is found between u.s.. regidna] economic

‘ 1nterests and 1ntervent1on, 1end1ng s]1ght support to the coro]]ary of neo-i

Len1n1st theory that even though U.S.” bus1ness act1v1ty in a s1ng1e country

is neg]1g1b1e, intervention may be des1gned to assure cont1nued act1v1ty in

] the 1arger reg1on

Rosen'(1974) finds - some support for "neo Len1n1st“ or econom1c interest

theor1es of U.S. fore1gn po]1cy, show1ng that Amer1can fore1gn ass1stance

»programs were cont1ngent, in four of f1ve cases surveyed on the rec1p1ent

reg1me s fr1end11ness to U. S bus1ness 1nterests Of course, three of the

:

five cases were in Latin. Amer1ca where U S. bus1ness seems espec1a11y 1n—

f]uent1a1, and Rosen d1d not se1ect cases at random _ Nor was there any

|
exam1nat1on of the effect of d1rect or covert U S. 1ntervent10n or other

- poss1b1e contam1nat1ng var1ab1es

Wh11e Rosen dealt w1th bus1ness government fore1gn po11cy 11nkages

across time w1th1n certa1n fore1gn states, there 1s Tittle 1nformat1on in-

current research on the patterns whereby.bus1ness act1v1ty e1ther 1ncreases yv;{

or decreases with intervention. Regard]ess of-the_comp1icated initial

-‘motivations in-Washington, it is necessary to;know whether the effect of’:

intervention is to increase U.S.-business involvement -in affected countries -.

or the‘vo1Ume of defense-related: business at homef

DATA ANALYSIS AND DESIGN - |

Increases or decreases in U. S bus1ness act1v1ty w111 be related to =

U S m111tary 1ntervent1on by comparing business act1v1ty before and after
, fore1gn 1nc1dents or cr1ses that cou]d have or did resu]t in 1ntervent1on

i :For examp]e, if, in a given year dur1ng the period for wh1ch 1ntervent1on

b .
[
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~_sonnel or equipment, overt or covert, in the context of the dispute.

7
data have been collected, i.e. ,'1948—67 three crises'resu1ted>in u.S. in-
tervent1on and five d1d not, the average increase (or decrease) of bus1ness

act1v1ty from two years before to two years after the three cr1ses enta11—

»1ng 1ntervent1on w111-be compared-to the average 1ncrease (or decrease)-for '

the f1ve u. S abstent1ons In this way we can determ1ne whether 1nterven—
tion or abstent1on 1ed to greater business act1v1ty
Military 1ntervent1on is. defined as the d1spatch of:U‘S troops to a

foreign state or action’ by troops a]ready stat1oned abroad, in the con-

text of some po11t1ca] controversy 1nvo1v1ng that state. Maneuvers, shows

- of force ‘and covert or acc1denta1 1nvo]vement are. exc]uded from this study

if they did not entail m111tary encroachment across borders or combat re—r
lated to the controversy. An annotated 1ist of 26 such interventions, as
well.as a list of non;interventions,Aisvprovided,inlthetappendix{ Inter-

vention data were co11ected from The New York Times and regtonaltchrono1-g

ogies and news sources, as well as from books and scho1ar1y studies of
toreign conf1icts Cases of "non1ntervent1on" were der1ved from Cady and
Prince's (1974) data on U.S. , USSR, and PRC 1nvo]vement in 1nternat1ona] -

conflicts. These were cases of foreign d1sputes which presumab]y cou]d o

.have engaged U,S. 1nterest and 1ntervent1on but did not A country the
size of’the u. S is never tota]]y uninvolved in such d1sputes, but “non-

'1ntervent1ons“ ‘mean that there was no ev1dent comm1tment of m111tary per-

1
Business'activity indicators include both measures of foreign business
operations of U.S. firms and~d0mestic profitability and stock market per-

formance of defense vs. non-defense oriented firms or divisions of firms.

,:Overseas business activity includes: (1) acquisition of natural resources



-

designated-"Strategic,materials" by the U.S. executive,branch;‘.(2)iimports

from and exports to foreign states; and (3) private directvinuestment in or

net:capital flows to foreign states." SourCes.of business activity data

are specified in the appendix 2 A]]‘overseas business-indicators are con-

’ :verted to percentages of GNP or of total econom1c act1v1ty to eliminate

effects. of 1nf1at1on on dollar va]ues

It is not enough to re]ate genera1 bus1ness act1v1ty to 1ntervent1on
since certa1n types of bus1nesses may benef1t more than others from mil-
1tary act1v1ty._ Natura]]y, defense'1ndustr1es m1ght»be expected to bene-:
fit, a1ong?with_industries dependent on certafn strategic‘natura1,resources

available overseas and important'to the Pentagon. . To tap the special in-:

‘terest of certain defense oriented or specialized industries we have:

(1) jhc]uded”data on domestic profftabi1ity-andistock‘performance~of such

industries; (2) calculated the amount of militarily. strategic (defined by

Pentagon) natural resources usedjfn defense production and imported from ;‘

foreign countries-which may or may not have experiencedAU;S. interventions.3
"Analyses will be Tun for cases of intervention and nonintervention

occurring in the same year. BusiheSs_activfty’Wi]]'beimeasured for the

_two years prfor‘to and the two yearsvfoTlowing.such cases. It is assumed .

that'acrosS~such7a‘fjve_year period, at 1eastnthe initial effects of the

intervention on'busfness'aCtivity will be evident. Obviously the effects

. may come later than two years after intervention, but confounding factors

influencing business activity would also multiply during such longer time
periods. Even in the two year'span we can‘on]y infer that interventions‘

1ght be related to business ga1ns or 1osses, since many extraneous factors

' 1nf1uence business performance. But the chang1ng effects of the extraneous

factors are'minimized, while the probability of f1nd1ng at least some
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traces of bus1ness 1ntervent10n symb1os1s is max1m1zed by se1ect1ng th1s 5

t1me—frame

Ejﬁding --N_Q-Leninist Theo;y In cons1der1ng whether the neo- Len1n1st

_ theor1es are supported by the data we will be in effect seek1ng the answers

to two quest1ons. (1) to what extent do ex1st1ng economic 1nterests,abroad.
predict whether or‘not the U.S. will intervene’militari1ysif ajconf]ict a=

rises; and (2) to what extent does*interyentjonfincrease_U,S. business with

 and economic penetration of‘the’target COwntry, compared to penetration of

,countr1es not exper1enc1ng U S 1ntervent1on

- Averaging across the 26 cases of U.S. m111tary 1ntervent1on and the 97
cases of abstent1on and allowing for m1ss1ng data on some indicators
(Table 1), the U. S seemed somewhat more 11ke1y to 1ntervene in states w1th‘
| (Table 1 about here) - , : ‘
significant trade ties to American business than in less important economic -
markets. Ignoring region for the moment;_states undergoing U.S. interVenj

tions'averaged'4.d% more imports from the UyS. as a‘percentage of their

- total imports and 3.3% more eXports to the'U S. as avpercentage of their:

tota] exports two years . pr1or to 1ntervent1on than states not exper1enc1ng .

'v1ntervent1on Thus, the U.S. tended to 1ntervene in states a1ready com-

: parat1ve1y dependent on U.S. trade However, the same tendenc1es are not
<present for 1nd1cators of strateg1c mater1a1 supp]y and .of U S. dependence
~on trade with fore1gn states. Thus, neo-Leninist pred]ct1ons are only

‘partly supported:withfevidence of,prior<bu$iness interest in intervention

targets

However, neo-Leninists wou]d probab]y a1so pred1ct greater 1ncreases

E of U.S. business 1nvo1vement in targets than in non- targets of 1nterven—

tion. Many ana]ysts have noted that while the U. S may not have had great:

v
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* TABLE 1. AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF U.S. BUSINESS ACTIVITY IN STATES UNDERGOING
"CONFLICT THO YEARS PRIOR TO AND THO. YEARS AFTER U.S. INTERVENTION
OR NON- INTERVENTION . E

Non- Intervent1on . | Intervention

Avg. 2 years Avg. 2 years Avg. 2 years Avg..2 years
I before . After - before - After
: N % % N N % % N
- Strategic Materials . ‘ - e »
A11 regions- 96 .11.6 11.4 9% 25 7.4 1.8 25 -
Latin America = 18 24.8 26.2 18 3 9.1 104 3
Africa o 297 1.8 1.9 29 4. 21.3° 29.4 4
Middle East = 19 - 4,2 4.1 19  2- 0.0 0.0 2
“Asia . 25 19.9 18.6 25 15 -+ 4.8 9.8 15
Europe =~ . 5 7.6 5.2 .5 1 0.0 " 0.0 1
Imports from U.S. as % of . ,
Imports from World = : ' - B
A11 regions - 59  21.7 20.5 59 17 . 25.7 23.0 17
~ Latin America. 13 42.3 40.1 13 2 .62.6 41.6 2
Africa , 14 . 10.1 . 9.3 14 5 19.3 ~ 13.7 5.
Middle East 13 19.4 17.7 13 2 11.6 15.7 2.
Asia . 15 18.1 17.9 .15 8 23.9 26 0 8
Europe - 4 15.8 14.6 4 0 - == 0
Exports to U.S. as % of _ ,
Exports to World . ’ S L _ -
AT regions . .59 15,0 16.6 59 18 18.3 19.6 18 -
Latin Amer1ca 13 28:4 29.0 13 2 72,9 69.3 -2
Africa 13 . 11.0 16.5 13 5 10.2 8.9 5.
Middle East 13- 9.2 10.0. 13 2 - 4.5 3.4 2
Asia - 16 13,3 13.9-.16--... 9 13.8 . 18.1 9
Europe = - 4 10,2 9.0 4 0 - - 0
Imports from U.S. as %
- of Total U.S. Exports _ : : ‘ . .
A11 regions 77 0.82.0.80 77 24 0.78 0.56 24
Latin America - 18 1.32 1.14 .18 2 1.56 0.70 2
Africa 17 - 0.15 0.15 17 - 5 .0.20 0.12 .5
Middle East 16 .0.36 0.29 16 ~ 2 -0.12- 0.16 = 2
Asia - 21 0.89 :0.97 = 21 14 1.0 0.79 14
 Europe - 5 2.51 2.64 5 1 0.00 0.00. 1
Exports to U.S. as % ‘
of Total U.S Imports - : _— S ' T
A11 regions - 75 0.86 0.85 75 . 24 0.56 0.36 24
Latin America =~ 18 1.80 1.72 18 2 .2.20 1.47 2
~Africa - 15 0.16 0.23 15 5 ..0.16 0. 5.
‘Middle East 15  0.15 0.14 15° 2 - 0.02 0.0 -2 .
.. Asia 22 1.11. 1.07 22 14 0.50 0.36 14 -
- -Europe .5 0.60 0.80 5: 1 0.00 0.00 1
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business {nterést in Vietnam priorfto mi]ifary inVoivemeht'there; thé stakes
for U.S. 011 companies and other firms had mughrOOmed‘by;war's end. Thére
is only limited support for this view When‘a11‘interventf0ns are considehed.-
Interventions seem to have Cohsiderab]y increaged thé Supp]y of sféategié»‘
materials to the U,S.,rbut hard]y.éffécted forejgn states" tfade'with fhe
s, - ” | |
~ MWhile there is an overall tendency for Washington to intervene in |
countries with signifiCantVAmerican.trade:tfes, there are'important'regionaT
differences. In Latin America, and, fo a lesser extent, Africa and Asia it
appears that the U.S. is likely to intervene in conflicts involving iﬁpor—
tanf trade partners. This does not seem to be éhé case in the Mfddle tast,
whe?e u.S. interventions weré in oi1-pbor states, although pérhaps desfgﬁed
to protect U.S. interests in-oil-rich states. Access to strétegic African
raw materials (sdch-és cobalt and manganese) may have Been éﬁvimportant.
consideration fdr U.s. interventions‘iﬁkeaboﬁ’and Congo-Kinshasa, a1though"',
competftion with the USSR may have been a factor as ye11;
1nfervehtions seemed to‘ihcreésé U.s. acceSsuto'Strategic'materia]s‘(;.
and trade in Asia'across the five-yéar time periOds, and further increased
supplies of’Afrfcan strafegic materials and exports to the Middle Easf.
However, these are hot very cpnsistentIihdications_of econpmic’bénefits
whén werconsider increaéed strategic métefials from and trade with Latin
Amefican, as well(as increased imports frém African states not undergoing
u.s. interVention. Generally, 1nterventions_$eemed to have Tittle effect
on trade with Latin America, although there was a large increasé of U.S.
‘impofts from the Dominican’Republfc éfterr1965.->Thus,_perhgps With the !
- exception of Southeast Asia, it is not much -help to knéw whether American

troops”have intervened in'afcountfy if one is frying tp predict whether
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economic ties to the U.S. will increase after conflicts.

' Correlational analysis (product-moment) was conducted to assess the = . -

impact of certain'contextual variabTes'4—'region3 size'and7durati0n of U.S. .

troop commi tment -~ as weTT as “the act of 1ntervention 1tse1f (a d1chot- ,

'iomous var1ab1e) on bus1ness 1nd1cators Certa1n work1ng hypotheses app]y

to th1s analysns;» (1) 1n regions subJect to rather cont1nuous U.s. econom-- )

ic presence, such as Latin Amer1ca there - m1ght be greater increases. of

‘ bus1ness act1v1ty after 1ntervent1ons than in other ‘regions’ (see Petersen,

1976),_and (2) the Tonger the durat1on and greater the extent of 1nterven-~
tﬁon, the'more probab]e the subsequent dependence of~target on U.S.‘goods'
and services. f | | o |

~ There was 11tt1e or no correTat1on between 1ntervent1on and U S bus—

iness 1nv01vements dur1ng and after fore1gn cr1ses The best pred1ctor

" of the TeveT of U S. bus1ness 1nvo]vement after cr1s1s was ‘the Tevel of
: 1nvo]vement two: years before the cr1s1s “Between 75 and 90 percent of the

~ varjance in- 1nd1cators of U.S:. trade and acqu1s1t1on of strateg1c mater1a1$

'after crises was accounted for by-pre-cr1ses tota]s on these same 1nd1cae '
ﬁors 4 The 1mpact of u. S m111tary 1ntervent1on on subsequent business
ranged between zero -and four percent of var1ance exp1a1ned and th1s was .

true for each region in the wor]d. Hence there is no support for the f1rst

~hypothesis

L1kew1se, there seems 11tt1e cons1stent tendency for Targe scale -

fj(h1gh combat troop comm1tment) or proTonged 1ntervent1ons to produce in- -

-creased overseas bus1ness 1nv01vement (hypothes1s 2). There were few

cases w1th data for 1ntervent1on scope and durat1on and hence stat1st1-

caTTy re11ab1e correTat1ona1 anaTysISlwas;precluded. Increased access to

-strategic raw materia]s fo]Towed interventionsewith no U.S. combat -

!
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~ (eg., providing 1ogistica1 sUpport for other states' troops) or, in one

case, 1nvo]vement of 1ess than 250 .U.S. troops ‘The’only benefits derived
from 1arge sca]e (1000 troops or more) 1ntervent1on were s11ght increases
in exports to the targets (averag1ng about one percentage po1nt) Inter—

ventions of long durat1on (more.than six months) produced appreciable. -

(nine percentage POintS)'average,increases.in U.S. imports from the targets .

~as a percent of targets' world exports, and slight increases in targets' .im-

ports as a percent of U.S. world exports. The only benefits of increased

strategic materials followed interventions of relatively short duration

(an increase of 20 percentage points for medium term interventions of one

week to six months). A1l other indicators declined after intervention re-

v'gard]ess'of scope or duration. Thus, assertionsrthat large scale inter-

: ventions?'such;as Vietnam, lead tofgreat business diyidends,are called into

question.
: Neo Len1n1sts assert that u.s. cap1ta11sts re]y on direct 1nvestment

abroad to ma1nta1n and increase exp]o1tat1on of the Th1rd World. However;

‘as with most of the trade 1nd1cators,gthe relations of fore1gn investment

and intervention also seem weak (Table 2a), aTthough.U.S.vinvestment data

(Table 2 about here)

are quite sketchy for the Third World, and subJect to what the Commerce

Department calls "s1gn1f1cant stat1st1ca1 error" due to 1ncomp1ete samp1es.
Genera]]y,~measur1ng the»d1fference between 1nvestment two years before
and two years after intervention and abstent1on there were severa] 1nter-

vent1on years, especially in the 1960' s, after wh1ch average 1nvestment

' growth was greater for abstent1ons than for 1ntervent1ons u. S 1nvest—'x

ments in Cuba increased sharply. after the 1ntervent1on there in 1958 "but

" dropped.sharp1y after the Castro revolution deve]oped,,,1ndeed, frequent.



TABLE 2; AVERAGE CHANGES IN INVESTMENT AND CAPITAL FLOW : WITH "FRIENDLY"]
U.S. MILITARY INTERVENTION OR WITH ABSTENTION

Table 2a-- U}S.’Private Direct Foreign Investments (Mi]]ions of Dollars Iné
. crease or Decrease) o R ‘
Year 182 50 513 55 584 61 625 646 g5
Non-Inter- , ‘ v : o
ventions 42.1 -- - 45,8 34.6 47.8 28 89.1 61.7 32
N=9 N=6 N=7 N=6 N=3 N=9- N=6. N=4 .
~ Interven- : ' B o
tions . 76 ~-. 40 -- 53.5 -- 26.5 -- 24
N=1 " N=1 N=2 - N=2 N=1
Table -2b-- U.S. Private Cap1taI'F10ws (Absolute D1ffefence$ in Mi]]1ons of
) Dollars, Regardless of Whether Inc;ease or Decrease Between 1950
- - and 1957 or Between 1957 and 1966)
Year 48 50 51 55 58 61 62 64 65 67
Non-Inter- - . v ‘ :
ventions ~ -- 161.2 - 8.7 2.8 -130.8 1 -100.9 -.4 5.7 --
' N=56  N=9 » N=9  N=6 N=3 N=8'N=TO N=7
Interven- | | R
tions -- .5 18 - ] -38 1 3.5 -.5 -13 -1
N=2 N=1 N=1 N=2 N=1 N=2 N=4 N=1 N=1

']"Fr1end1y" interventions were those in which the U.S. either intervened
to support the “target government or to oppose rebe]s ~Only such-
"friendly" interventions are analyzed here. :

2D1fference between 1943
3pifference between 1950
4D1fference between 1957
5D1fference between 1960
6D1fference between 1963

and 1950

and 1953

and 1959
and 1963

and 1966
77Negat1ve numbers indicate a dec11ne in average cap1ta1 flow magn1tude,

regard]ess of whether through outflow or inflow of funds.



U. S. fnterventions of*varfous'types-in Cuba over the)yeansncou]d have 1edr
 to Castro's react1on and- the u1t1mate b]ow to U S. bus1ness act1v1ty in
Cuba. There was no correspond1ng qu1ck 1ncrease of 1nvestment in Taiwan
‘after the Quemoy Matsu crisis (1nd1cat1ng that u.S. buS1ness,1eaders had

" not yet f]ocked to theicheap Tabor pod]); and data‘oniinvestment in Jordan
and Lebanon were not avai]ab]é; so;the investnent pictureiafter 1958 fnter-
vent1ons remains cloudy. | | | |

; Data on investment cap1ta1 f1ows—-the d1fference between cap1ta1 sent

i ’abroad by U,S. f1rms to their foreign aff1]1ates and Cap1ta1 retgrned to
ther.S. by those'affiiiates--afe more plentiful than. those on.direct in-
vestments, but represent‘an,fnterpretative'prbhfem«(seedappendik for data
sources). The difference betWeen eapital inflow and outfiow; andfchanges,*
“in such difference over time do not reflect increased or decreased absofute»
ginvestmenta':Thus, capitaT f]ow.data’are used here only to illustrate
“'orders of investment magnitude. S h_ _' o |
Bus1ness vo1ume as ref1ected by’ cap1ta1 f]ows (Tab]e 2b), seldom in-
_creased much after 1ntervent1ons, except perhaps . for 1951 and 1962 Flows
to and from the Philippines 1ncreased sharply after the 1ntervent1on there
in 1951 (from $6 m1111on in 1950 to $24 in 1957) nd after the Tha1 and
Indjan 1nterventfqns of 1962 flows to those countries also 1ncreased‘some-
what. Direct U.S. investment in the Phillipines aTsp increased by $143 'h
million between 1950,and 57, and fntindia by $39 mi]]ion{' Thus, there is
scattered evidence of a correlation betWeen>interventfon’and’business;in—
vestments in Asia‘ but overall there is not much difference between‘theh
effects of 1ntervent10n and abstent1on |

F1nd1nggf—E11t1st Theony Testing the pred1ct1ons der1ved from e11te

theor1sts--that economic benef1ts from defense Operat1ons accrue to U S.t



1
domestic industrieseelet us first examine the profit perfornancedof‘defense.
contractors and other U.S. industries’during hoth'interVentions and non-
intervention periods. Later, we can move to examination of stock marketA
performance as we]]# - o |

As noted above, Stevenson (1973) concluded that defense contractors

. were_comparatively prOfitab1e'in both the Tate'1950'svand-605s,- Profit-
 ability data reported by StigTer*and Friedland (1971)'and based on Pentagon
~_reports, show a s1ow genera] dec11ne in. the average rate of return on cap-

" ital invested by defense bus1ness sectors of top defense contractors as

compared to commerc1a1 business- sectors of these same compan1es and -to the
FTC-SEC "universe" of- 3500 compan1es However analysts have noted that
m111tary contractors ‘tend to‘systemat1ca11y underreport their‘mi]itary"
business profit 1eVels (see Hunt and'Sherman, 1975:471); and Stevenson5
1973:249). | s .

‘ If‘we'exahinevprotit 1eve1s in relation to‘yearSvof-U}vainterventionx
andtnon4intervention;»using‘Stig1er_and‘Fried]and's‘data (Table 3), there

| " (Table 3 about here) ; | |

are s11ght 1ncreases of defense business: prof1tab111ty in the ear1y years

“of the maJor V1etnam Jntervent1on (1965-66), butvthese are dwarféd by the

general business profit upswing from 1964-66. - Defense profitability was

as high in 1960-62 as during‘the’peak‘Vietnam years. Furthermore, whi1eQ
companies doing»a‘highpperCentage4of defense work had'higher’profits in
the 1950's than other companies, no'SUch distinction existed in the 60's.
On the other hand, conS1der1ng data on defense contractor prof1tab111ty

co]]ected by Stevenson (1973:252) which do not d1st1ngu1sh between de-

- fense and commerc1a1 operat1ons of the same firms, average prof1ts in the

1960 's reach-a clear peak 1n,V1etnam years,71965'and 1966. However,,'



TABLE 3 AVERAGE RATES OF RETURN ON INVESTMENT FOR DEFENSE AND 0THER INDUSTRIES
DURING: AND AFTER PERIODS OF NILITARY INTERVENTION o

Year

Number of - Largest Defense pr.SO% of -FTC—SEC :

(2)

with permission. :
Data derived from Stevenson (1973.252)
with permission. ‘

( Fortune
U.S. Inter- - Contractors (1) Military 3500
ventions - - : - Contractors Compan1es Compan1es
Begun - . . Defense - Commercial - (2) (2)
: "~ .Business Business ‘ S
1956-7 0 -= - “- e --
1958 4 - 10.1% - 7.0% -- 1% -
1959 0 © 9.5% . 6.8% -- - 9.3% --
1960 - -0 8.7% 4.8% 7.8%- -
19671 2 1.5%. - 4.,7% 10.2% 7.4% 8.3%
1962 2 7.4% - 9.0% 13.4% 9.3% 8.9%
1963 0 6.5% 8.7% 12.8% -9.8% 9.1%
1964 7 "6.3% ~10.9% 13.5% 10.8% 10.5%
1965 2 7.6% 11.6% . 14.7% 12.6% . 11.8%
1966 0 - 7.0% 10.8% 14.9% 12.4% 12.7%
- 1967 1 - 7.3% 7.8% 13.4% 10.1% 11.3%
1968 - - 6.8% 8.3% 13.0% 10.2% 11.7% -
(M Data der1ved from Stigler and Friedland (1971:692a93)'.
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profits of.the’top.500 U.S. corporations designated’by‘FortUnE"Magazine
4,also peakedvin those years; thusnthe"economy as'a whole had expanded,
and the increase in'military contractors' profitability, Which began in
1962 seemed mainly due tO‘commerCTai as opposed to‘defense:work Certain
defense dependent companies ev1dent1y profited d1sproport1onate1y from: the
Vietnam war, however, the average prof1t increase for the seven b1g air-
craft contractors was tw1ce as 1arge as that of the Fortune 500 A1so the
Genera] Account1ng 0ff1ce has reported that Iarge m111tary contractors had
s1gn1f1cant1y h1gher average m111tary than non- m111tary prof1ts (Hunt
and‘Sherman, 1975.471)\ These firms' underreport1ng of prof1ts means.that
-both the Stevenson and Stig1er—Fr1ed1and‘data do not fu11y reflect defense
profits,'but no better data are{avai1ab1e to‘the-public,"Whi]e\SteVensOn '
(1973“252-57)'conc1udes»that the U.S. economy greatly depends on defense
.spend1ng, we shou1d note that it is not clear that defense contractors
'greatly depend on m111tary 1ntervent1ons

Turn1ng*to analysis of defense and nonfdefense industries' New York
Stock Exchange performance (Tab1e 4), some of the clusters of interventions

(Table 4 about here) ' |

' seem to co1nc1de with the largest gains for defense stocks Six intervenj
" tions occurred in the 1949-52 period, four occorred in the 1958459 period,
- and nine,came between 1ate 1963»and 1965. These were periods of great1y
improved defense stock»performance, as well as‘some of the‘greatest com=
“parative‘gains of defense over non-defense stocks. Thus,'ft evident1y
”takes more than one small sca]e or perhaps even one large sca]e interven-
tion to kick the defense economy into high gear. It may take s1mu1taneous
.and/or pro]onged dnterventions in more than one country or more than one

region before capital investment patterns significantly change.



TABLE 4.
MILITARY INTERVENTIO\S

INCREASES OR DECREASES IN STOCK PERFORMANCE: INDEX WITH U, S

Change in Avexage Stock Performance from Same to Following

F]SCa] Year.
Largest Largest Largest
Number of U.S. Defense Defense "Defense
Interventions A1l NYSE Contractors, Contractors, Contractors,

Per Year Stocks  1950-57 1959 7 <1969
0 .423(N=10) - .763(N=8) _261(N=4) .367(N=4)
1-2 .299(H=7) - .510(N=3) 300(N=4) .457(N=4)
4-7 .755(N=3) 1.968(N=2) 310(N=2) 446(N=2)

Source: Derived from Stigler and Friedland (1971).
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0 Turningtto'ana1ysis of defense and non-defense industries' New York

Stock Exchange perforiance, changes in Stigler & Friedland's (1973:693)

stock indices (first with June, 1948 set equal to'1000, andathen, for de—

- fense 1ndustries*growing in the 1960's, with June, 1958 set equal to.1000)

were ca]cu]ated for the year f0110w1ng each year in the ana1y51s Then

years were categor1zed as to whether: zero,. one or two, or four to seven

U.S. interventiens took p]ace, and‘the average growth of defense and non-

'defense‘stocks'was ea1cu1ated (Table 4)i5 Regardless-ot whether. all NYSE -

stocks are considered, or merely top defense contractors, there is a gen-

eral tendency for'anreased‘performancevafter years with several U.S, in-

terventions, but it is impossible to draw statistica]iy valid conclusions
from so few cases. Notice, though that the tendency for growth w1th

mu1t1p1e 1ntervent1ons seems. greater for the prime defense contractors of

the 1950's than for those of-the 1960 S. Indeed all NYSE'stocks grew

faster after years of. four to seven interventions than did the top defense
stocks of 1959 and 1969 Defense stocks increased most dur1ng the per1ods;
]958f59.(f0ur interventions); 1960-61 (no 1nterventionsiinj1960; one in
early 1961); 1954-55 (one intervention in -early 1955); 1965-66.(twd major

interventions); and 1953-54 (no interventions). Thus, while simultaneous

- or prolonged interventions in more than one country or region may have led

to several spurts of defense stock investment, such spurts sometimes came
without intervention and fo]]owed‘periodsAof internationa1 crisisr(such
as the lingering effects of'Korean and Indoehinese'disputes). 0f course
no period sinee World War II has been totally free of crisis,‘andithe>
largest décreases in defense stocks (]959-60,_196&-62,.1957»58) saw U.S.

crisis involvements short of outright intervention in Berlin, the Bay of

 Pigs, and Syrian disputes.
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Three sets of factors may influence defense stock performance: (1)
intense foreign crisis and repeated or prolonged interventions; (2) the
force postures and doctrines adopted "and paid for by the Pentagon; (3)
domestic economic factors influencing tradeoffs between civilian and de-
fense capital investment. There is some evidence in this study of the
importance of factors one and two; future economic analysis must also be

focused on factor three.

CONCLUSION

There is scattefed evidence for both the neo-Leninist and elitist ap-
proaches--evidence of increased business activity in some countries under-
going mi]itaky intervention, and of Dow-Jones increases for U.S. defenﬁe in-
dustries during and following periods in which several interventions have
occurred. U.S. businesses do not always shy away from combat theaters,
but generally do better during and after military 1nterventions‘not in-
volving U.S. combat. However, there is no general trend indicating bus-
iness dependence on foreign interventions; rather both business and the
armed forces may depend on military spending and force doctrines.

In Tajwan, India, Gabon, Laos, the Dominican Republic, and the
Philippines various types of business involvement increased after inter-
vention, AHowever, in none of these countries were there simultaneous in-
creases of trade, investment, and strategic material supply. Despite post-
intervention business gains in Asia and Africa, there was no statistica1
cofre]ation between intervention and business indicators for any region.

These findings fit Melvin Gurtov's characterization of U.S. interven-

tionary policy as "imperial" rather than "“imperialistic":
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,"l...because the 1after—wou1d'mean that Amerﬁcan infer—
~ ventions have béen.motiVafed'mafniy by'thé need fof
territory, bases, new markets,’1ines of~c6mmunicafion,~
or cqrporéte pfofits; Instead, the motivation has
~ generally been to‘pkeserve or'éxpand_degehdency:tglg;ignf
§Eiﬁ§ with'Third World Societies by insuring écqess to,
and exekting predominant influence over, their‘pbiicies;
- eébnomies; and military affairs." (Gurtov, 1974:202)- 7
It abpéars that U.S. interventions ch]d have had thé effect of pér{
vservihg depehdéncy_ke]ations,~sinqe intervention targets were more depen- .
{denf‘on U.S. trade thanAnon-ta§gets-Both pribr te and after interventions.
Interventions also brought increased dependency accbrding.to{certain frade
1ndfcators.- However;-genera11y the growth of trade was in exports to,
rather than imports from;the u.s., and U.S. traders often increased depen-
dency more on foréign godds andhmarkets:tﬁén foreign states increased de-
pendency.on U.S. goods. : -~ |
Whi]egpro1onged intefventions did‘nof,genera11y'1ead to greater over-

‘seas U.S.‘buﬁihess invo]vement;Athey, d]dng'with clusters of interventions;
Seemed to lead to gﬁeatek defénse industky profits and stock performance.
E11te:theprists woqu probably expectnsuch a finding, é]thouéh they might
be surprised to learnthat low combat, small scale interventions (e.g. the
- Congo), and sing]é cases Qf’interventfoﬁ did hot-great1y:increaserthe vol-.
ume and profitabi]ity‘df defense—re]ated»buéiness; There is ample evi-
] dencé in the daily'press and CongressionaI‘hearings of business inf1ueﬁce
on U.S. defense policy, 1nc1udih§‘the machinations qf.under-seéretakies

- of Defense with strong defense business connectiohstryihg«to hike arms
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‘sales to countries 1ike Iran Arms sales, however seem in general more

prof1tab1e than the 1ess d1rect benef1ts of m111tary 1ntervent1on

0de11 found Tittle corre]at1on between U.S. overseas bus1ness activity

and subsequent 1ntervent1on, and this study has reflected genera]]y little

corre1at1on between intervention and subsequent business activity. Associ-

ations are strongest when we .consider increases or decreases in overseas

trade after interventions, and also the effect of prolonged military and
po]%tica] intervention abroad on trade ahd profits.:,HoWever,'there»is,no
invariant tendency for the fortunes of business to depend on the dispatch

of Marines.




'FOOTNOTES
1. While thevU;S. was the dominant world military pbwer in the post-
w9r1d‘war‘rr era, it ie p?obab]y untenable to aésume that each world crisis

represented equally probable sites for U.S. intervention. Therefore, to

‘distinguish among ckises as to ease or opportuhity of U.S.. intervention,

crises within each region will be analyzed separately from other regions on
the assumption that if the U.S. 1ntervenes in one crisis in a region it

cou]d have 1ntervened in any other-crisis in that reg1on during the same

- period. Obv1ously, the occurrence of one intervention in a year may decrease

the 11ke11hood of another, but we have tr1ed to ]essen this bias by choosing
the first 1nc1dent of non1ntervent1on in a g1ven year if there were several
1nc1dents-1n the same country. However, we cannot assume that all cases of
intervention;and'ndh-interventionkin.the study are tbta]iy independent for

statistical purpoSeS" Nevertheless, measures of association will be reported,

‘1n order to he]p 1dent1fy the most ~important f1nd1ngs

2. Note that certain cases must be exc]uded from ana]ys1s because of

gaps in the overseas ]nvestment data due to the.]aw restr1ct1ng the U.S. .

Commerce Department's disclosure of busineSS operations.
2 3. We ca]cu]ated the percentage of new supply of these commod1t1es

(1 e., the sum of U.S. product1on and imports) comprised of imports and the

" percentage of total U.S. imports comprising exports from spec1f1c fore1gn 4

countries., In this way the two major Strategic comiodi ties prbvided to the
U.s. during periods of intervention and non-intervention by each country in

the study were determined, and changes in the supply of these were recorded

"'across the two years before and afterrinterventiOns and'non-interventions.ﬂ‘

4. The only tfade variable not we]]»e2p1aihed by trade'two years be-

“fdre crisis Was,U.S.'exports as a.percentage of U.S. WOrid,exports. How-



2

ever, intervention‘dfd not even account for one percent of the variance in
such exports. . |
| 5. For example, in 1957 U.S. private capital outf]ow‘to Venezuela was
$826 million, and in 1966 the inflow from U.S. Venezuelan affiliates was
$47 mi]]ion. Disregarding the outflow vs. inflow distinction, the decline
- of U.S. business volume in Venezuela between 1957 and 1966 is estimated at:

$779 million (i.e., 826-47). The actual decline of tota]vdirect petroleum
 and manufacturing ihvestment in Venezueia, data which happen to be avail-
able through the Commerée Department, was $490 million. So the capité]
calculations at least seem to reflect the trend of general business vd]ume.
Capital f]ow}data were available only for 1950, 1957, and 1966, so all
interventions and noninterventions in 1950, 51, and 55 were fitted between
1950 and 1957, and tﬁose for 1958 and later were related to éapita] flow
scores for 1957 and 1966. o

6. It seems reésonab]e to assume that interventions would affect stock

perférmance over the next fiscal year, since stock analysts indicate that
invéstors tend to react quickly to news. Also, the data do not distinguish
betWeen stock investments attracted by defense vs. commercial sectors of

top defense contractors.
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APPENDIX 1-A -

‘List of Interventions:

Colombia--April 11, ]948 USAF planes were d1spatched 'to Co]omb1a dur-
ing r1ot1ng to evacuate var1ous U.S. nationals.!

South»Korea--June 27, 1950. Korean War.

North Korea--June, 1950. Korean War.

Republic of China (Taiwan)—-June,']950. During the‘Korean crfsis, USAF» -
planes and USN'ships patro11ed the Formosa Strait and formosan waters.

China (PRC)--August 27, 1950. In October, a U.S. representative adm1t-
ted that U. S bombers had fired on a PRC a1rf1e1d by mistake in August.

USSR--October 8, 1950. A U.S. spokesman said the straf1ng of the Sov1etl
a1rf1e1d south of V]ad1vostok by U.S. f1ghters was a m1stake and ex-

pressed regret.

.>'Philippines;-0ctdber 25, 1951. ‘U;S.‘Marines 1eft their base to help .

Phi1ippine'troops search for "Huk" marauders.
Republic of China (Taiwan)—-January, 1955' During:the Tachens crisis,
U.S. ships and planes patro]]ed the area and USN ships he]ped evacuate

Nat1ona11st Chinese from the Tachens.

. Lebanon--July 15, 1958. Lebanese Civil War.

10. Jordan--July 17, 1958. USAF planes overflew Jordan to provide air-

cever for'the_landihg of U.K. paratroopers and.]ater airlifted oil
to Jordan. i | ‘ - |
Cuba-QJuly 28, 1958. U.S. Marines Teft the Guantanamo_base:tb guard

‘the water pipeline but returned after Castro protested.

T. "Evacuations" have been included because several large-scale U.S.
intervention began with the excuse of "evacuation". :




12. Repuﬁlic of China (Taiwan)--September 4, 11958. During the Quemoy-Matsu
| cr1s1s U.S. ships and p]anes patro]]ed the area and escorted
Nat1ona11st Ch1nese convoys
13. Laos--March, 1961. The U.S. began flying reconnaissance missions over
Laos aﬁd soon began_air]ifting arms and'otﬁef supplies to the Laotian
Government. |
14.  South Vietnam--December 11, 1961 Two U S. he11copter compan1es arrived
in South V1etnam and began he1p1ng South V1etnamese forces in the |
- field. | | | | ‘
15. Thai]and;-May}T7, 1962. After SEATO maneuverég 1000 U.S..troops wereA
ordered to remain in“Thai]ahd because of a Pathet Lao and Viet Minh
offensive in the nprtheaétern border area. |
16. India--November, 1962. During the Sino-Indian border conflict, the
| u.s. sent some military transport’ p]anes and crews to ferry supp11es
and troops to border areas. 47 |
17. 'Zanzibar—-January 13, 1964 After a~60up, U.S. troops were dispatched
to help evacuate U. S nat1onals to a wa1t1ng USN destroyer
18. Cambod1a——March 19, 1964. u.s. m1l1tary'forcesrbegan he1p1ng South
Vietnameselfprces~in attacks on Cambodian bbfder Vf11agés.

»-19. Gabon—-Apri1, 1964. 'During a tense election in Gabon, a USAF plane
1anded (without Gabonese  approval) in case'it/was netessaryito
evacuate‘embassy perébnhe]. | .

20.' Laos --May, 1964. U.S. planes began bombing the Ho Chi Minh Trail in

 Laos. |

21.. North Vietnam-—August 4,.1964. UTS.‘bombing;began‘in response to the
GuIf of Tonkin incident. | |



22.

23.

24.

25.
26.

Congo (Kinshésa)é-Augﬁst 13, 1964; USAF transpoft‘p]anes wére sent
to aid.the_Cohgolese GovernmentAahd U.S. military péréonné] were
sent to maintain éha'gdard the p1ané$ and to fly-and guard;heli-

_ copters uséd'in'rescue and support missioh§; |

Congo (Kinshésa)—-November 23, 1964; USAFﬂtransport planes and crews

~ landed Belgian paratrobpers fo evacuate hostéges~he1d by Congo]e;e
rebels. o _ | | .

S. Vietnam--March 7, 1965. -U.S. troops undertook the buik bf fight-

ing in South Vietnam.

Dominican Repub]ic--Aprii 28, 1965. Marine intervention.

Congo (Kinshasa)-;Ju1y-10, 1967. During Congolese revolt, the:U.S.
sent mi]ifary transport planes-and crews to'pkovide long-range

logistical support.
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List

1.

ro
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~d G

10.
1.

2.

13.

14,
15.

16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

21,
2.

23.

24.

25.

of Non-interventions:!

Yémen 1948
Hyderabad 1948
India 1948
Frénce<1948 ‘
Ihdonesia 1948 .
Malaya 1948 _‘
Pakistan 1948

‘Brazil 1948
Costa Rica 1948
E1 Salvador 1948

Ghana 1948
Somalia 1948

vafy Coast 1950 -
‘India 1950
-~ Pakistan 1950

Indonesia 1950

"Nepal 1950

Tibet 1950
Bolivia 1950 -

_Venézﬁe]a 1950

Egyﬁt 1951
Iran 1951 -
Israel 1951 :
Syria 1951

Morocco 1951

26.
.
28.
29.
30.
3.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39..

- 40.
41
42.
43.

44,

g5,
46.

47.

48,
49.
50.

APPENDIX 1-B -

‘Frahce 1951

Thailand 1951
Ecuador 1951
Panama 1951 :
Peru 1951

Israel 1955 .
Egypt 1955 -
Muscat-Oman 1955J
TUnisi& 1955

~ Yemen 1955?
India 1955
Portugal 1955

~ Indonesia 1955

Sudan 1955

Argentina 1955

Panama 1955

- .Cameroon 1955-

Sierra Leone 1955
Iraq 1958~
Morocco 1958
Ceylon 1958

India 1958

Pakistan 1958
Argentina 1958
Venezuela 1958

51,
52.
53.
54.
- 55.
56,
57.
58,

59,
- 60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
' 6s.
66.
67.
68.
.
70:
7.
72.
73.
74.
75.

Iraq 1961

'Lebanon"1961

Portugal 1961
Nepal 1961
Ecuador 1961

- Ethiopia. 1961

Turkey 1962 . -
South‘Arabian

" Sultanates 1962

Algeria 1962 -
ISfaeT;1962<i- :

-Syria 1962
Yemen 1962

Ma]aya-1962

V;Argentina;1962'A :

Peru 1962

' Venezuela 1962

Brunei 1962 i
Ghana 1962

Zambia 1962

Malawi 1962
Senegal 1962
South Africa 1962

~ Israel 1964 |

Syria 1964
Ethiopia 1964



2.
76. Sudan 1964 | 84, Niger 1964 92. Indonesia 1965

77. Pakistan 1964 85. Tanganyika 1964 93. Central African
- ' Republic 1965
78. Malaya 1964 ~ 86. Uganda 1964
A 94. Chad 1965
79. Argentina 1964  87. Zambia 1964 P
' 95. Dahomey 1965

80. Bolivia 1964 88. Algeria 1965
: 96. Malawi 1965
81. Somalia 1964 89. Ethiopia 1965 o
~ 97. Rhodesia 1965
82. Kenya 1964 90. India '
83. Portugal 1964 91. Pakistan 1965

1. Data on non-interventions were originally co]]écted by Richard Cady
and William Prince (Cady and Prince, 1974) who identified 323 post-World
War II conflicts, and coded the level of U.S., U.S.S.R., and P.R.C. in-
volvement in the conflicts on a scale from zero ("uninvolved") to seven
("combat operations or large scale employment of combatant force in con-
flict situations“). To utilize these data, a subset composed‘of conflicts
in which the U.S. had rémained "uninyo]ved" was assembled and these con-
flicts were then assigned to the country or coﬁntries which had been in-
volved in tHe dispute. For example, conflict #320 ("Ethiopia-Somalian
Bordér Dispute") was assigned to both Ethiopia and Somalia, and thus be-
came two country-conflicts. After dropp%ng several cases from the study
because they did not occur during the time period.covered‘by;this study,
and dropping all but the first incident of non-intervention in a given
country in a given year, the non-intervention data set was composed of

97 country-conflicts.
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