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Preface

Early in the twenty-first century, United States foreign policy began to be talked about
as having undergone major changes. Journalists and academics began to speculate that
with the advent of the George W. Bush administration and its reaction to the events of
11 September 2001, the U.S. was now acting toward other countries in a way that was
fundamentally different than in the past. Those differences included a more frequent
resort to military force and a concomitant downgrading of diplomacy; a penchant for
acting unilaterally rather than with allies or through multilateral institutions; and an
ideological classification of countries into friends and foes, with the latter being com-
batted even if they did not pose a military threat to others. In short, whether this was
seen as good or bad, the United States was said to have shifted to a fundamentally
imperial stance toward the rest of the world.

These types of claims are misleading. On the one hand, they greatly exaggerate just
how much U.S. foreign policy was militarized, or unilateralized, or ideologized, under
Bush; on the other, they present past U.S. policy in a considerably more diplomatic,
multilateral, and modest light than was in fact the case. Both criticisms are easy to
demonstrate and we do so in the following pages. Specifically, we show how, from
1898 to the present, U.S. foreign policy has been fundamentally continuous, with the
same types of routine and interventionary policies being opted for in similar situations.
What this continuity involves is not an unchanging set of long-term goals but rather a
small set of means, resorted to over and over as a means of taking on as clients certain
states and supporting them, while at the same time actively opposing other states as
enemies. In this sense, the book is both a detailed description of American foreign
policy today and a history of how, within rigid limits, that policy evolved over the past
eleven decades.

However, the broader question is why U.S. policy in fact changed as little as it did.
To answer that question, we put forward a theory of how foreign policy gets made on
three different time scales: day-to-day, when the problems dealt with involve the
execution of existing policy; episodic, when that policy fails and has to be reevaluated;
and epochal, when there is a sense that a historical turning point is at hand. To come
up with this theory, we found that existing approaches to foreign policy analysis were
of little use, mostly because they failed to take into account the details of how parti-
cular means were opted for in specific situations. Instead, we found that other intellec-
tual traditions, namely cybernetics and organization theory, gave us the theoretical
tools to explain the different types of policy continuity. Those explanations involve
showing how policy is means-driven, through the availability of capabilities embedded
in organizations, rather than spurred by any long-term goals or structural concerns.



To develop and test the theory, it was necessary to look closely at what precisely the U.S.
was doing with regard to specific countries and at how the debates over what the U.S.
should be doing unfolded in Washington. This meant that we had, as much as possible,
to rely on primary source materials about the contours of U.S. policy, since secondary
accounts were not always concerned with the same policy making issues as we were. It
also meant that we had to amass a large number of cases of concrete U.S. policy making
regarding specific countries, not only because continuity can only be demonstrated by
showing that the same types of policies were opted for repeatedly over the course of
more than a century, but because policy depended on the type of situation, and there
were, by our count, some twenty-three of those. (There are, in fact, a small number of
variables that generate those separate situations.) Although many of the cases are
written up in the book, many others are simply mentioned, with full discussions of
them being reserved for the book’s website: www.us-foreign-policy-perspective.org

The theory we develop, the history we recount, and the description we put forward
all point in the direction of the United States as possessing an empire of client states.
That empire has been in existence for many decades and, we argue in the final chapter
of the book, shows little signs of ending. Whether or not that is a good thing we leave
to the reader to decide; although our views are easily discernible from the tone with
which certain passages are written, this is a work of scholarship and not of advocacy.

We began our collaboration on this book in 2004, although it grew out of work we
had done on U.S. military intervention over the preceding eight years, with that work
in turn having its origins in a lengthy research project on U.S. foreign policy making
with respect to Vietnam. Over the years, many of the ideas in this book were tried out
on various colleagues, to whom we owe a debt of gratitude. Among those, we would
single out Thomas Bernauer, Michael Byers, Lars-Erik Cederman, Michael Cox, Bruce
Cumings, Richard Falk, Stephen Gill, Simon Hug, Anders Stephanson, and Donald
Sylvan. Charles Kegley provided not only intellectual feedback but invaluable practical
advice. Two other colleagues, alas now deceased, reacted to our ideas and were sup-
portive: H. Bradford Westerfield and Hayward Alker. Hayward, in particular, kept up a
drumbeat of suggestions, reactions, and “when will it be done” questions; we very much
regret he never had a chance to read the book.

Colleagues and students at both our institutions also served as useful sounding boards.
In Geneva, James Bevan, Thomas Biersteker, Andrew Clapham, Jussi Hanhimäki, Urs
Luterbacher, Alexander Swoboda, and Charles Wyplosz each discussed one or more of
the claims in the book with us. Students in The Foreign Policy of Great Power Intervention
course and its predecessors read several of the chapters in draft form and reacted to
them. In Seattle, comments, both formal and informal, came from Ellis Goldberg,
Stephen Hansen, Brian Jones, George Lovell, Peter May, and Michael McCann; com-
ments also came from the late Daniel Lev. Michael Ward not only reacted intellectually
but was kind enough to produce the maps in Chapter 3. Students in several years’ worth
of courses on U.S. Foreign Policy read and commented on drafts of most of the chapters.
Our respective institutions – the Graduate Institute of International and Development
Studies, and the University of Washington – furnished support in various forms. Similarly,
our research assistants – Navitri Ismaya Putri Guillaume and Christoph Pohlmann –
were invaluable in tracking down information and constructing data sets.

Finally, our editor, Heidi Bagtazo of Routledge, was encouraging and patient beyond
any reasonable expectations. Almost (but usefully, not quite) as patient were our families
who, without ever coordinating their efforts, transmitted the same message for four years.
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1 Explaining the continuity of U.S.
foreign policy

The 28th of September 2006 was an ordinary day for United States foreign policy. In
Slovenia, the U.S. met with the other members of the North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation (NATO) about counterinsurgency operations in Afghanistan and peace enfor-
cement in Kosovo. Meanwhile, in Washington, the State Department announced it was
committing almost $40 million to six countries in Central America and the Caribbean
to help them “enhance labor and environmental protection practices.” Thousands of
miles to the east, U.S. troops were engaged in combat operations in Iraq; still further
east, U.S. military advisers continuing training Philippines battalions to “fight against
insurgency and terrorism.” At the same time, the Cuban government remained indig-
nant over the decision of the U.S. to refuse its health minister a visa to attend the
annual meeting in Washington of the Pan American Health Organization. Finally, the
State Department’s spokesman warned that “time [was] growing short” for there to be
a “negotiated settlement” by which Iran would suspend enrichment of uranium.1

What these various U.S. policies had in common is that they were aimed at different
problems faced by those in charge of the political and economic life of particular states.
In some cases (the six countries in Central America and the Caribbean; Iraq and the
Philippines), U.S. policy attempted to solve the problems of the states in question,
either by furnishing resources or by taking over some of the tasks of the local actors. In
another case, U.S. policy focused on involving third parties (here, other NATO mem-
bers) as junior partners in solving the problems of one or more other states (Afghani-
stan and the likely future state of Kosovo). Elsewhere (Cuba, Iran), U.S. efforts were
instead directed at creating problems for states, in some instances actually trying to
bring about the overthrow of the regime. These cases can be multiplied many times
over, not only in terms of U.S. actions but in terms of U.S. concerns; and it is no
exaggeration to say that American policy is concentrated on maintenance of U.S. cli-
ents and hostility toward U.S. enemies. In August 2006, there were some 80 of the
former and six of the latter (a few years before, there had been eight enemies).

This focus on clients and enemies is nothing new. Already, a full century before the
policies described above, the United States was maintaining clients and acting against
enemies. In 1906, the U.S.-backed government of Cuba was facing an insurgency and,
after trying to cobble together a political solution, the U.S. finally proclaimed a provi-
sional government, headed by Roosevelt’s secretary of war and backed by U.S. troops.
At the same time, the U.S. was arranging an emergency loan for the Dominican
Republic and negotiating a treaty by which the president of the United States would
appoint an administrator for the island’s customs revenues. The U.S. was also growing
increasingly exasperated with Nicaragua’s policies toward its neighbors and would, a



few years later, aid rebels in deposing the country’s long-time leader. These stories, and
others like them, can be repeated constantly, decade by decade, throughout the fol-
lowing hundred years, and there is no sign that they are becoming obsolete.2

Of course, U.S. foreign policy is and has been concerned with other issues beyond
the maintenance of clients and hostility toward enemies. For decades, the U.S. has
directed many of its actions at the creation and enhancement of a liberal economic
order, one involving large numbers of minimally regulated commercial and financial
transactions among private actors. The U.S. has also acted to foster its own security via
a host of policies (including, critically, the possession of nuclear weapons and attempts
to deter their use by others). In addition, the U.S. acts in various ways regarding the
production and sale of narcotics, access to energy, and numerous other functional
domains. What distinguishes these various types of policies from those concerned with
clients and enemies is that the latter cut across the former. On the one hand, policy
toward a given state may involve addressing problems of nuclear weapons transit,
energy, port facilities, trade, and any number of other issue domains. On the other
hand, policy making regarding functional issues has to be concretized as regards the
political and economic situation of particular places: not only, say, energy production
in general but building a pipeline across a specific country, providing particular invest-
ment incentives for pipeline investors, and training troops to protect that pipeline from
potential attacks. For these reasons, a focus on resolving the problems faced by clients
and exacerbating those faced by enemies captures much of the overall structuring of
U.S. foreign policy, that is, how it is organized in such a way as to inform numerous
specific policies in specific times and places. Put differently, our claim is that the U.S.
has, for over a hundred years, resorted to the same set of activities: surveilling coun-
tries’ domestic politics and economic policies, providing development assistance, coor-
dinating with allies, selling weapons, running covert operations, carrying out overt acts
of warfare.

How to explain this continuity? Why has the United States organized so much of its
foreign policy, for over a century, around clients and enemies? Our answer is that the
U.S. has a certain number of what we will call policy instruments: capabilities, embed-
ded in particular organizations, for engaging in particular sequences of action. Policy
making is instrument-driven: the U.S. spends much of its time devising programs to aid
clients and hinder enemies because those are the competences it has. In this sense,
policy is not driven by any overarching goals over and beyond those of helping clients
and hurting enemies; instead, it is driven by the relatively limited set of means the U.S.
has at its disposal. Policy making, as a process, is not a matter of trying to achieve
long-term or structural goals by various means but of choosing a particular means that
corresponds to whatever the immediate problem is faced by a client or presented by an
enemy. Long-term, and indeed, intermediate, goals of various sorts are then, so to
speak, pasted onto the means.

This argument, which we will develop abstractly in this chapter and then, with
numerous historical examples, throughout the rest of the book, is obviously a far
remove from the way in which U.S. foreign policy is normally presented. To see why, it
is helpful to begin with a brief discussion of the more standard explanations for the
continuity of U.S. policy. These are of three types: (1) those that posit certain goals
which, it is claimed, U.S. leaders have pursued for over a century; (2) those that con-
centrate instead on the political culture of the United States and its elites’ sense of
mission; and (3) those that see the U.S. as simply one more powerful state driven by
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expansionist imperatives. Although these explanations are in many ways quite different
from each other, they overlap in one important respect: that of ignoring policy instru-
ments or at the least seeing them as of minor importance. In our view, this bias makes
it impossible really to answer the question of why U.S. foreign policy has exhibited
such striking continuity.

Explaining continuity: the problem with structural accounts

The most common account of why U.S. foreign policy has shown such strong con-
tinuity is that U.S. leaders have for over a century pursued an unchanging set of goals.
Among those goals, the two most often mentioned are democracy and open markets:
the claim is that the makers of U.S. policy have consistently tried to make other states
democratic and their economies free market, whether by using marines and extending
bank loans in Central America and the Caribbean in the early years of the twentieth
century, or by similar means in Europe during and after World War I, or through a
variety of overt and covert means in various parts of the world since the waning days of
World War II. Of course, the argument continues, the U.S. has often been economically
protectionist, just as it has often supported nondemocratic regimes, but such policies
are, as one former ambassador to the United Nations put it, temporary compromises
made to ward off the prospect of long-lasting illiberal systems. From this point of view,
the U.S. acts more from ideological concerns than security-oriented ones, so that, for
example, American policy makers’ nearly 70-year long struggle with communism is
explained not because communism posed a military threat to the U.S. but because it
was the antithesis of the deepest American goals. Indeed, as several advocates of “grand
strategy” have seen it, the U.S. has frequently pursued policies which were irrelevant, if
not downright harmful, to its security because of its leaders’ firm belief that the long-
term prosperity and even survival of the U.S. as a liberal democracy depended on the
world’s being remade along American lines. The connection to clients and enemies is
straightforward: the U.S. has faced a never-ending series of tasks, involving oversight,
advice-giving, and frequent interventions to make sure that client states stayed on the
right political and economic path and that enemies were at least overthrown, if not
converted into clients.3

There are numerous variants of the democracy and open-markets arguments,
depending on claims about the relative importance and mutual compatibility of the two
goals, the extent to which these were conscious and long-term aims of U.S. leaders, and
the significance of material interests as opposed to ideology in the formulation of par-
ticular policies. Nonetheless, there is a broad consensus among writers of various
viewpoints that there is indeed an “American foreign policy tradition” based on open
markets and the “liberal goal of democracy promotion” and which leads directly from
John Hay’s “Open Door” policy in China, through Wilson’s war to “make the world
safe for democracy,” the Truman Doctrine and the Marshall Plan, and so on up to
George W. Bush’s intervention in Iraq and his war on terror. Indeed, it has been argued
by some authors that even isolationism – the policy of “escape from a decadent Old
World” – was still based on the “liberal impulse” that elevates democracy and open
markets to the principal goals of United States policy. Note that this latter argument
implies that U.S. foreign policy has been animated by the same goals not only since the
end of the nineteenth century but far back into the days of pre-1898 isolation, perhaps
even all the way to the dawn of the republic under Washington, Adams, and Jefferson.4

The continuity of U.S. foreign policy 3



Of course, the fact that democracy and open markets are the most-often cited goals
of U.S. foreign policy does not mean that they are the only goals ever put forward to
explain that policy. Some authors, struck by the frequency with which U.S. officials
have pursued nondemocratic or protectionist policies, or by just how often those offi-
cials have been violent, exclusionary, or dominating toward those not deemed worthy of
democratic rule or free exchange, have instead argued that the U.S. is principally ani-
mated by the goal of security, understood in practice as countering other states or
ideologies that do or could pose a threat. Clients would have to be defended against
foreign and domestic enemies, either because their “loss” might endanger the U.S. at
some future point or because the lack of a defensive effort would embolden enemies.
Other authors, though, claim that U.S. policy toward many clients is motivated less by
concern with U.S. security and more by a general goal of maintaining “stability,” i.e., a
pattern of regional and global power relationships that change slowly, if at all. Most U.S.
efforts would in this case be directed at maintaining client states; enemy states would
for the most part be dealt with by means of containment. Still other authors con-
centrate instead on economic goals that may have little or nothing to do with open
markets: guaranteed access to resources such as oil; protection of major foreign hold-
ings; captive markets for export or investment purposes. In these cases, clients would be
aided because of their direct or anticipated economic utility, whereas enemies would
normally be of less immediate concern.5

None of these most-cited long-term goals of U.S. foreign policy is in fact very good
at helping to explain the continuity of that policy. One problem is that particular goals
clearly conflict with each other – for example, stability may be interpreted as a warrant
for backing dictatorial regimes – and there is nothing in the literature that sheds any
light on which goals take precedence over which others under which circumstances.
This problem is one aspect of an even more serious difficulty with goal-oriented
explanations: they lack any sort of translation mechanism for determining what specific
actions ought to be undertaken. A good case in point is the democracy goal discussed
above. Even if we assume that U.S. leaders fervently wish to promote democracy in
states around the world, that goal tells us nothing about what the U.S. will do in par-
ticular circumstances: will officials in Washington try to overthrow a nondemocratic
regime, or conversely will they try to be close friends with it, hoping to convince the
regime’s top officials gradually to give up power to democratic institutions? If over-
throw is the policy opted for, will the U.S. send in troops or simply content itself with
condemnatory statements? If friendship is instead pursued, will the U.S. train the
regime’s armed forces, or instead try to bankroll particular politicians? And for all of
these questions, when, and for how long, will these actions take place? In sum, long-
term goals simply do not, and indeed cannot, translate convincingly into particular,
country-specific policies; and for this reason, such goals are of little help in accounting
for the continuity of U.S. foreign policy.6

An alternate argument about continuity in U.S. foreign policy is that it stems from
something in the country’s political culture. The approach here would concentrate not
on long-term goals pursued for many years but on the way in which members of the U.S.
foreign policy elite understand the world and see themselves as bound to act. Numer-
ous authors, going back as far as Alexis de Tocqueville in the early nineteenth century,
have argued along these lines, claiming that U.S. political culture is marked by a sense
that the United States is an “exceptional” country with a mission to serve as a moral,
and perhaps a political, leader in the world. Advocates of this sort of argument have a
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lengthy and apparently inexhaustible collection of speeches and writings to choose
among, starting with the famous statement by John Winthrop in 1630 that “wee shall
be as a Citty upon a Hill, the eies of all people are uppon us” and running through any
number of nineteenth-century statements about “manifest destiny” and of twentieth-
century presidents who spoke routinely of Americans as being “heirs of [the] first
revolution,” ready for “the role of defending freedom in its hour of maximum danger”
and thus to “truly light the world.” Given an outlook of this sort, officials could feel
responsible for protecting client states and/or trying to rid the world of enemies. Note
that these arguments do not necessarily presume that the United States is exceptional
but simply that U.S. leaders feel they have a mission vis-à-vis other countries, if not the
entire world. That mission may have religious roots, as in Winthrop’s original state-
ment, but it could also stem from a liberal political culture; from ingrained habits of
expansion beyond a frontier; or from a sense of racial superiority.7

However, since there are numerous cases of threatened countries whom the U.S. clearly
feels no responsibility to protect and of aggressive states against whom the U.S. does
not intervene, theories that explain American foreign policy continuity by American
political culture need to be refined. One common way of doing so is to notice that the U.S.
appears to go through cycles of engagement abroad. During activist periods, U.S. officials
act on behalf of clients and against enemies; during isolationist periods, by contrast, U.S.
elites see the world as hopelessly fallen and unworthy of American attention. Even such
“mood” theories, though, fail to solve the precedence and translation problems dis-
cussed above with respect to goals: for example, they say nothing about whether, in a
period of isolationism, existing clients will be abandoned to their fate or if instead the
sense of responsibility trumps that of being special; nor do they help in determining
precisely how the U.S. will respond to an enemy state even in a period of involvement
(e.g., will the policy be one of negotiation, quarantine, or direct overthrow?). In short,
even if U.S. elites do feel a sense of responsibility stemming from something in the
political culture, that feeling gives them little guidance about what they should do with
respect to particular countries at particular times.8

The third, and final, standard argument about continuity in U.S. foreign policy
brackets both long-term goals and political culture, highlighting instead the sheer
growth in U.S. power. Whenever a country becomes populous and wealthy, the claim
goes, its elites will tend to increase their military capabilities and expand abroad,
annexing territory – or, as in the case of the United States, acquiring states as clients –
and defending it against actual or potential enemies. The mechanisms behind this type
of imperial expansion are varied, ranging from economic and political crises at home
to bumping up against states seen as endangering present or future prospects; but all of
these factors only can come into play for states whose power has increased considerably
and whose elites see themselves as having no room for further growth under existing
interstate arrangements. In the same way, whatever specific goals U.S. officials may
have in mind are subordinate, in these kinds of explanations, to the structural factors
that lead the U.S. to expand in the first place. Note that most such theories of imperial
expansion are concerned with an initial leap abroad or a major jump in the extent and
geographical scope of annexation or client acquisition; the routine maintenance of
empires, including prolonged campaigns against enemies, is considered as mundane
and not terribly interesting.9

However, using general theories of imperial expansion to account for the continuity
of U.S. foreign policy is not much more convincing than is the case for theories based
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on long-term goals or political culture. One quite obvious problem is that, as we will
see in Chapter 7, the United States was busily annexing territory belonging to others,
including Western-style states, for many decades from its founding right up through the
end of the nineteenth century; then, suddenly, annexation ended and the U.S. began
operating through client states. To account for a century of clientilism by the same
factors that are used to explain Roman or British territorial acquisition – or, for that
matter, the U.S. expansion across North America – is unconvincing. A second problem
is that the maintenance of annexed territory or client states is hardly a minor issue. As
we will see later in this book, particularly in Chapter 5, client states are frequently beset
by problems, and although U.S. policy makers usually expend considerable effort to
defend them, on occasion, the decision is just to give up rather than to escalate. The-
ories which focus primarily on expansion are not good at dealing with the far more
frequent cases of attempted client maintenance. Finally, as with the two other types of
arguments, explanations of continuity as accounted for by imperial expansion shed no
light on issues of precedence and translation: which states are acquired (or refused to
be) as clients and when; what forms client maintenance takes; and what exactly to do
against particular enemies at particular times.

None of the three standard approaches to understanding United States foreign
policy comes even close to accounting for the continuity of that policy since the end of
the nineteenth century: the fact that, decade after decade, U.S. actions have revolved
around maintaining clients and combating enemies. The core problem, as we have seen,
is that the prevailing explanations are structural in character – long-term goals, abiding
political culture, core growth dynamics in power and resources – and as such are not
well suited to address the medium-term and day-to-day issues of foreign policy. How
are these structural factors to be translated into specific policies? If, somehow, that
question is answered, then what to do if the translation of one structural factor is at
odds with that of another? Unfortunately, the most commonly cited ways of thinking
about U.S. foreign policy are of little use when it comes to explaining the striking,
long-term continuity of that policy. Instead, we propose looking at what is common in
routine policy: continuing use of the same policy instruments. To conceptualize those
instruments, it is helpful to take a quick look at an alternate approach to policy-
making, one based on the manipulation of existing action capabilities. This approach is
what, for reasons that will become evident, we call cybernetic.

The cybernetic approach

In 1940, a mathematician named Norbert Wiener began work on what he called an
“antiaircraft predictor,” a combination of gun and aiming device that would fire at a
place in the sky where an enemy airplane was predicted to be. The prediction was
based on a statistical analysis of the evasive behavior the pilot had been engaging in
during the preceding 10 seconds. Although it turned out that Wiener and his colla-
borators were never able to tune the predictor enough for it to be put into military use,
they soon realized that their approach put human beings and machines on the same
footing: on the one hand, the predictor’s metal circuitry embodied the pilot’s behavior;
on the other hand, the pilot himself, “in attempting to force his dynamic craft to exe-
cute a useful manoeuver … behaves like a servo-mechanism,” i.e., a mechanical device
that automatically corrects errors in targeting or trajectory. When a person uses infor-
mation about performance as a way of better accomplishing a task, this is “purposeful
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behavior,” and exactly the same can be said of a machine employing “negative feed-
back” to “restrict outputs which would otherwise go beyond the goal.” As Wiener put
it, with deliberate provocation, “as objects of scientific enquiry, humans do not differ
from machines.”10

There are many implications of Wiener’s position. First, the key to managing a
purposeful system, whether human or inanimate, is error correction: how to design
negative feedback loops so that mistakes are corrected rather than maintained or
amplified. Whether we are building machines that mimic the “adaptive behavior” of
kittens or communications channels that reduce errors in information transmission,
success depends on how well the system can be steered on the basis of feedback.
Wiener chose the Greek term “cybernetics” – steersmanship – to capture this key issue
of design and control, and it was soon picked up by many other authors.11

Second, the process of designing well-functioning systems is itself cybernetic. When
Wiener was working on the antiaircraft gun, he regularly attempted to improve the gun
on the basis of its (limited) effectiveness after running various tests. These attempts at
improvement included not only engineering changes but also seeking out flight data,
hiring collaborators, and a host of other organizational activities. Indeed, organizations
themselves can be designed with an eye to accomplishing particular tasks in a rapid
and efficient manner, an insight that was developed by early management theorists.
Both private business corporations and government agencies are, from this perspective,
purposeful arrangements of purposeful activities; they are, in effect, machines for
coordinating the activities of people.12

But what exactly are the purposeful activities of employees in an organization? To
answer this question, it is helpful to return one last time to Wiener’s antiaircraft gun.
The gun was supposed to obtain information on where its target airplane was and
where the last shell had been fired, record that information, perform a statistical cal-
culation, use the results of that calculation to shift the aim of the gun, fire, and then,
assuming that the shot missed, repeat the entire process. Similarly, the pilot of the
plane, in performing evasive maneuvers, would repeat a set of actions beginning with
where the last shot was relative to the aircraft. Both the gun and the pilot, in other
words, were engaged in a recurring sequence of activities, with error correction as one
or more parts of that sequence. The gun, of course, is constructed so as to accomplish a
single task, and in the pursuit of that task, it engages in a single recurring sequence of
activities. The pilot, though, can deliberately carry out multiple tasks, each with its own
recurring activity sequence. By extension, organizations can have one or more pur-
poses, each revolving around interlocking recurring sequences of intended activities by
various persons.13

From this perspective, the relation of means to ends, and of immediate to longer-
term goals, appears somewhat different than in the standard accounts of foreign policy.
Any purposeful system is purposeful precisely because the recurring sequence of its
activities – what it does, i.e., its means – incorporates and is governed by an error-
correcting feedback mechanism. The system’s immediate goals, in other words, operate
through its means. Of course, those who use or design the system may have one or more
long-term goals in mind, but they are, for the most part, add-ons to the purposeful
system itself. Wiener and the U.S. military obviously wanted to win the war, and per-
haps to usher in a new era of peaceful relations among democracies, but those goals
had no bearing on the design and operation of the antiaircraft gun. Similarly, various
U.S. presidents may have wanted to bolster American credibility or, later, to avoid
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humiliation, but the means chosen – counterinsurgency warfare through search-and-
destroy missions, training and equipping of South Vietnamese armed forces, and sup-
porting particular politicians in Saigon – had their own, built-in, immediate, and
practical goals compatible with these and many other long-term goals. Indeed, policy
making, as a practical activity, is heavily means-driven: should the U.S. negotiate, or cut
off aid, or try to foment a coup, or engage in a bombing campaign? Of course, policy
makers hope that accomplishing particular immediate goals will move them closer to
achieving various long-term goals, but their only, very slight, influence over the latter is
by opting for certain immediate goals rather than others.14

We said above that both individuals and organizations can have multiple purposes.
To be sure, certain types of organizations may not survive if they do not achieve one
particular goal, such as profit-making for a business corporation. Nonetheless, most
organizations are not so limited and are characterized by multiple recurring sequences
of purposeful activities. Often, these sequences are carried out by specialists who spend
most of their working time engaging in particular sequential activities. Thus, for example,
the military may have soldiers who specialize in combat training, others in intelligence,
and so forth. Frequently, the capabilities for generating specific recurring sequences of
purposeful activities are given a bureaucratic home within an organization; those cap-
abilities, in a particular organization or part of an organization, are what we mean by
policy instruments, such that the deployment of the instrument generates the corre-
sponding sequences.15 Hence, as we will see in Chapters 4, 5, and 6, U.S. foreign policy
is marked by the development and continued existence of certain policy instruments,
notably those concerned with the maintenance of client states and interventions against
enemies.16

Policy instruments and missions

As we are using the term, policy instruments have built-in immediate goals whenever
they are deployed: training a client’s military, propagandizing against an enemy leader,
and so forth. These immediate goals can be pursued in various times and places, and it
is precisely in order to build up this capability that specific policy instruments are devel-
oped. However, the pursuit of these immediate goals will differ, at least slightly, from
one context to another, depending on the specifics of the country and time. For example,
budgetary assistance to a client state will vary not only by the specific policy instru-
ment being employed (e.g., the Defense Department has “coalition support fund”
reimbursement to a country’s military, whereas the State Department has “economic
support fund” payments for programs in health, education, job creation, and “demo-
cratic governance”) but by the country and time in which the assistance occurs. Thus, a
client state like Pakistan, whose regime the U.S. has seen since 2001 as endangered by
insurgents, will be aided differently, even with the same policy instrument (e.g., the “Global
Train-and-Equip program”), than a client state like Indonesia, where, for various rea-
sons, funds are concentrated on naval interdiction; the latter, in turn, expanded from
training naval personnel to track down terrorists to include anti-piracy training as well.
We will call the immediate goal being pursued by the use of a specific policy instrument
at a given time and place the mission of the policy. This now helps to characterize the
basic issue dealt with in this book: when we say that there has been continuity in U.S.
foreign policy for over a century, what we mean is that U.S. officials continue, decade
after decade, to engage in the same types of missions to maintain clients and act in a

8 The continuity of U.S. foreign policy



hostile fashion against enemies.17 Figure 1.1 schematically depicts the relation between
policy instruments, sequences of activities, missions, and organizations.

By saying that there is continuity to U.S. foreign policy, we do not mean to imply
that policy instruments have not changed in the past 100 years. Indeed they have, but in
a highly constrained fashion (which is a principal reason for the persistence in types of
foreign policy missions). When particular instruments turned out to be clumsy or
inefficient, they were professionalized, typically by creating specialized bureaucracies
within the U.S. government to replace what had been ad hoc policies carried out by
business corporations or all-purpose organizations. This professionalization, as we will
see throughout the book, is a major trend not only in the evolution of U.S. foreign
policy but of the U.S. government more generally, one which mirrors the development
of other modern states, particularly those with overseas empires. As a result, policy
instruments which failed or worked poorly were improved on rather than scrapped. A
second source of continuity is the proliferation of instruments across organizations. The
United States has a number of ministries (referred to as “departments” in Washington),
many of which enjoy strong budgetary support from congressional committees. Quite
often, policy instruments are copied or cloned: an instrument in one department is
constructed to carry out missions similar to those of an instrument in another depart-
ment. This may occur either for reasons of success (whether from a desire to build on
achievements or to get in on the glory) or of failure; it frequently involves the deliberate
copying of procedures or the transfer of personnel; and it also is closely related to the
process of client surveillance (see Chapter 2). Finally, even after policy instruments
have become professionalized and have proliferated, they can still be adjusted to take
into account changed situations in particular clients such as income growth or the
development of narcotics trafficking. In all these ways, then, U.S. foreign policy can be
strongly continuous in terms of missions while at the same time exhibiting some con-
strained change in policy instruments.18

Figure 1.1 Organizations and policy instruments
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Policy making as concrete problem solving

We have seen that policy instruments are purposeful, incorporating feedback in order
to pursue missions. This implies, at a minimum, that failure to accomplish a mission is,
for those who work in the organization as well as their superiors up to the highest
levels, a problem. At a maximum, policy instruments may be employed in the first
place because some situation is considered to be a problem. The latter may not be
considered as grave or regime-threatening but it still is unsatisfactory for some set of
policy makers. Of course, it is possible that inertia is sufficiently strong for policy
instruments to continue being employed even after the situation is considered satisfac-
tory, but in general this is not the case: at the very least, something about the situation
can be improved and that explains the continued deployment of the instrument in
question. Hence, both the day-to-day operation of a policy instrument and the resort to
it are exercises in problem solving.

From a cybernetic perspective, problem solving in foreign policy is concrete and
highly practical. To see this, let us focus on the second of the two issues above: how it is
that a particular policy instrument is resorted to by a state in a given situation (see
below for explanatory mechanisms). At first blush, we might imagine that this is pri-
marily a matter of the state, or particular state officials, acting in an instrumentally
rational fashion, in which they begin with a problem and choose among different
policy instruments on the basis of which is most likely to succeed at, perhaps, the
lowest cost. However, as has been understood for a long time, human beings lack the
analytic capacities to scan over a wide range of alternatives and make fine-grained
optimization decisions; under time pressure and with highly incomplete information, as
is the case with most foreign policy problems, the idea that policy instruments could
possibly be chosen in some sort of instrumentally rational fashion is illusory. It is for
this reason that the great theorist of problem solving and organizations, Herbert
Simon, discarded the notion of optimization and proposed instead what he called
“satisficing”: opting for alternatives which, if not optimal, were at least satisfactory.
This opens the door to psychological processes in which perceptions, ideas, styles of
thinking, role conceptions, psychodynamics, emotions, or small group processes lead
policy makers to focus on, or at least strongly prefer, certain types of policy instru-
ments over others. Numerous mechanisms involving these processes have been put for-
ward, with attention being paid both to the criteria for preferring specific alternatives
(e.g., reasoning analogically that because a given policy had worked well in the past,
one similar to it is likely to work well in the future) and to the way those alternatives
come to be considered in the first place (e.g., sequential search, in which options are
assessed one at a time and the first satisfactory one chosen).19

There is no doubt that psychological processes are ubiquitous in problem solving, as
in most other walks of life. However, foreign policy making is a particular sort of
problem solving, some of whose most important features pose difficulties in glossing
psychologically, as opposed to organizationally. One difficulty is that foreign policy
making is multiple-actor, argumentative, and bureaucratized. Consider first the number
of actors involved. Chess playing (one of Simon’s favorite types of problem solving) is
carried out by individuals but foreign policy making involves multiple actors: those
reporting information, those presenting recommendations, and those culling the latter
to a manageable number. The final decision might be up to a single person, such as a
president or a general secretary, but at the very least, the policy options are already
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drastically limited and shaped well before the final act. Moreover, a leader cannot
simply pluck decisions from thin air, if only because the decisions have to be imple-
mented by others and thus be intelligible to them. This already presents a difficulty for
psychological approaches because if multiple actors are involved and they have differ-
ent modes of thought, perceptions, and emotions, then there has to be some type of
mechanism for adjudicating among their different psychologies. Of course, patterns of
thought or belief may be widely shared within a policy making unit and social-
psychological pressures may silence those whose ideas are different, but this still begs
the question of how multiple individuals’ ideas about some novel situation would
coincide, at least in the absence of communication among them.

One important type of communication is argumentation. When foreign policy is
formulated, few officials simply say “we should do X”; instead, policy makers present
elaborate arguments in favor of certain courses of action and against others. Certainly
there are psychologically-rooted criteria which policy makers share for finding certain
types of arguments more convincing than others, but when resisted, or indeed, even when
communicated, the choice in favor of one position rather than another must itself be
communicated verbally, as an argument. Similarly, social psychological phenomena
such as groupthink are of little immediate relevance when constructing awritten response
to several conflicting memoranda, especially when the response is to some extent com-
posed by cutting and pasting from the memos. This is all the more so because foreign policy
options are written up (and, of course, executed) in a bureaucratic fashion: superiors
order their subordinates to draft proposals and rebuttals and there is often considerable
rivalry among officials from different bureaucracies. It is unclear how glossing these phe-
nomena in terms of perceptions, reasoning styles, or emotions would shed much light.20

These various difficulties stem from a deeper one, namely that policy making is
intensely practical. The multiple persons involved in policy making are arguing with each
other, and working with the bureaucracy, about highly concrete situations. Both foreign
policy problems and proposed solutions are specific: they pertain to a particular difficulty
at a certain time and place (e.g., the military of country X is unable to stop village
headmen from being assassinated, in spite of the combat training they are receiving
from U.S. military advisers). To assume that means are matched to a specific problem by
dint of some psychological criterion is to assume that the same kinds of translation
difficulties that so bedevil standard explanations of policy continuity somehow magically
disappear when it comes to policy making. Of course it is possible to translate pro-
blems and solutions into some type of abstract psychological categories, but in so doing,
we open the door to matching other kinds of solutions to the same problem, and other
kinds of problems to the same solution. Put differently: problem solving is highly con-
crete, having to do with particular policy instruments being used to carry out particular
missions in particular places at particular times. Translating all this specificity into
abstract psychological or other phenomena is at the very least complicated; instead, as
we will now see, a cybernetic approach avoids these problems of translation.21

Dimensions of continuity

Thus far, the picture of foreign policy making that emerges from the cybernetic approach
is as follows. Policy with regard to a given issue takes the form of one or more
sequences (usually repeated) of purposeful activities, with error-correcting feedback
loops being part of those sequences. Normally, the sequences occur as means-driven,
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deployed policy instruments, i.e., embedded organizational capabilities involving special-
ists in those sequences. Certain types of missions – i.e., the immediate goals pursued by
deploying an instrument at a particular time and place – tend to recur, and this is what
we mean when we say that U.S. foreign policy has displayed great continuity for over a
century. This continuity in fact has three dimensions: micro, meso, and macro. Micro-
continuity is the recurring use of particular policy instruments in a given context, year-in,
year-out. Meso-continuity is the recurring deployment of particular policy instruments
in contexts where they had not previously been used. Macro-continuity is the recurring
resort to particular policy instruments in very different historical settings.

Micro-continuity

In many places around the world, the United States has for numerous years been
employing certain types of policy instruments: those with the mission of transferring
economic resources, of aiding the local military, and of providing certain types of political
support to the state’s regime. These policy instruments have been developed over decades
and, as we suggested above, have proliferated into variations across different organiza-
tions. Chapter 4 describes the most commonly used of these instruments and how they
are deployed routinely and in tandem as a way of maintaining the regimes – the
arrangement of political and economic power – of the various states which the U.S. has
for different reasons decided to support.

We saw above that policy instruments are deployed as a form of problem solving.
This means that the recurring use of policy instruments for routine maintenance is of
two sorts: situations where the problems have not been solved and those where they
have. In both cases, as we discuss in Chapter 2, policy instruments are deployed in a
context of an extensive U.S. bureaucratic presence, with detailed, day-to-day surveil-
lance of the local situation and reporting of how well particular missions are being
achieved. If they are not, then reporting to superiors will usually identify the proximate
cause of the failure and suggestions for how to correct it. A mission may be described
as not yet having succeeded but with trends in the right direction; in this case, the
recommendation, logically, will be to continue the policy instrument’s deployment.
Alternatively, as is quite often the case, the problem may be ascribed to mistakes or
inadequacies (including insufficient resources) in the use of the policy instrument, with
the recommendation being to make administrative improvements, raise the budget, or
increase the number of personnel assigned to the program. A third possibility is for the
failure to be diagnosed as due to unforeseen circumstances; in this case, new programs
may be called for (see below). Even in these situations, though, the problem at which
the original mission was directed is usually seen as germane and so recommendations
usually include the continued deployment of existing policy instruments.22

Much the same reasoning applies to the failure of policy instruments used in inter-
ventionary situations, whether on behalf of regimes (Chapter 5) or against enemies
(Chapter 6). Most of the time, policy instruments are continuedwith adjustments or given
greater resources. This is true even in cases of escalation where radically new instru-
ments are deemed necessary: existing instruments are continued, rather than scrapped.
Only in rare circumstances, such as the complete collapse of a regime, are instruments
terminated rather than continued.

What about cases of success? Here, the concreteness and practicality of policy
instrument deployment come into play. Missions are not pursued in general: they
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pertain to specific issue domains and often are carried out in specific geographical regions
in a country. Success in one domain and/or region is usually interpreted, at least in
cases of routine maintenance, as evidence that the instrument should be expanded into
others. For example, the foreign operations budget request for fiscal year 2009 includes
the following phrases about Liberia: “support completion of the basic training”; “gen-
eral access to basic education services will be enhanced through literacy and numeracy
programs targeting over-age and out-of-school youth”; and “continue support to expand
access to electricity in Monrovia and in rural areas.” Although budgetary constraints
can occasionally lead to cuts in or termination of successful programs, in general,
missions which are deemed to succeed are rewarded rather than scaled down or ended.
Only in the context of an intervention, i.e., where a client is seen as endangered or an
enemy as needing to withdraw from a province or fall from power, is a successful policy
instrument seen as superseded and thus as no longer in need of continuation.23

Meso-continuity

The issue of meso-continuity is the recurring deployment of particular policy instru-
ments in contexts where they had not previously, or at least for a long time, been used.
In Chapters 5 and 6, we address this issue at length, demonstrating that certain kinds
of threats to regimes are always responded to by the U.S. deploying specific kinds of
policy instruments and that certain kinds of situations involving enemy states evoke
analogous responses from the U.S. This predictable connection between the type of
situation in other countries and the type of U.S. response in fact holds for over a cen-
tury, and Chapters 5 and 6 contain scores of examples of that connection. There are
two types of cybernetic mechanisms which account for this policy making match
between type of situation and type of policy instrument deployed.

The first mechanism is what we would call guided search. When U.S. officials report
problems, whether in the pursuit of an existing mission or in the performance of a
particular regime, they have to diagnose the cause of that problem and suggest a U.S.
policy instrument whose use could solve it. The simplest possibility is regime insuffi-
ciency: in that case, policy recommenders look for a U.S. policy instrument whose
mission resembles that which the regime is failing to accomplish.24 Since in many cases,
the officials who are surveilling the regime report on missions in which they themselves
specialize (e.g., military attachés may file regular reports on the tactical combat skills
of the host country’s mid-level officers), there is little search on their part. A more
complicated possibility arises when the problem is diagnosed as a new and unforeseen
situation preventing an existing U.S. mission from succeeding. Since direct substitution
of a U.S. policy instrument for a local one is impossible, search must instead try to find
an instrument whose mission is the eradication or control of the diagnosed problem.
There may be further limits on the search, such as geographical proximity or recent
experience elsewhere.25

The second mechanism for matching policy instruments to types of situations is to
begin with the former and then find a situation which, if only loosely, can be argued as
appropriate to its use. This type of policy making, which we will call at-hand availability,
occurs with some regularity, particularly as regards military instruments directed
against enemies. A good example of this is the U.S. attack on the Taliban in Afghanistan
in 2001 (see Chapter 6 for details). For some months, the CIA had been developing a plan
to use its erstwhile allies, the Northern Alliance, in combat operations against Al Qaeda.
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This would have involved a well-honed policy instrument: large cash payoffs to local
warlords. The plan, which was in the process of being approved just before the attacks
of 9/11, was, after the attacks, adjusted slightly to target the Taliban. Moreover, since the
Taliban were far more numerous and better armed than Al Qaeda, two other instruments,
used less than three years earlier in Kosovo, were added to the mix: Air Force bombing
and special forces spotters.26

Macro-continuity

We have seen how cybernetic approaches help explain how foreign policy instruments
in use continue to be employed as well as how specific types of situations are coupled
repeatedly with specific types of policy instruments. Both of these dimensions of continuity
presume that the places where instruments are deployed are easily classified by U.S.
officials as either client states, i.e., those whose regimes should be maintained by the U.S.,
or as enemy states against whom the U.S. should be hostile. On this presumption,
particular forms of micro- and meso-continuity follow in a simple cybernetic fashion (e.g.,
the success of a mission for clients in contexts of routine maintenance will be followed
by expansion of the instrument into new domains or regions). However, as we discuss
in Chapter 3, U.S. policy makers have been classifying states into clients and enemies
since shortly after the Spanish-American War, in 1898. The world is a very different place
now than it was then and a fundamental question is how, in different historical eras,
the same type of classification can continue. (By extension, we can also ask what kinds
of changes, if any, could lead to an end to this type of classification; see Chapter 7.)

To answer this question, it is useful to start by recalling that interaction between states
can be either ad hoc or programmatic. The former was for centuries the only possibility:
states would engage in diplomacy, fight, ally, conclude royal marriage contracts, and so
forth, with each of these interactions understood as temporally limited. With the advent
of specialized bureaucracies, it became possible for states to interact programmatically
by engaging in recurring sequences of interlocking activities, such as a military training
program (where one state would furnish the instructors and the other the trainees) or a
joint weapons research project. Although most of these programs, which of course are
carried out through the deployment of policy instruments, are of limited duration, they
tend, as we saw above, to be renewed or shifted to cover related domains or regions. In
addition, many of the programs are put together under the aegis of standing institutional
arrangements, typically enshrined in non-time-limited treaties. Even policies of hostility
can be made programmatic through the deployment of policy instruments (e.g., financial
sanctions administered by the Treasury Department’s Office of Assets Control).

We have mentioned several times that U.S. foreign policy displays strong continuity
for over a century. This length of time is not simply a figure of speech: it corresponds to
the period since the Spanish-American War, which, as we show in Chapter 7, ushered
in a new foreign policy built around maintenance of client states and hostility to enemy
states. That foreign policy, we will show, was deeply programmatic, involving the con-
tinued resort to, and renewal of, particular policy instruments. At first (Chapters 3, 4, 5),
the U.S. had few instruments suited to various maintenance and hostility missions, and
so there was a trial-and-error period during which existing instruments were adapted
and new ones improvised, mostly for Central America and the Caribbean. By the early
1930s, most types of instruments had been developed. This in turn made it possible for
the concrete problems of the 1940s in South America, Western Europe, and certain
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countries in Asia to be solved by adapting or scaling up existing policy instruments (see
Chapter 4); subsequent waves of client acquisition were able to be addressed with even
fewer changes in the range of those instruments. A similar, though less elaborated,
trajectory can be seen with regard to policy instruments for carrying out hostile missions
against enemy states (Chapter 6): the key decade is the 1940s, with the development of
several instruments which would frequently be resorted to in subsequent decades.

The 1940s, of course, were the period of the cold war, and the extension of U.S.
programmatic policy to other parts of the world took place in that context. Since the
cold war ended, and indeed since the attacks of 9/11 and the advent of the so-called
war on terror, the U.S. has continued its programmatic policies vis-à-vis clients and
enemies. In effect, then, from a relatively early date, the U.S. evolved a programmatic
way of interacting with other states, one with its own built-in dynamics of micro- and
meso-continuity, which was first expanded to many additional states and then, in a
presumably very different context, continued. There have thus been two vital moments
of macro-continuity: the decade or so when policy instruments were adapted to deal
programmatically with large numbers of states further away from home; and the post-
cold war/post-9/11 periods when a full panoply of elaborated instruments has continued
to be used for programmatic interaction with additional states as enemies, clients, or
indeed potential clients.27 We will address these two moments in Chapter 7, along with
the initial organization of U.S. programmatic policy and its possible continuation in the
future. For now, we will simply note that there are two cybernetic mechanisms that
help to explain these moments of macro-continuity. One has to do with time pressure,
the other with capabilities.

Many of the states for whom the U.S. initiated programs in the 1940s, and again in
the 1990s and early 2000s, were seen by officials in Washington as having problems
pertaining to an impending or just-concluded war. Although those problems were not
considered so urgent that a solution was needed in 24 hours, they nonetheless were
reported as potentially grave enough to necessitate some U.S. action sooner rather than
later. Under these circumstances, policy making, as a guided search for a match
between problems and solutions, naturally revolved around how existing U.S. cap-
abilities could be deployed, though with some changes made in them. If instead an
official had argued for putting together some type of policy from scratch, or for nego-
tiating with the leaders who were considered the source of the problems, he or she
would have been considered impractical. (Similar arguments apply to policies toward
enemies.) Such a criticism, though, raises a more fundamental issue.

Why did policy makers in Washington consider that the actual or potential problems
of countries thousands of miles from their borders should be responded to at all by the
United States? One might imagine that U.S. officials were concerned about threats to
U.S. security, although in fact the evidence of that concern is thin for most Western
European countries in the late 1940s (see Chapter 3) and thinner still for many, more
recent, instances of client acquisition or hostile action against enemy states. Indeed, if
concerns about U.S. safety were preeminent, then American policy makers should
arguably concentrate on Canada, Mexico, the Caribbean, and Central America, and
abandon to their fate states bordering on U.S. enemies, instead of setting up various
kinds of maintenance programs for those latter states.

The truer explanation, to use Thucydides’ famous phrase, has to do with U.S. cap-
abilities. As a populous, wealthy, and powerful state, the U.S. had the ability to develop
various sorts of foreign policy instruments. By the initial months of World War II (and

The continuity of U.S. foreign policy 15



again, soon after the fall of the Berlin Wall, or the events of 9/11), it would have been
disingenuous of U.S. officials simply to report on problems in other states as a pure news
item, without any implication that the U.S. could do something about those problems.
Indeed, for the president and his advisers to have failed to consider the policy instru-
ments at their disposal would have been considered as an amoral act of selfishness or
even as tacit support for Germany and Japan (or, after the Gulf War, for Iraq or Iran).
This comes out quite clearly in Roosevelt’s famous press conference about what would
become the Lend-Lease program, in which he not only emphasized the defensive value
of Britain to the U.S., but used the analogy of lending a neighbor a hose to fight a fire,
characterizing it as help which the neighbor would then have “a gentleman’s obligation
to repay in kind.”28 By extension, the U.S., too, was a gentleman, whose capabilities (in
this case, its capacities, not only as a great power, but as one with particular program-
matic competences) imposed on it the obligation to use them to help other gentlemen.
This practical ideology (see Chapter 7) is similar to the often-cited appeals to credibility
that U.S. officials address to each other: if the U.S., as a superpower, can do something
to help an actual or potential client, then not to do so will reflect badly on its position
relative to both other clients and enemies. Thus, to put the point more abstractly, the
development of U.S. policy instruments – its means, in the broadest sense of the term –
led U.S. officials to use them in favor of some countries and against others. In other
words, even the consideration of certain problems is to some degree a consequence of
the development of means for solving them. Macro-continuity flows from micro- and
meso-continuity.

Thus, we have seen that the cybernetic approach offers the possibility of explaining
the continuity of U.S. foreign policy across several dimensions. In the rest of the book,
we will focus on these explanations, expanding certain details of the mechanisms and
providing dozens of examples of continuity drawn from the period from 1898 to the
present. At the same time, we will also make a historical argument about the develop-
ment of various U.S. policy instruments for different types of clients and enemies. In
addition, we will give a detailed account of just how policy instruments work in a day-
to-day sense as well as on exceptional occasions.

At various times in this chapter, we have used the term client state and have defined
it informally. The concept of a client is at the heart of this book: it is the principal
focus of most U.S. policy instruments, knitting them together and packaging problems
and policy instruments deployed to solve those problems in country-specific terms.
Other types of countries (notably enemies) exist and are significant, including in con-
tinuity terms, to U.S. foreign policy; but clients are, for many U.S. officials, the paradigm
for the kind of role that all countries should occupy. Since, as we will see, client status
is in important respects voluntary, the number, persistence, and policy significance of
clients tell us much about U.S. dominance in the world over the past half-century or so.
To get a better sense of these issues, we now turn to a detailed discussion of what it
means to be a client state.
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2 An empire of client states

We saw in Chapter 1 that the continuity of U.S. policy takes the form of resorting to the
same policy instruments to solve country-specific problems. For the most part, these
problems are domestic rather than international: a given country’s regime is unpopular
with its citizens, or is facing an economic crisis, or is incompetent in combating an
insurgency. U.S. officials consider that such problems are in effect their problems; and that
sense of responsibility, even if resented by the other country’s leaders, is considered by
them in turn as normal. This double perception gives us, in embryonic form, the basic
concept of a client state and hence of what an empire of client states might look like.

Our aim in this chapter is to give a bird’s eye view of such a U.S. empire. (The focus
here is contemporary, although with the next chapters we will range over the 100-plus
years of the empire.) We will begin with a general discussion of the concept of a client,
a phenomenon which has lengthy historical roots. We then turn to the basic organiza-
tional arrangement of clientilism, American-style: the various agencies headquartered
for the most part in the U.S., their local implantation abroad, and the linkages between
them. Those linkages presuppose a continued activity of surveillance and reporting on
the internal affairs of various countries; and this in turn gives us a more formal and
precise definition of a client state. The relation between the U.S. and its client, we then
argue, is a particular form of domination, namely, an empire, but there are of course
other forms of empire, a topic which we briefly will discuss, along with a more general
comparison between the U.S. and the client empires of other states. Finally, we end
with a general list of all U.S. clients at the present day.

Clientilism in perspective

At least as far back as ancient Rome, powerful individuals have acted through a net-
work of clients.1 Typically, patrons would make gifts of money or, in some cases, of
administrative appointments to their clients, who in turn would honor and support
them. This even occurred in the army: Plutarch, for example, tells how Scipio lavishly
distributed money to his own troops, thereby cementing their loyalty.2 Many political
systems have operated on a patron–client basis and it is by no means an extinct form of
domestic or local governance, as bribery scandals in various countries attest. However,
clientilism can also operate at the level of collectivities, such as states. For thousands of
years, weak kingdoms would pledge loyalty to stronger ones in exchange for protection
by the latter. This type of relationship persists even in an era of supposed U.S. dominance:
a number of regional powers currently have networks of clients and any internet search
engine will show just how prevalent the term is to this day.3



At the international level, patron–client relations work somewhat differently than
within states. Typically, domestic patrons find it beneficial to have clients: they can
achieve certain goals (notably political ones) with their support and thus have an
incentive to increase the number of their clients up to some level. At the international
level, as our discussion of cybernetics should make clear, things tend to be reversed.
Organizations, we saw, tend first to adopt means rather than ends; when it comes to
states, this implies that the benefits derived by patrons in their relations with clients are
secondary, often quite diffuse, and at times even nonexistent, as compared with the
relationship itself.

What, for example, does the United States gain from many of its small, poor client
states? The majority of them do not have particularly valuable mineral resources, nor
are they significant markets for U.S. exporters or investors. Of course, some states may
be seen as occupying a strategic regional location, but, as we will discuss in the next
chapter, arguments along these lines are often manufactured post hoc long after the
state has been taken on as a client. The political benefits, if any, from clients of this sort
are defensive: a concern that U.S. credibility might suffer if the state in question is not
protected; or a worry that if the U.S. does not act, some other potential patron will step
into the breach. Small wonder, then, that American officials, like their counterparts in
other states, see many clients as more a burden than a benefit. As Lyndon Johnson put
it about two U.S. clients,

What the hell is Vietnam worth to me? What is Laos worth to me? What is it
worth to this country? No, we’ve got a treaty but, hell, everybody else’s got a treaty
out there and they’re not doing anything about it.4

For wealthier client states, the problem is reversed: the U.S. may well benefit, but there
is no evidence that many of the clients are in any material sense aided by the relation-
ship. This is obvious when it comes to economic issues, although even political benefits
are somewhat aleatory. For example, American military allies such as Britain or France
may well have felt protected by the U.S. during the cold war; since the collapse of the
Soviet Union and the U.S. war in Iraq, however, the case is much more difficult to
make. Arguably, most of the United States’s wealthy European allies today feel more a
sense of diffuse friendship with the American people and of general loyalty than of
particular benefit. These sentiments are much less pronounced among poorer clients
whether or not they are formal allies; often, clients in Asia and Latin America are
resentful at their status.

Thus, if relations between the U.S. and many of its client states are not mutually
beneficial, the nature of international clientilism is of necessity different than that of its
domestic counterpart. The latter is a kind of exchange relationship; the former, though,
is more a set of one-way commitments, mostly by the U.S. Why, then, would the
United States undertake such commitments? To answer this question and to shed more
light on the nature of international clientilism, let us take a look, per our discussion in
Chapter 1, not at U.S. goals but at U.S. means. These means, concretely, are particular
policy instruments which have been deployed frequently for over 100 years to solve
problems with clients. We will discuss these instruments in detail in Chapters 4 through 6,
but it is important first to understand how they are embedded in organizations whose
form is tailor-made for reporting on and solving clients’ problems. Indeed, organiza-
tional form helps explain, more abstractly, just what a client state empire is.

18 An empire of client states



The organizational form of U.S. clientilism

The United States interacts with its clients through a set of twinned organizations:
agencies headquartered usually in Washington, DC, and field offices of those agencies
in the countries concerned. Such an institutional setup lends itself well to certain
characteristic problem-reporting and-solving activities by U.S. officials. In order to get
a sense of these activities, a brief organizational tour d’horizon is in order.

Headquarters

Surprising as this may be to some, the United States is one of the world’s oldest con-
tinually functioning political systems.5 Three of its organizations concerned with policy
toward other countries – the State, War, and Treasury Departments – were created in
the first months after the Constitution came into effect. Of these, State was the principal
agency for foreign policy, and, because of both stringent budgetary limitations (the first
secretary of state, Thomas Jefferson, had only four employees under him in New York)
and of the then-standard practice (technically necessary, given the communications
technology of the time) of delegating considerable authority to ambassadors and other
officials posted abroad, policy making for decades revolved around correspondence
between the State Department and its missions abroad.

Although the department grew, this country-specific focus remained. Thus, by the
1930s, when the number of personnel in Washington was around 900, the “great mass
of reports and dispatches coming into the department daily from its field agents all
over the world” was shunted in the first instance to six geographical divisions.6 As of
2005, with up to 12,000 employees in Washington and around 20,000 overseas, the task
of “integrating political, economic, global, and security issues into the United States’
bilateral relationships” was carried out through six regional bureaus, each composed of
a number of “country offices.”7

The department also has a number of functional bureaus, currently ranging from
economic issues to security, human rights, narcotics, population, and oceans. Some of
these offices play an important role in policy making, but insofar as higher-level offi-
cials are confronted with problems, above all political or security problems, these will
most of the time be country-specific. For example, successive U.S. administrations have
been concerned about nuclear proliferation. Although part of the American effort has
gone into the development of new rules, especially those dealing with inspections by
the International Atomic Energy Agency, these efforts were spurred by concern over
possible or actual proliferation in particular countries; and the major problems faced
by policy makers in recent years had to do with the application of the new rules to
certain states, notably Iran and North Korea. The same is also true of international
economic policy. Trade liberalization, for instance, is a domain of general policy
making and multilateral negotiations (not to mention no-holds barred domestic politics
with different lobbying groups). However, much of the day-to-day negotiating work is
bilateral, as are many of the problems that occasion new negotiating rounds and that
stem from the adoption of new rules. In short, for most issue domains, the problems
which the State Department attempts to solve are country-specific.

To put things in this way, though, is somewhat misleading, because it implies that the
problems dealt with by State are either bilateral – how particular states interact with
the U.S. – or concerned with the foreign policies of those states toward states other
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than the U.S. This is not true. For poorer countries, at least, the majority of problems
(defined, informally, as situations serious enough to be dealt with by officials at the
assistant secretary level or higher) for which the U.S. seeks solutions are domestic in
nature: political difficulties for the government, such as popular discontent, a potential
military coup, or a guerrilla insurgency; or economic difficulties, such as a serious
budgetary shortfall or balance of payments crisis. For example, a recently published
volume in the Foreign Relations of the United States series reproduces cables transmitted
between the State Department and U.S. embassies in 16 different Latin American
countries.8 For each of those countries, the regime’s domestic political problems make
up at least half the cable traffic reported in the volume. In only five of the countries are
bilateral issues (e.g., water, expropriation) or the regime’s foreign policy even mentioned.
We will return to this problem below; for now, note that it differentiates the country-
specific nature of U.S. policy making from that inherent to all states’ diplomacy.

What is true of the State Department is also true of other U.S. government agencies
concerned with foreign policy. The CIA, for example, is organized to facilitate country-
specific problem-solving. Practically from the beginning (see Chapters 5 and 6), the
CIA’s covert action arm was structured around the planning and execution of projects
in particular states. This country-specific thrust continues today: the CIA’s key direc-
torate for implementing (and to some degree, developing) foreign policy, the National
Clandestine Service, contains a number of “regional and transnational issues divi-
sions”; so too does the analytical side of the CIA, its Directorate of Intelligence.9

Similarly, the president’s National Security Council (NSC) staff is divided into both
issue and regional directorates, each headed by a “senior director.”10 The same is true
of agencies focusing on economic and development policy: the Treasury Department
(although more of its international affairs bureaus are functional than regional) and the
U.S. Agency for International Development (AID).11 It is worth noting that in all these
organizations, the regional offices or bureaus report directly to a sub-cabinet-level offi-
cial. This makes it easy for situations in specific countries to be transformed bureau-
cratically into foreign policy problems, much easier than if the flow of information
passed first through functional or issue-specific offices.12

The picture that thus emerges is one in which U.S. foreign policy making regarding
political and economic issues is organized around country-specific problems. It could
be, of course, that this is simply a generalization of the State Department’s adminis-
trative structure, with other agencies conforming to State’s operating procedures. Thus,
the Agency for International Development would have development projects in parti-
cular countries and have organizational arrangements designed to track those projects;
similarly with various of the CIA’s operational and intelligence activities; and so too for
the NSC staff, which is tasked with the responsibility of coordinating policy making
across agencies. Even the Treasury, which concerns itself more with general and multi-
lateral issues than with particular countries, would find it convenient to organize
country-specific policy making along geographical lines.

The connection between administrative structure and country-specificity suggests
that the more an agency is organized geographically, the more it expects to deal with
country-specific problems. A test of this proposition can be seen in a very different kind
of bureaucracy, the Department of Defense. This is a far larger and more complex
agency than the State Department, divided into an enormous military side – the uni-
formed armed services – and a still substantial civilian side.13 The latter, in turn, includes
International Security Affairs, which, as its informal label “the Pentagon’s State
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Department” suggests, has the task of aiding in the formulation of “international
security and political-military policy for Africa, Asia-Pacific, Near-East and South
Asia, and the Western Hemisphere.”14 Other, more operational, parts of the department
are also organized geographically, such as the agency responsible for weapons sales and
military training.15 A similar geographical orientation also characterizes the Pentagon’s
“unified commands,” which bring together units from the different branches of the
military; and even though the contingency planning within the commands is more
regional than country-specific, many of the details of that planning (e.g., liaison visits, joint
exercises, military basing, and overflight privilege negotiations) have a strong country
focus.16

It is tempting to imagine that the different foreign policy-making bureaucracies in
Washington operate in separate, if not contradictory, ways. There is a kernel of truth to
this claim, since there are clear differences of opinion among agencies and no small
degree of competition between them. For example, for several decades, civilians in the
State and Defense Departments have often been more apt to call for sending small
detachments of troops than have the military, who fear ambiguous missions and
growing numbers of casualties.17 There are also infamous cases in which presidents
have tried to bypass part or all of the bureaucracy.18

However, most problem-solving policies involve fairly extensive coordination between
agencies.19 Lower-level situations may be dealt with by a single organization, but when
matters become important enough to necessitate involvement by higher-level policy
makers, inter-agency consultation is the norm. A typical example is the response to the
Moroccan request in the mid-1960s for military assistance to be increased.20 Most
cables from State on this issue show a pattern of clearances: the assistant secretary of
state for African affairs and several of his subordinates; the deputy assistant secretary
of state for politico-military affairs; plus officials from elsewhere in the State Depart-
ment, the office of the assistant secretary of defense for international security affairs,
and the Agency for International Development. Usually, cables were copied to the
national security adviser at the White House and to various embassies in Europe and
North Africa.

For major problems, both in crises and when time is less pressing, coordination goes
much further. Typically, joint task forces are created, composed of representatives from
different agencies and usually headed by a State Department official. These groupings
will oversee policy toward specific countries and make numerous mid-level decisions.
Top-level policy making, though, will often be hashed out in National Security Council
meetings on the basis of papers which, wherever they may originate, will be cleared
across agencies and coordinated at the level of the NSC staff.

Even when the policies in question involve covert activities, coordination is more the
rule than the exception. We will discuss these operations and their control in some
detail in Chapters 5 and 6, but for now, it is worth noting that most such operations are
both approved and regularly overseen by different inter-agency groups. A case in point
is the policy of aiding anti-Popular Movement for the Liberation of Angola (MPLA)
groups in Angola in the mid-1970s. There was extensive coordination between the State
Department, the CIA, and the NSC; at times the president himself was involved. Most,
though not all, of the officials and bureaus involved were those whose responsibilities
centered on African affairs.21

It thus appears that in Washington, the country-specific nature of much policy making
permits problems to be dealt with across agencies in a reasonably coordinated fashion.
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This does not mean that there is no inter-agency conflict or that country-specificity is
the only means of facilitating coordination; but it does show how instinctively the U.S.
grasps problems and tries to solve them in a country- rather than issue-specific way. In
effect, the organizational structure of policy making is a kind of filter, or machine, for
focusing on problems in countries.

The field

Each of the agencies we have discussed has a number of field offices whose purpose is
to facilitate country-specific reporting and policy implementation. These offices are
usually housed within the U.S. mission in the country: typically, but not always, an
embassy. The chief of mission in a given country is considered the President’s personal
representative (and, not infrequently, may be nominated by the President because of
political ties), a status which facilitates discussion of country-specific problems. It is
important to understand that these missions are not made up simply of State Depart-
ment diplomats and consular officials. Almost always, the U.S. staff of the mission
includes personnel from other agencies, such as the Defense Department and AID.
Frequently, there are several officials present from a given agency and at times (as we
will see with military programs), the agency will have a fairly extensive field office. In
this sense, a mission is a miniature version of the various foreign policy bureaucracies
discussed above.

This structure creates a potential coordination problem. In principle, all U.S. gov-
ernment personnel in a country (with the partial exception of those under certain
military commands, or reporting to other missions) are subject to the authority of the
chief of mission. That authority, stemming from both Section 207 of the Foreign Ser-
vice Act of 198022 and a letter written by the president to the ambassador upon the
latter’s taking office, may be exercised both directly and by organizational means. An
example of the latter is the “country team,” made up of the principal officers of the
mission and headed by the chief of mission.23 A country team, which typically meets
several times a week,24 has numerous domain-specific responsibilities, ranging from
trade promotion to defense assistance; its principal function, though, is to integrate
policies for the country as a whole. Such a task makes the country team a particularly
apt instrument for advising on and implementing country-specific problems.

However, the formal authority exercised by the chief of mission (and, above him, by
the secretary of state) is in practice often quite limited. In part, this is due to the mul-
tiple control channels by which mission officers report on their work and carry out
orders. Minimally, mission officers from agencies other than State are responsible not
only to the chief of mission but to authority back at their agency headquarters in
Washington. For certain military officers in the mission, there is a third line of
responsibility: to the commander of the unified command.25 The chief of mission’s
formal authority is also limited by the range and technical complexity of the agencies
and programs represented in the mission. For example, in many countries, the U.S.
mission contains both defense attachés, who report to the Defense Intelligence Agency
on matters pertaining to the military of the host country, and security assistance offi-
cers, who are in charge of arms transfers and training programs (we will return to these
programs and their antecedents in Chapter 4).26

In spite of this proliferation and the inevitable bureaucratic rivalries it engenders,
field offices in fact manage a common focus. They do so not so much through formal
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meetings and elaborated plans (though there are many of both) but, as we would expect
cybernetically, through a problem-driven set of reporting and task assignment proce-
dures. To see how this works, consider a particular U.S. mission, that in Bolivia in the
mid-2000s. This of course was not exactly a typical U.S. mission since Bolivia was
considered a key location in drug control efforts; but for this reason, the number of
agencies represented was somewhat larger than elsewhere, and this gives a better sense
of the “miniature Washington” aspect of field operations.

Persons listed in the embassy in La Paz as its principal officers included those
responsible for political and economic affairs, consular affairs, economic aid, the Peace
Corps, narcotics affairs, drug enforcement, security assistance, other defense issues,
and, of course, the ambassador and deputy chief of mission; presumably, among these
individuals, or unlisted, was the head of the CIA station.27 Except for the ambassador
and chief of mission, each of the above responsibilities involved supervising a number
of employees. For example, security assistance in Bolivia was carried out under the
immediate responsibility of the military group, which in 2004 had nine employees, a
misleadingly low number, since the year before, over 2000 Bolivian troops and police
were trained, almost all of them in the U.S., at some 30 separate locations.28 Most of
that training had to do with anti-narcotics efforts, and it is noteworthy that in 2004, the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) had no fewer than four offices in Bolivia.29

Similarly, the largest of AID’s economic aid programs in Bolivia was directed against
narcotics.30

What Bolivia shows is that organizational fragmentation and empire-building can go
hand in hand with a focus on a single problem, in this case, narcotics. Even if the dif-
ferent field agencies fail to coordinate their activities, the fact that each of them is
supposed to be dealing with drug-related problems provides a built-in mechanism for
inter-agency efforts. If, as we will contend below, an agency’s reporting highlights the
obstacles that prevent it from being successful, then, if only for crass bureaucratic
motives, other agencies have incentives to try and tackle those obstacles. (Whether they
succeed is another matter.) Inefficiency can be functional, even if this had nothing to
do with the intentions behind setting up different field offices in Bolivia.31

Links with Washington

We have seen that both in Washington and in the field, policy making tends to focus on
country-specific problems. This focus is sharpened yet further by the various links
between Washington and the field. The most significant of these are the most routine:
the day-to-day flow of written communications by which field offices report on the
situation and what they are doing about it; and the responses – reactions, orders,
directives – by agency headquarters to the messages from the field. In this enormous
stream of communications, there are three mechanisms which have the effect of con-
centrating attention on particular problems. First, there is what we might call problem-
filtering: ways of highlighting situations as problems so that they are more likely to be
addressed. Although all communications from the embassy to State have the ambas-
sador (or, if s/he is absent, the next in line) as the signatory, there are a number of ways
to signal that the message concerns a problem which higher-ups should address: a cable
can be marked with a time-urgency stamp; it can be copied to high-level officials (or
even sent to them exclusively, using slugs such as “eyes only”); and it can be sent
through certain channels (e.g., those of the CIA) deemed safer or more secure. The
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same applies, in reverse, for messages from State to the field. Although problem-filtering
can be abused, such abuses are self-correcting, since whoever does so rapidly gains a
reputation of crying wolf.

A second mechanism involves what could be called exception-monitoring. When a
significant problem occurs, considerable pressure builds up for officials to show that
they are helping to solve it. Requests will go out for information about what is being
done and those who are not seen as being on the team are rapidly flagged and chas-
tised, if not by their Washington superiors then by others to whom they report. Given
that messages are often copied to multiple recipients, it is easy for individuals outside the
agency to complain that a given official is being unhelpful. A famous example of this is
the way in which the commander of the U.S. military assistance command in Vietnam,
General Paul Harkins, was brought into line by his nominal superior, ambassador
Henry Cabot Lodge. Harkins had favored working with the South Vietnamese pre-
sident, Ngo Dinh Diem, who, by the autumn of 1963, was considered by most top U.S.
policy makers as himself the problem. Lodge therefore initiated a campaign to force
Harkins into line, telling him that:

while it was true that the USG did not desire to initiate a coup, we had instruc-
tions from the highest levels not to thwart any change of government which gives
promises of increasing the effectiveness of the military effort, insuring popular support
to win the war, and improving working relations with the U.S. … General Harkins
expressed regret if he had inadvertently upset any delicate arrangements in progress
and added that he would inform General Don that his remarks of 22 October did
not convey official USG thinking.

Harkins was then bypassed in links between the embassy and the generals, as well as in
situation reports sent to Washington.32

The third and most important mechanism for concentrating attention is what we call
infinite focusing. Communications between Washington and the field are concerned
above all with the success or failure of current policies: are they having the effect they
are intended to have, and if not, why? This second question is important, since neither
field operatives nor Washington policy makers can afford simply to give bland reports
that policy is failing. Instead, they need to isolate particular factors blocking success and
suggest ways that those impediments can be overcome. In effect, lack of success focuses
communication on immediately proximate problems; success, on the other hand, per-
mits longer-term issues to be addressed. A good example of infinite focusing can be
seen in the Lodge cable quoted above. Up until the summer of 1963, the principal
problem for the U.S. in South Vietnam was “the effectiveness of the military effort”
against the insurgency. After the Diem regime used force to repress Buddhist protests,
the military effort was seen as being hampered by the regime’s lack of “popular sup-
port,” a problem which in turn came to be seen as due to the South Vietnamese gov-
ernment’s failure to improve its “working relations with the U.S.” This problem was
presented as impossible to resolve as long as the government was under the control of
Diem and his brother, and so the policy then became one of trying to remove Diem
from power. By opposing this policy, Harkins made himself the problem.

Infinite focusing is a classic cybernetic phenomenon. Long-term goals of course exist
but they are of little direct relevance in policy making. The message flow highlights
how things are going now and how they can be improved in the future: a focus on
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means, not on long-term ends. This, concretely, is one of the reasons why, even in a
particular country over a short period of time, immediate goals and means can shift so
drastically (for example, from a concern with rural insurgency to worries about whether
generals would be able to pull off a coup). It also helps account for why policies are so
country-specific: even if the problem at hand pertains to multiple countries, the com-
munication flow between Washington and the field tends to highlight localized impe-
diments.

In addition to the mechanisms of communication flow, other links also contribute to
a policy making focus on country-specific problems. One is the regular visits paid to
the field by higher-level officials. Assistant secretaries of state regularly tour the countries
in “their” region, as do the generals and admirals in charge of unified commands. The
heads of agencies also travel with some regularity, not only the secretary of state but also
the secretary of defense, the AID administrator, and so on. These visits mobilize major
efforts in the mission, and the expectation is that they will be preceded, accompanied,
and followed, by briefing papers on the most pressing situations confronting each country
on their itinerary. This is an invitation – indeed, an incitation – for both Washington
agencies and their field offices to focus on a handful of overriding problems.

A final type of link, with effects similar to the first two, is the practice of employee
rotation. The U.S. government, unlike its counterpart in other states, has a strong bias
against officials spending their entire careers dealing with a single country. Hence, most
operational employees (not analysts, but that is a different question) will rotate back
and forth between Washington and the field, with their visits to the latter involving
hopscotching from one country to the next. One result of this practice is that employ-
ees lack the knowledge to report on or respond to situations in real depth. Instead, they
concentrate on how well current policies are working out, with their diagnoses of pro-
blems tending toward the immediate and the instrumental. Small wonder, then, that
when top-level U.S. officials return from overseas visits, their reports are read so
attentively: in the absence of real country specialists, cabinet secretaries and NSC
advisers can in just a few days attain the status of expert.

Surveillance

Clientilism, as we have seen, is organizationally structured around country-specific
problem-solving. This implies something quite distinctive about the phenomenon of
international clientilism and the type of one-way commitments by which it is char-
acterized. The explanation has to do with the kind of problems reported on and wor-
ried about: for most countries, those problems are domestic and revolve around the
stability of the local regime. What U.S. officials are overwhelmingly concerned about in
the majority of their clients is to make sure that the country’s regime – the configura-
tion of political and economic arrangements that give formal and informal power to
certain types of actors – continues. Thus, whatever the regime is able or willing to do
which might benefit the U.S. is distinctly secondary as compared with the basic fact of
its maintenance in power.

There are several points worth noting about this argument. First, what the U.S.
considers as an acceptable regime may differ widely from country to country as regards
any number of issues; what matters is simply that the regime not lose power. For example,
the U.S. backs democracies, dictatorships, and monarchies; free market economies and
heavily interventionist welfare states; repressive states and liberal polities. As we will see
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in Chapter 6, there are certain types of regimes which are considered as enemies, but
even in those cases, the issue is less the configuration of political and economic power
in an absolute sense than it is of the regime’s presumed alignment preferences. This is
why, during the cold war, the U.S. could back (though not as a client) a single-party
communist state (Yugoslavia); and why, today, an important U.S. client is a funda-
mentalist Islamic regime (Saudi Arabia). Of course, U.S. officials would prefer certain
types of regimes to others, but such idealism is only translated into practice when a
country’s regime is no longer considered in even remote danger of falling.

This striking indifference may appear irrational. It is not. It stems from the fact that
there are various motivations for taking on countries as clients (we will discuss these in
the next chapter) and that those motivations have very little to do with a single over-
arching ideology applied to every country. The variety of motivations means that
whatever regime a country has at the moment of its becoming a client is, so to speak,
“grandfathered” into the U.S. definition of what are acceptable and unacceptable
regime types for that country. From a cybernetic point of view, this makes it easy to
identify problems: whatever might overturn a regime, even when the likely alternative
would seem to be closer to some U.S. ideal. This, as we will see in Chapter 5, is why the
U.S. supports corrupt dictators who exercise state control over large parts of the econ-
omy against democrats who favor laissez-faire economic policies.

A second point worth noting has to do with the nature of the problems focused on
by U.S. officials. They are condemned by the logic of their position to take an expan-
sive view of threats to regime stability: not only insurgencies or massive protests or
financial emergencies, but anything else which could plausibly be seen as weakening the
regime and making more likely its fall. On the other hand, officials cannot simply
construe any possible event as a potential problem, since they would risk being ridic-
uled as crying wolf every day. The solution to this dilemma, again, is cybernetic: to
match events against prototypes, especially those already being used. During the cold
war, for example, although protest marches might not in themselves have been seen as
threatening to a regime, if the local communist party was identified as playing a sig-
nificant role in the marches, this automatically set off alarm bells in Washington and
the field.33 Another example, showing how prototype matching works as regards both
communists and the precedent of other countries (likely Iran under Mosaddeq), is
British Guiana in 1962:

I must tell you now that I have reached the conclusion that it is not possible for us
to put up with an independent British Guiana under Jagan. We have had no real
success in establishing a basis for understanding with him due in part to his
grandiose expectations of economic aid. We have continued to receive disturbing
reports of communist connections on the part of Jagan and persons closely asso-
ciated with him. Partly reflective of ever growing concern over Cuba, public and
Congressional opinion here is incensed at the thought of our dealing with Jagan.
The Marxist-Leninist policy he professes parallels that of Castro which the OAS at
the Punta del Este Conference declared incompatible with the Inter-American
system. Current happenings in British Guiana indicate Jagan is not master of the
situation at home without your support. There is some resemblance to the events
of 1953. Thus, the continuation of Jagan in power is leading us to disaster in terms
of the colony itself, strains on Anglo-American relations and difficulties for the
Inter-American system.34
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Policy makers also focus on other kinds of country-specific problems. These may be
bilateral issues, such as disputes over tariffs or extradition requests; or about a coun-
try’s foreign policy, such as its votes in the UN, or negotiations in the Organization of
American States (OAS), or relations with third countries. However, although such
other issues can, in any country, rise to the level of problems for U.S. policy makers,
the stability of that country’s regime is only considered a problem when the country is a
U.S. client. American officials may display intense interest in the stability of any
country’s regime; but this does not mean that they consider threats to that stability as a
problem that they have to solve. For example, the fall of Khrushchev in 1964 was closely
followed in Washington; but as the U.S. felt no sense of responsibility for Khrushchev’s
position, his loss of power was not seen as a problem that needed addressing.35

Most of the time, U.S. clients are not seen as facing regime maintenance problems.
In many cases, those problems were already solved; in other cases, the regime is con-
sidered sufficiently stable for such problems not to arise. This, however, does not mean
that problems are considered as impossible: there could be an economic crisis, or an
outbreak of political violence, or some other event which is seen as threatening the
regime. Indeed, as we will discuss in Chapter 4, even in wealthy, stable countries, U.S.
officials cannot exclude completely the possibility of something going wrong (as, for
example, with the “Eurocommunism” scare in certain countries in Western Europe in
the mid-1970s); and this means that countries never “graduate” from client status.

The procedural consequence of this lurking concern is surveillance. If regime
instability is always a potential problem, then a principal task of U.S. field offices is to
surveil clients. Hence the massive flow of information, not just about how programs are
going, but how the situation is in general. In one sense, there is nothing new about this:
diplomats have been surveilling events in other countries for centuries, at the very least.
But in another sense, the kind of surveillance we are talking about goes well beyond
traditional diplomatic tasks. Up to the nineteenth, and even the first few decades of the
twentieth, century, diplomats kept track of what was going on in the countries to which
they were accredited through conversations with a relatively small number of fairly highly
placed individuals: the heads of state and government, the foreign minister, influential
private citizens, and, of course, other diplomats. Defense attachés, who in many cases
engaged in social interactions with other officers, would on occasion be permitted to
attend military exercises. The only other regular source of information was newspapers
and the occasional spy.36 With embassies being tiny in size – typically under a half-
dozen persons – such a limited range of reporting was all that could be expected.

With the expansion of the state and the advent of multi-agency missions, it became
possible for reporting to take place across a wide range of issues and host government
activities. Specialists on finance, or agriculture, or crime could, in carrying out their
programmatic duties, report to Washington on detailed host country affairs taking
place deep inside that country’s state bureaucracy or, for that matter, non-state organiza-
tions. But for such reporting to occur, U.S. field officials had to be permitted such
detailed and deep access. Hence, one of the peculiarities of international clientilism is
that the host country acquiesces in this access. There may be great resentment by the
client of this surveillance, all the more so if it results in advice from the U.S. to the client.
Nonetheless, the central point remains: clients go along with U.S. surveillance and the
concern for regime stability that both underlies the surveillance and is aided by it.

Of course, the proliferation of agencies and field offices is not restricted to the U.S.
Most of the larger and wealthier states have such missions, even if the size of their
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staffs and the sheer number of agencies is smaller than that of their American coun-
terparts. For example, in 2004, there were almost 94,000 civilian employees of the U.S.
government stationed abroad in over 140 countries, with the Defense Department
employing over half of that number and, as we saw earlier, State some having 20,000.37

(To this should be added a large number of troops, even though this fluctuates by the
military situation.) By contrast, the United Kingdom’s Foreign and Commonwealth
Office employed around 16,000 persons all told, both at home and abroad; most for-
eign UK diplomatic posts had four or fewer UK-based staff.38

In short, the evidence is that the U.S. surveils a considerably greater number of offi-
cials in its clients than do other states, that the surveillance covers a broader range of
activities, and that the surveillance is in a real sense more intrusive. This is blatantly
obvious on issues such as labor unions and drug enforcement; but it is also true of
more classically political issues. A case in point is the intense U.S. attention to the
details of constitutions, election laws, and voting rules. In recent years, such surveillance
has become common in states emerging from civil wars or holding their first contested
election, with advice-givers and observers ranging from international organizations
such as the UN, the OAS, and the Organization for Security and Co-operation in
Europe (OSCE) to nongovernmental organizations such as the Carter Center and the
International Crisis Group. Surveillance by the U.S., though, goes far beyond this, with
the concern being less the fairness of elections than the halo they cast on the client and
the likelihood of the regime surviving them.39 As we will see in Chapter 5, U.S. concern
with elections in potentially endangered clients dates back over half a century, from
Italy in 1948 to Iraq in 2005.

A paradigmatic example of U.S. political surveillance is Uruguay in the 1960s. In
June of 1964, the assistant secretary of state for inter-American affairs, Thomas Mann,
was telephoned by President Johnson (who started the conversation by asking, “What are
our problems now? You got the Kubitschek problem in Brazil. What are the hot ones?
You got an election in Chile”); when the subject of Uruguay came up, Mann said, “we
have a lot of potential problems.” A few minutes later, they returned to the question,
with Johnson asking, “now, what’s the problem in Uruguay?” Mann answered:

Well, Uruguay. They have this silly political system, Mr. President, where they’ve
got five presidents of the country and, I think, it’s seven mayors of Montevideo, the
capital city, and it’s a little tiny place, and graft and corruption is growing. They
have an executive that’s almost paralyzed because there isn’t any one president. The
people are beginning to talk about the need for strong leadership, but nobody’s
done anything about it yet. And in the meantime, their expenses are too high,
they’re paying too much, they’re spending more than they’re earning on social
security and a number of other things, and just having a hell of a time making ends
meet. And the result of this is a deterioration in confidence, the private sector is not
investing in job-producing industries, and production is not going up. They actually
had a slight decrease in their national GNP rate last year as compared with a fairly
high birth rate, I think about two and a half per cent. And we are going to [sanitized]
a skull session to see what it is we can do – because I see this one coming in some
months ahead – and what it is we can do to get that economy rolling again. But
when you have to work with five heads, a five-headed animal, a government, it isn’t
always very easy to do, because they don’t, they fight like cats and dogs between
themselves, they can’t agree on anything. That’s a major problem.40
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The next day, Mann sent a telegram to the embassy in Montevideo, in which he specu-
lated that “political reform” was “an essential ingredient of political stability” and
asked whether the ambassador agreed “that there is a need for single executive and if
so what are Colorado and Blanco groups prepared to do so that country can move in
an orderly fashion … while there is perhaps still time.” Ten days later, Mann sent a
letter to the ambassador, Wymberley Coerr, reiterating the point and encouraging him
to “plant the idea with your close personal friends that maybe the democratic elements
in Uruguay might like, on their own initiative, to begin thinking in terms of amending
the constitution … .” This occasioned a lengthy cable from Coerr analyzing the Uru-
guayan constitution and arguing for working through “politically constructive” Color-
ado candidates rather than speaking out publicly (which of course was not what Mann
had suggested). Coerr finally gave in to Mann and both he and his successor as
ambassador, Henry Hoyt, pushed constitutional and economic reforms through con-
tacts with and pressures on high-level officials.41

What this example shows nicely is the intertwining of detailed observations and a
concern for using those observations to stay ahead of the curve; it also shows just how
much U.S. officials considered it their right to ask for information and give advice on
fundamental questions of constitutional order and expected, at the very least, that the
information would be provided and that the advice would be listened to. Moreover, the
example also shows how policy makers from Johnson on down considered as a problem
the lack of stability of the Uruguayan regime, a problem sufficiently serious to justify
repeated political and economic intervention. If surveillance means continuously
inspecting a wide range of activities to make sure that those activities are working out
well, the kind of surveillance the U.S. engages in vis-à-vis its clients thus implies the
potential for intervention to redress problems and the agreement of the client to this
inspection and potential intervention. Such agreement, if characteristic of clientilistic
relations, is different from other forms of surveillance.42

These reflections on organization and surveillance not only help to explain the cur-
iously one-way nature of United States’ commitments to its clients but also suggest a more
comprehensive and formal definition of international clientilism. Specifically, a U.S. client
is a state for which the maintenance of its regime (i.e., the configuration of political and
economic arrangements that give formal and informal power to certain types of actors)
is (1) considered by the U.S. government as a legitimate matter of concern which (2) is
worth considerable political and, if need be, economic and military efforts, should the
regime be seen as endangered. In addition, the dominant political forces in the state
also (3) consider that characteristics (1) and (2) are themselves normal and legitimate.

As we are defining it, clientilism is above all a political relation between the U.S. and
other states. That relation, to be sure, involves both political and economic arrange-
ments within clients as well as the potential for economic measures to maintain those
arrangements, but in the end, the relation is one of protection, not profit. U.S. firms may
well have a significant presence in certain U.S. clients, whether as investors or expor-
ters, and U.S. officials may well be interested in helping out those firms; but this is by no
means necessary for clientilism. Many U.S. clients, such as South Korea or Jordan,
assumed this status long before U.S. companies had any significant presence within their
borders. Conversely, other states, in which U.S. firms are strongly present, are simply
not U.S. clients (for example, South Africa or, until 1991, Kuwait).

Nor, in general, is it the case that the United States acquires states as clients because
of their economic significance. There are numerous contexts in which client acquisition
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occurs (we will discuss these in the next chapter), but, except in rare circumstances,
those contexts have little to do with private investments or trade. The same can be said
of the general economic importance of certain countries. For example, as we will also
see in Chapter 3, the timing and details of Germany and Japan’s transformation into
U.S. clients had much more to do with the need to work out adequate post-occupation
arrangements (e.g., to maintain a U.S. troop presence) than with their regional eco-
nomic importance. This is not to deny that economic motives were present; but it is to
recall that there were multiple motives and that economic ends were secondary to the
political means of regime maintenance.43

Clientilism and empire

In its emphasis on surveillance of the minutiae of day-to-day governance, international
clientilism seems very much a throwback to some of the European colonial empires
which flourished until the middle of the last century. The image that emerges is of
something akin to British rule in India: a small number of British civil servants (seldom
more than a thousand) administering a population that rose to 400 million. This was
only possible because the British operated primarily through “inspecting,” to use the
contemporary term, an extensive Indian bureaucracy, 10 to 20 times larger.44 Other
parts of India (the so-called “princely states”) preserved some measure of sovereignty
and were administered through “indirect rule”; this was also true for “protected states”
(e.g., Egypt, Zanzibar, the Malay States, Tonga) and later, with some modifications, for
a number of African colonies (e.g., Nigeria, Tanganyika) and the “A” mandates gran-
ted by the League of Nations. The Dutch administered Indonesia similarly.45

Prior to the “new” imperialism of the late nineteenth century, Europeans operated
far less bureaucratically.46 In the Western Hemisphere, indigenous political elites were
eliminated and replaced by settlers who increasingly governed themselves, with large
expanses of territory subject only to thin and episodic control. In Africa and Asia,
indigenous political groupings remained in power and European administration, as
such, was restricted to port facilities and narrow strips of land. In these areas, Eur-
opean military power was at least as likely to be used against other European states as
against local populations. In neither case did colonial administration involve surveil-
lance, a fact not surprising since surveillance requires a cadre of professional and dis-
interested inspectors and none of the major European colonial powers developed a
merit civil service until the nineteenth century. In this sense, both the U.S. client state
system and European “new” imperialism were only possible in the context of a modern
bureaucratic state.

There are, of course, significant differences between the “new” colonial empires and
the U.S. network of clients. The most obvious one is that the U.S. deals with sovereign
states enjoying full powers over both domestic and foreign affairs. Colonial officials
were expected to give orders to their indigenous subordinates and routinely did; the
subordinates usually had to obey. But although U.S. officials may expect their recom-
mendations to be followed, there are no guarantees that clients will do so. In all colonies,
including the most thinly governed ones, an army was present or within reach, officered
by Europeans and with significant numbers of European enlisted men, and employed,
often brutally, to put down rebellions. On the other hand, however important the U.S.
may be for its clients in terms of potential or actual military support (including enca-
drement and perhaps combat), even the most extensive U.S. military presence would in
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principle have to be eliminated should the client so wish.47 In short, without denying
the enormous gap between the power of the U.S. and even the strongest of its clients,
the fact that the latter are sovereign is of great importance.

Nonetheless, the similarities between the U.S. network of client states and European
colonial empires are significant and go beyond the reliance on surveillance. Both
ancient and modern empires, we can say, are arrangements in which one political unit
continually constrains fundamental options of other, civically distinct, political units.48

Here a bit of commentary is in order:

1 Arrangements. Empires are more than just interactions: they are deliberately structured
relationships.

2 Political unit. Without denying either that some empires have been economically
advantageous or that they may have deep economic roots, in the end, states, or
dynasties, or some other kind of political organization must get involved.49

3 Continuity. When constraint is not continuous, we start shading over into spheres of
influence or Great Power bullying or tribute-paying arrangements; imperial admin-
istrators are a means of providing this continuity.

4 Constraints. Subordinate units with some autonomy of action need not (although they
can) be pushed in a particular direction; the point is to prevent certain outcomes.50

5 Fundamental options. Empires vary widely in what they ask of their subordinate units
(e.g., a common religion; alignment against an enemy; labor for mines and plantations),
but the reason they are both resisted so strongly and praised by propagandists so
highly is that their demands bear on the most important aspects of rule.

6 Civically distinct. If subordinate units are so completely absorbed that their inhabi-
tants enjoy the same civic rights as do persons in the imperial center, then de facto,
the subordinate units cease to be ruled politically (this happened in Rome with the
universalization of citizenship; and in the continental U.S. with statehood).

7 Other … political units. There have to be at the minimum several such units (a state
with only one subordinate does not have an empire) and the units have to have a
political identity roughly on the same plane as that of the center (otherwise every state
would be an empire, ruling over cities, counties, and other administrative units).

The U.S. network of client states fits every element of the above definition and is thus
an empire. As we have seen, at the core of the empire is a particular arrangement:
continual, agreed-on surveillance of client states’ regimes in order to ensure their
maintenance. Ideally, U.S. officials would like clients’ regimes to maintain themselves in
power; but they are ready for the U.S. to intervene politically, economically, or mili-
tarily if necessary. We will discuss this intervention, both on behalf of clients and
against other states seen as enemies, in Chapters 5 and 6; but note for now that regime
maintenance is a very distinct form of constraint. Even if a state resists or manipulates
the U.S., even if it costs the U.S. dearly in lives and treasure, the state is very sharply
limited as to which regimes it can have – at least without a major attempt by the U.S.
to keep things in order.

The client state empire of the United States is neither the first nor the only such
empire. In ancient times, the Peloponnesian League of the Spartans fell into this category,
as did Roman arrangements with the Greek cities.51 For some decades in the fourteenth
century, Florence had a similar relationship with other Tuscan cities.52 From 1945 until
the fall of the Berlin Wall, the Soviet Union had a client state empire in central and
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eastern Europe; more recently, Russia has one with some of the former Soviet repub-
lics. In all of these cases, the patron maintained particular configurations of political
and economic power-holding (i.e., regimes), notably who made decisions and who was
loyal to whom.

More significantly, several U.S. clients themselves have networks of clients. This is
notably the case for France and its former colonies in Africa, the French not only
surveilling and providing military guarantees but indeed furnishing administrative per-
sonnel. It was also the case for Britain in parts of Asia and the Middle East; and still is
true for some of the former British colonies in Africa.53 For the United States, this type
of two-level clientilism offers positive advantages, as the dangers and expenses of
patronage can therefore be offloaded onto states which are reliable U.S. clients. Such
delegation or decentralization is a distinctive feature of contemporary international
relations and, as an imperial phenomenon, is something new.

In principle, there is nothing to prevent clientilism from extending to three, four, or
even more levels. In practice, this is quite unlikely, given that most “second tier” clients
are either former colonies of a Great Power or long-time clients of the U.S.; in neither
case did they have the wherewithal to take on the maintenance of other regimes as an
ongoing task. Thus, since even most regional powers such as Brazil or Nigeria would
not have had the opportunity in the past to have clients of their own, the chances of a
French or British client (say, Senegal or, in the past, Iraq) having clients are quite slim.
Clients can of course be transferred from one patron to another; but as we will discuss
below and in Chapter 3, such transfers do not involve more than two “levels.” Inter-
estingly, this same hierarchical “flatness” applies even more strongly to non-U.S. clients:
states such as Russia and India have their own clients, but in only one instance can it be
said that one of those clients had a client of its own.54

The subordinate quality of the French and British network of clients comes through
in several ways. One pertains to the issue of client transfers. When France and Britain
decolonized, many of their erstwhile colonies became U.S. clients (see Chapter 3);
however, the reverse never took place. No U.S. client state was taken over as a client by
France or Britain, even if, as in the case of Mobutu’s Zaire, there were times when the
French might have wished for such an outcome.

Another sign of French and British subordination has to do with the clearances
given by the U.S. to its allies’ interventions on behalf of their clients. One example of
this is in 1958, when the U.S. gave permission and indeed shaped the British interven-
tion in Jordan (we will discuss this example and the 1958 interventions more generally
in the next three chapters); a more recent example concerns Operation Epervier (1986),
when the French had to ask the U.S. for help in airlifting air defense batteries to the
Chad government.55

A third indicator of the subordinate quality of British and French client networks is the
lack of “insulation” of those networks from higher-level relations between the U.S and
France and Britain. Thus, a primary instrument of French patronage in Africa, the CFA
franc, was devalued due to strong pressure on France from the International Monetary
Fund (IMF) and the World Bank. Similar pressures on the pound contributed to British
withdrawal east of Suez.

These last examples point to another distinctive feature of the U.S. client state
empire: its routine use of international organizations. There is nothing new about
patrons using nonstate actors to maintain clients, from the chartered trading companies
of the mercantilist era to private military organizations. Nor is there anything novel
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about states using other states to help them maintain clients. Where the U.S. client
network is novel, though, is in its resort to international organizations, such as the
IMF and World Bank, regional development banks, and the UN (along with its spe-
cialized agencies) itself. In Chapters 4 and 5, we will discuss the specific way in which
some of these organizations act as “force multipliers”; for now, note simply that their
broad membership and formal rule-based procedures permit U.S. clients to be sup-
ported by means which do not involve the financial burden and political onus of direct
bilateral resource transfers.

One final point. The problems faced by clients are varied in the extreme but they
include the actual or potential overthrow of regimes by forces which are deemed to be
tools, or at the very least supporters, of certain states whom U.S. officials consider
(with some circularity; see Chapter 6) as enemies of the United States. This is not
unprecedented – other client empires have had their own enemies – but it is sufficiently
common in U.S. policy to give that policy more of a security cast than was the case for
many other client empires. Note in particular that it was not just a cold war phenom-
enon: U.S. officials identified enemies even before World War I, and they have con-
tinued to do so after the collapse of the Soviet Union.

In short, the U.S. network of client states is an empire which both resembles and differs
from other empires, past and present. On the one hand, it is an arrangement of constraint
very much like that of the British in the nineteenth century or indeed of ancient Rome.
On the other hand, it operates in ways which are simultaneously more extensive in their
intrusiveness (for example, concern with the types of crops farmers plant) and less
identifiable as pertaining to the patron (for example, certain technical financial or military
procedures) than that of other empires, be they client networks or direct rule. A sense
of this combination of extensiveness and subtlety comes through if we look at a list of
U.S. client states as of February 2005 (Table 2.1). (The rules for determining client state
status are discussed in detail in the endnote to this paragraph.)56

Two features of this list stand out in sharp relief. The first is the sheer size of the U.S.
client state empire. Over 40 percent of all states in the world are American clients and
the U.S. has clients in every region, even if the number varies considerably from one
region to another. The U.S. and its clients account for over two-thirds of the world’s
economic output and a similar proportion of its military strength. In fact, by most
aggregate measures, the U.S. and its network of clients dominate the world; the one
exception is population.

The other striking feature of the list of clients is its heterogeneity. U.S. clients run the
gamut from highly populous countries to tiny islands; from wealthy countries to pov-
erty-stricken ones; from long-standing allies to regimes recently installed by force of
arms; and from peaceful lands to states beset by violent insurgencies. Not surprisingly,
immediate U.S. goals vary widely from one client to another, even if for most countries,
aid justifications and U.S. embassy web-sites contain these days a reference to the
“global war on terrorism.” This heterogeneity provides additional support for our basic
argument: that the U.S. empire of client states is characterized not by a single, over-
arching policy aim (e.g., bringing democracy to the world), but by a consistent set of
means, directed simply at maintaining regimes in power. We will discuss these means at
length in Chapters 4 and 5.

The heterogeneity of U.S. clients – and, it must be said, the enormous geographical
variation across regions – supports the arguments in Chapter 1 against explaining the
continuity of U.S. foreign policy by single motives or long-term goals. For one, the
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Table 2.1 U.S. clients as of February 2005

Clients Nonclients

Africa

Ethiopia Angola Lesotho
Ghana Benin Madagascar
Liberia Botswana Malawi

Burkina Faso Mali
Burundi Mauritania
Cameroon Mauritius
Cape Verde Mozambique
Central African Republic Namibia
Chad Niger
Comoros Nigeria
Congo (Dem. Republic) Rwanda
Congo
(Republic)

Sao Tome and
Principe

Côte d’Ivoire Senegal
Djibouti Seychelles
Equatorial Guinea Sierra Leone
Eritrea South Africa
Gabon Swaziland
Gambia Tanzania
Guinea Togo
Guinea-Bissau Uganda
Kenya Zambia

Zimbabwe

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
3–6.5% 43–93.5%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region*
92,412,980–14% 567,541,804–86%

Total GDP (in Millions US $) 2003/Percent in Region *
14,739–3.74% 378,953–96.26%

Western Hemisphere

Antigua and Barbuda Guyana Cuba
Argentina Haiti
Bahamas Honduras
Barbados Jamaica
Belize Mexico
Bolivia Nicaragua
Brazil Panama
Canada Paraguay
Chile Peru
Colombia Saint Kitts and Nevis
Costa Rica Saint Lucia
Dominica Saint Vincent/ Grenadines
Dominican Republic Suriname
Ecuador Trinidad and Tobago
El Salvador Uruguay
Grenada Venezuela
Guatemala



Table 2.1 (continued)

Clients Nonclients

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
33–97% 1–3%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region
554,833,735–98% 11,299,000–2%

Total GDP (In Millions US $) 2003/Percent in Region
2,561,178–98.76% 32,130–1.24%

Europe

Austria Poland Albania Lithuania
Bosnia and Herzegovina Portugal Andorra Malta
Belgium Spain Belarus Moldova
Denmark Sweden Bulgaria Monaco
France Turkey Croatia Romania
Germany United Kingdom Cyprus Russia
Greece Czech Republic San Marino
Iceland Estonia Serbia and Montenegro
Italy Finland Slovakia
Luxembourg Hungary Slovenia
Macedonia Ireland Switzerland
Netherlands Latvia Ukraine
Norway Liechtenstein

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
19–43% 25–57%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region
490,529,176–61.72% 304,277,492–38.28%

Total GDP (in Millions US $)/Percent in Region
10,863,917–87.63* 1,533,858–12.37%

Middle East and North Africa

Bahrain Oman Algeria Sudan
Egypt Qatar Iran Syria
Iraq Saudi Arabia Lebanon Yemen
Israel Tunisia Libya
Jordan United Arab Emirates Morocco
Kuwait Somalia

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
11–55% 9–45%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region
147,003,600–40.27% 218,124,000–59.73%

Total GDP (In Millions US $) 2003/Percent in Region
623,902–64.47% 34,380–35.53%



Table 2.1 (continued)

Clients Nonclients

Caucasus, Central Asia, and South Asia

Afghanistan Armenia Kyrgyzstan
Pakistan Azerbaijan Maldives

Bangladesh Nepal
Bhutan Sri Lanka
Georgia Tajikistan
India Turkmenistan
Kazakhstan Uzbekistan

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
2–13% 14–87%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region
177,205,008–11.83% 1,320,632,162–88.17%

Total GDP (in Millions US $) 2003/Percent in Region
73,415–9.03% 739,159–90.97%

East Asia and Oceania

Australia Singapore Brunei Darussalam Nauru
Indonesia South Korea Burma North Korea
Japan Taiwan Cambodia Papua New Guinea
Malaysia Thailand China Samoa
Marshall Islands East Timor Solomon Islands
Micronesia Fiji Tonga
New Zealand Kiribati Vanuatu
Palau Laos Vietnam
Philippines Mongolia

Total Countries in Region/Percent in Region
13–43% 17–57%

Total Population in Region/Percent in Region
608,980,846–29.26% 1,471,790,809–70.74%

Total GDP (in Millions US $) 2003/Percent in Region
6,439,428–81.03% 1,507,521–18.97%

Total Countries Worldwide/Percent Worldwide
81–42.6% 109–57.4%

Total Population Worldwide/Percent Worldwide#
2,070,997,673–34.7% 3,893,665,267–65.3%

Total GDP (in millions US $) Worldwide/Percent Worldwide@
20,940,793–82.2% 4,535,441–17.8%

Sources: U.S. Department of State (2004c, 2005b), as per note 56.
Notes: * Most population and GDP figures from the September 2004 edition of the World Development Indicators database

(World Bank 2008); some figures from the 2003 and 2004 editions of the U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (2005) Factbook;
and from the April 2004 edition of the World Economic Outlook Database (International Monetary Fund 2008).

# Excluding the population of the United States (including the U.S., percentages change to 38% and 62%).
@ Excluding the GDP of the United States (including the U.S., percentages change to 88% and 12%).



heterogeneity of U.S. clients points to multiple motives behind the acquisition of par-
ticular states as clients. Those motives have played out for over a hundred years –
before, during, and after the cold war – and, second, they make it difficult to see the
client acquisition process as reflective of some long-term goal of American policy.
Instead, the list of clients should be seen as a kind of geological cut: different clients
acquired at different historical moments for different reasons. What unites these states
is the U.S. commitment to the maintenance of their regimes and their acquiescence in
that commitment. This two-sided relationship is continuous, but it is particularly visible
at certain key periods, one of which is the initial moment of acquisition.
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3 Acquiring client states

Until the end of the nineteenth century, the United States had only a minor political
presence outside of North America. Unlike European countries, it had no formal
colonies; those territories it controlled were either uninhabited, such as Midway Island,
or, for a few years, part of a joint protectorate, like Samoa. In the Caribbean, the U.S.
had no preponderant role; and its relations with Liberia, a country founded by former
American slaves, were far short of anything resembling client status. Within a few
years, all this was to change. Even though it took a century for the U.S. to arrive at its
current number of clients, the logic of a client empire and some of the principal con-
texts of acquiring those clients were well in place by the early 1900s.

In this chapter, we will give an overview of the U.S. client acquisition process. We will
begin with a brief general discussion of the double nature of acquisition in general and
how it structures the clientilism relationship thereafter. This leads us to a presentation
of what we shall call acquisition contexts, isolating five distinct combinations of situa-
tions, motives, and programmatic means which led the U.S. to acquire particular states
as clients. We will discuss each of these contexts in turn, providing examples from various
historical eras from the late 1890s up to the present. Following that, we will give a
historical account of U.S. client acquisition, emphasizing patterns found repeatedly in
different decades. This accounts for the variety and heterogeneity of today’s clients.

The nature of client acquisition

As we saw in Chapter 2, client states enjoy sovereignty, however nominal it may be in
practice. This means that the basic arrangements of client status – surveillance, above
all, but also U.S. efforts at client maintenance, perhaps by extraordinary means –must be
agreed to by the client. Such agreement may be tacit most of the time, but when states
first become clients, it has to be explicit. Monitoring or aid personnel such as military
assistance groups cannot simply swoop in from the sky and begin working with mid-
level officers, nor can money simply be given to a country’s treasury. Arrangements
have to be negotiated and the state in question has to agree to them.

The particular types of arrangements change over time. Early in the twentieth century,
there was no panoply of economic aid programs, nor did the U.S. military have any-
where near the resources it currently enjoys. There was no CIA, no DEA, no array of
agencies such as have now grown up. Nonetheless, as we will see, there were still ways
by which monitoring could be carried out, resources transferred, and, more generally,
regimes maintained. What was done then, as now, was for a treaty or executive agree-
ment to be concluded with the U.S. Until recently, the vast majority of these



arrangements were communicated publicly to the U.S. Congress, either to the Senate
for ratification or at least notification, or to both houses for budgetary authorization.1

This, incidentally, serves as an indicator of when client status began.2

Even when the arrangements were essentially forced on the new client, as was often the
case in the Caribbean and Central America early in the 1900s, these arrangements had to
be formally agreed to by local officials. The U.S. needed someone to work with, as well
as to arrange what would decades later be known as an exit strategy. In other words, even
if, in a number of early cases, the U.S. simply landed the marines in support of one faction,
that landing was accompanied – always followed, and sometimes preceded – by formal,
explicit accords signed with some source of (perhaps future, as in Panama) authority.

Of course, what is sauce for the goose is sauce for the gander: if clients have to agree to
their status, so too does the United States. If the U.S. does not wish to take on the task of
preserving a particular country’s regime, then, no matter how much officials in that regime
may wish for their incorporation in the empire, it will not occur. Often, in fact, U.S. offi-
cials turn down requests from would-be clients, either because the latter are deemed to
be the responsibility of other patrons such as Britain or France, or because U.S. policy
makers consider that there is no compelling reason to add these states as clients. Indeed,
except for brief moments of imperial euphoria, U.S. leaders usually have considered
themselves as reluctant to take on new clients. Other imperial powers in the past, notably
Britain and ancient Rome, also considered themselves as forced into acquisition, and
although this attitude is more than a bit hypocritical, it nonetheless needs to be kept in
mind when looking at the highly uneven pace with which clients were acquired.

Since client status requires the consent of both the U.S. and the new client, a number
of possibilities can hold for any nonclient at a given time. The U.S. can offer client
status and the other state refuse; the latter can ask for client status and the U.S. refuse;
the U.S. can fail to offer and the other state fail to ask; or finally, the U.S. can offer and
the other state accept. Moreover, this last possibility may be realized only after a series
of earlier possibilities have been played out: a request followed by a refusal (perhaps
several times), then an offer followed by a refusal, and so forth.

The reason for this sort of dance is that to the United States, taking on a new client
is not a trivial step. Should the client’s regime be threatened, U.S. officials would feel
obligated to try to defend that regime, perhaps by extraordinary means. Hence, those
who are pushing for acquisition often have to confront skepticism, if not downright
hostility, by certain agencies at the thought of taking on new responsibilities. For
example, although the U.S. had military ties with Ethiopia since the late 1940s, including
the Kagnew listening station in Asmara, and although both Emperor Haile Selasssie
and the U.S. State Department were in favor of deepening those ties, the Defense
Department repeatedly succeeded in blocking a more significant commitment on the
grounds that Ethiopia was of “no strategic importance” to the U.S. Finally, in 1959–60,
worry about Egypt’s influence in the region, along with the communist inroads which
would supposedly result, led DoD’s objections to be overruled: the U.S. agreed to ship
F-86 fighter aircraft to Haile Selassie, train and equip an entire division of his army,
and state publicly its concern for “the security of Ethiopia.” A few months later, when
the emperor’s own bodyguard tried to carry out a coup d’état, U.S. political and mili-
tary officials in the mission strongly intervened to crush the rebels.3

Not all client acquisition involves such acrimony. In some cases, there is an early
consensus in favor of acquiring a given state (or states) as clients. An example of this is
the famous period in 1947 when the U.S. launched first the Truman Doctrine and then
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theMarshall Plan. Aswe will discuss below, these policies resulted in a significant number
of client acquisitions, from Greece and Turkey to many of the countries in Western
Europe. In spite of the enormous resources involved, and notwithstanding the typical
and nasty infighting then occurring between different agencies of the government, there
was “substantial consensus” on these policies by officials of those agencies.4

Whether acquisition is contested or consensual, its significance is the same: a sense in
Washington that an important threshold has been crossed. Even if policy makers never
use words like “client” or make legal distinctions between clients and nonclients, they
nonetheless consider themselves as having extended their responsibilities when a state
becomes a client. An example of this, worth noting precisely because it involved neither
military bases nor a formal defense commitment, is the U.S. decision to increase sig-
nificantly its aid to Jordan in the 1965–66 period. Prior to that point, the U.S. had sent
the Sixth Fleet to signal support for the Hussein regime in 1957 and 1963, helped
support a British airlift of commandos in 1958, and offered considerable economic and
military aid beginning in 1959. U.S. policy was, in 1960, described as one of providing
“support” to Jordan “lest without it the state collapse.” But in 1965, the U.S. went
further, transferring significant numbers of M-48 tanks, arranging for European air-
craft, and, the next year, selling a squadron of A-4 Skyhawks and, on an emergency
basis, airlifting additional military hardware to Amman. All of these actions were
taken in the face of stiff Israeli and domestic U.S. protests; and as Nixon put it, the U.S.
had thereby engaged its credibility, something that was demonstrated a few years later
when the U.S. went to a nuclear alert and “decided to move with ground troops” into
Jordan to repel a Syrian armored column that had entered the country.5

Given the potential significance of client status, it is not surprising that the acquisition
process can be rather prolonged. On the one hand, the would-be client can request to
be taken under the U.S. wing without that request being granted, at least for some time.
Both Haile Selassie and Hussein, for example, had asked for a deeper relationship with
the U.S. a number of years before it was granted. In some cases, the delay may be indefinite;
this is what seems to have happened in Uganda and Morocco, or, more recently, in the
Baltic republics (we will return to these latter later in this chapter). Refusals by the U.S.
to acquire a client may be due to the sense that the state in question is someone else’s
responsibility, like the British or the French (in the case of Somalia in 1991, for example,
the U.S. consulted both the British and the Italians, neither of whom had ruled the country
for over 30 years); or to a feeling by American officials that the regime in question is
either too shaky to be worth helping or not shaky enough to need help; or conversely, that
the state does not fit readily into one of the acquisition categories discussed below; or
that there are countervailing factors (e.g., proximity to another state) militating against
such acquisition. Sometimes, what seems to be a smooth path toward a client relationship
can be aborted when the leader upon whom the U.S. is counting is suddenly overthrown
(this happened in Syria in 1949, for example, when the CIA-backed army chief of staff,
Husni Zaim, was ousted and executed less than six months after he took power).6

On the other hand, the U.S. can extend an offer of client status to a state and have
that offer declined. An example of this is Cambodia during the 1960s: in spite of U.S.
exasperation with Sihanouk and his policy of quasi-neutrality, Washington would at
first have been happy to have Cambodia as a U.S. client. Sihanouk, however, refused,
and it was not until he was overthrown in 1970 that the United States became Cam-
bodia’s patron. Much the same happened with other states pursuing policies of non-
alignment: Ghana under Nkrumah, Egypt under Nasser, Indonesia under Sukarno,
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India under Nehru, and Burma under U Nu. As we shall see below, Cambodia-like
switches took place in several of those states.

However, refusal by either side does not mean that the U.S. has no relations with the
state in question. Once Washington establishes a new program (say, a certain kind of
military aid), it can easily be transplanted well beyond the country or countries for
whom it was intended. Thus, the U.S. has military ties with and provides economic
assistance to dozens of countries which are not American clients. These relationships
usually have a strong and often explicit political aim, and they may involve nontrivial
amounts of money for years on end; at times (especially for relief purposes), far greater
amounts than for many clients. Acquiring a client does not necessarily mean that the
U.S. will spend large sums of money, at least most of the time; what it does mean is
that the U.S. considers it has a new responsibility, one which may well involve sig-
nificant commitments of treasure and even, under some circumstances, blood.

This commitment helps explain why, as we mentioned in Chapter 2, states do not
“graduate” from client status. Even when the factors that led to a state’s becoming a
client have changed – for example, the state is no longer considered as facing a parti-
cular danger – the U.S. has no particular reason to renounce its commitment. Quite the
contrary: since, by acquiring the client in the first place, U.S. officials saw themselves as
having engaged American credibility, it would be a major blow to that credibility to
decide that in some (perhaps unlikely) future crisis, the U.S. could not be counted on.
Nor would it make sense to withdraw the U.S. commitment now if, in the event of a
crisis, the U.S. would once more commit its prestige: this is tantamount to not
renouncing the commitment in the first place.7

Of course, the client can decide to renounce its status. This, though, is a dangerous
game. A state that really tried to scrap its U.S. umbrella would have to go well beyond
closing U.S. military bases or restricting certain economic links: it would have to cut links
to the military, disrupt the close surveillance of its performance, and otherwise pursue
policies which make it clear that the U.S. would not be welcome to help out in the
event of a crisis. These acts occur when there are revolutions or other types of regime
changes; they obviously would be considered by the U.S. as a sign of hostility, and the
U.S. would react by attempting if at all possible to overthrow that new regime (we will
discuss this in Chapter 6).

In fact, most clients do not seriously contemplate drastic changes in their relation
with the United States. They may well be resentful of the U.S. or feel that the Amer-
icans with whom they deal are crude and overbearing; but that is quite different from
even imagining a break. This is not a matter of being scared but, as the definition of
client status implies, of considering U.S. oversight and responsibility as normal. For
example, France, a client whose U.S. reputation has, for decades, been one of prickliness
and challenge, has always, even in the heyday of De Gaulle and Mitterrand, considered
itself a loyal and faithful ally of the United States.8 The reason for this acceptance of
client status goes back to the moment of acquisition: a regime – that is, a configuration
of political and economic arrangements that give formal and informal power to certain
types of actors – that asks for or accepts U.S. patronage will have had considerable
advantages over alternative power configurations; otherwise, the arrangement with the
U.S. would not have been able to be consummated. Regimes can and do collapse, but
barring such eventualities, there is no particular reason for them radically to transform
themselves. Or, to paraphrase a well-known formulation: the U.S. developed its client
state empire by invitation and this invitation has rarely been withdrawn.9

Acquiring client states 41



In principle, client acquisition takes place at a single moment in time: when both the
U.S. and the other state have agreed on the new relationship. The U.S. may well have
proposed client status long before the offer is accepted, just as the would-be client may
have asked for this status long before the U.S. grants it; but only when both have signed
on to the agreement can client status be said to have started. However, to us now, as
outside observers, it is not always easy to pin down an exact date for a given state’s
acquisition as a client. Documents may remain classified and policy makers may be
reluctant – or not find it necessary – to indicate explicitly their sense that an important
commitment has been agreed to. This is why we have used multiple methods for iden-
tifying both current client status and the moment of acquisition.

Contexts of client acquisition

When the United States acquires a client, it does so in one of several distinct ways.
Each of these ways is what we call a context of acquisition, a combination of the type
of situation (what has happened and is deemed about to happen in that country and in
that region), the range of immediate motives evoked by policy makers, and the focus
and size of the principal programs and policies instituted at the moment of acquisition.
These different elements fit together, so that even though particular features – especially
programs – can span more than one context, they tend to recur in certain patterns.

The context in which a particular state becomes an American client has numerous
implications for the subsequent relations between the U.S. and that state. If acquisition
takes place in the context of U.S. military occupation, for example, initial U.S. involve-
ment will tend to involve surveillance across many more issue areas than, say, when the
context is one of tidying up a region after a war. Similarly, a state that becomes a client
in the context of a dangerous enemy will find itself with a far larger and more focused U.S.
military presence than in either of the above contexts. These implications help considerably
in coding both the date and context of acquisition for particular clients.10

It is important to understand that contexts of acquisition involve more than simply
particular motives. As we discussed in Chapter 1, there can be multiple motives asso-
ciated with any given action, with policy makers often advancing contradictory goals one
after the other. This does not mean that motives are unimportant but rather that they
are part of a broader package which tends to be determined by the immediate problem
policy makers face in a given country. In cybernetic terms, the reasoning is “last in/first
out”; for example, when Japan was acquired as a client in 1952 (the date at which the
peace treaty went into effect and the country regained full sovereignty), the immediate
problem for U.S. policy makers was working out a post-occupation arrangement; the
danger from China was less immediate, and the felt need to reorganize the East Asia
and Oceania following on the end of World War II had to a great degree been pushed
down in significance by the Korean War and the time elapsed since 1945.11

From the beginning of the U.S. client state empire to the present, there have been
five contexts of acquisition. We will discuss each of them in the order of their first
appearance.

Post-occupation

The oldest, and in some ways the simplest, context of acquisition is for states
emerging from U.S. military occupation (see Table 3.1). This is a category covering
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both states which were at one time U.S. colonies or possessions and those which
the U.S. military were occupying in the aftermath of a war fought against that state or
at the least on its soil. (In some cases, like the Philippines and Cuba, the second
situation followed on the first.) Understandably, U.S. authorities do not wish their
efforts to have been in vain; but just as clearly, local authorities who form the post-
occupation regime will have been chosen for their cooperativeness with the Americans.
The problem for both sides is to create or recreate a sovereign state, albeit one in
which the U.S. can maintain a significant presence. There are various ways in which
this circle can be squared, from large-scale aid packages to military training and basing
arrangements.

In Cuba, for example, which had been occupied following the Spanish-American
War in 1898, the basic instrument of clientilism was the Platt Amendment, passed by
the Congress as a law in 1901 and then incorporated into the Cuban constitution. The
amendment, named after the U.S. senator who introduced the bill but in fact drafted
by the secretary of war, provided notably that the government of Cuba consented that
“the United States may exercise the right to intervene for the preservation of Cuban
independence [and] the maintenance of a government adequate for the protection of
life, property, and individual liberty,” and that the Cuban government would sell or lease
to the U.S. land for naval stations (one of which, Guantánamo Bay, is notoriously still
in operation). The Platt Amendment served as the legal basis for U.S. military inter-
vention in Cuba no fewer than three times between 1906 and 1920; it was repealed in
1934, as part of Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor policy, and replaced by more sophisticated
means of regime maintenance centered around the Cuban military and its U.S.-backed
strongman, Fulgencio Batista.12

Fast forward almost half a century, and the same pattern can be seen in the formal
independence granted to the Philippines in 1946. The U.S. offered economic aid but
demanded strict limits, to be assessed by the U.S. and the IMF, on Philippine government
spending. Further surveillance mechanisms were set in place by the Bell Trade Act and
other arrangements for guaranteeing that U.S. firms and investors would have the same
rights as Filipino ones. In addition, the U.S. concluded a military assistance agreement
with the Philippines, allowing a Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) to advise,

Table 3.1 Clients acquired: post-occupation

Client Date acquired and duration of client status

Cuba 1902–1959
Italy 1945–present
Philippines 1946–present
South Korea 1948–present
West Germany (Germany) 1949–present
Japan 1952–present
Austria 1955–present
Grenada 1984–present
Marshall Islands 1986–present
Micronesia 1986–present
Palau 1994–present
Afghanistan 2001–present
Iraq 2004–present

Sources: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.
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train, and equip local forces; and, as in Cuba, worked out extensive long-term basing
rights guaranteeing use of up to 23 military bases.13

The transformation of Cuba and the Philippines from occupied lands to client states
may be thought of as obsolete chapters from the heyday of colonialism. In fact, although
instruments such as the Platt Amendment have long been retired from the toolbox of U.S.
policymakers, the post-occupation context of acquisition is very much alive and well.
Both Afghanistan and Iraq, occupied just over a century after the Spanish-AmericanWar,
were acquired as clients in very much the same way as was Cuba: a pro-U.S. government
put in place, electoral rules written to bind that and future governments, and arrange-
ments made for a continued U.S. military presence.14

Of course, as the Philippines example shows, economic aid programs have been devel-
oped over the past half century to supplement post-occupation acquisition mechanisms.
So too have multilateral institutions which can be used to reduce direct U.S. financial
costs. As we will see in the next chapter, these economic means were first worked out
immediately after World War II for both South Korea and the Philippines, as well as
for certain countries in Western Europe, including France, the United Kingdom, and the
U.S.-occupied states of Italy and Germany. But what distinguished the post-occupied
states, wherever they were located, from other clients acquired at the same time was the
strong emphasis on working out arrangements for the continued presence of U.S.
troops. (The only exception to this was Austria, which because of its joint occupation
with the USSR ended up neutralized.) In all of these post-occupation acquisitions, the
U.S. maintained an extensive military presence for decades, including bases. Even at
the end of 2004, with the cold war having ended over a decade earlier, this presence
continued in Japan (36,000 troops and 7,000 civilians), Germany (76,000 troops and
16,000 civilians), Italy (13,000 troops and 2000 civilians), and South Korea (41,000
troops and 3,000 civilians); the U.S. also continues to occupy Guantánamo (700 troops
and 300 civilians).15 Of course, when the country in question is tiny, as in Grenada and
certain Pacific states, the number of remaining post-occupation forces is correspond-
ingly small and the extent of their stay is more limited.

Post-occupation acquisitions illustrate nicely a cybernetic feature of policy making
which we have already discussed in Chapter 1: the way in which policy revolves around
means rather than ends. Initially, the immediate problem faced by U.S. officials at the
time of the formal end of occupation for each of these states was to find a way to
combine independence with many of the features of occupation. Base and training
arrangements, aid programs, and so forth could all be used to solve that problem, even
if those means were adapted from other situations or represented modest revisions of
the status quo ante in those new clients. But once the means were in place, it became
possible to attach them to new ends. Thus, U.S. forces in South Korea originally were put
there to receive the Japanese surrender; over the next few years, they served as a backstop
for an anti-leftist counterinsurgency campaign by the South Korean government; and
they were considered by Washington as an implicit brake on any efforts by the Seoul
regime to invade North Korea. After the Korean War, U.S. forces were considered to
serve a tripwire function against the North. Similarly, the U.S. base in Guantánamo,
which was originally used as a coaling station and to surveil Cuba, was transformed
into a symbol of U.S. opposition to the Castro regime after 1959, and, after 2001, to a
detention facility for persons rounded up in the “war on terror.” These and other
examples show that it is important not to assume that current U.S. goals for its forces
are the same as those which were germane at the time of the clients’ acquisition.
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Switching

By itself, post-occupation is not a context for acquiring client states unique only to the
United States. Quite the reverse: as we saw in Chapter 2, other former colonial or
imperial powers have worked out similar arrangements with their erstwhile possessions,
including provisions for the stationing of their troops. But when we turn to the second
context for acquisition, most of the similarities to other patrons vanish. This second
context is switching, when a state which until then had been deemed by the U.S. to be
an enemy undergoes a major change of its regime without being occupied by U.S.
troops (see Table 3.2).

What exactly do we mean by “enemy”? For U.S. officials, an enemy is a nonclient
whose regime is seen as choosing systematically to differ with the U.S. on key issues of
foreign and domestic economic and political policy. Figure 3.1 shows, in chronological
order, a list of enemies from the onset of the U.S. client state empire to early 2005.16

What this figure indicates is that enemies come in various ideological hues. Many, of
course, are regimes seen during the cold war as dangerously close to domestic communists

Table 3.2 Clients acquired: switches

Client Date acquired and duration of client status

Nicaragua 1910–1979
Iran (ex-Mossadeq) 1953–1979
Ghana 1966–present
Indonesia 1966–present
Egypt 1978–present
Cambodia 1970–1975
Nicaragua 1990–present
Suriname 1991–present
Ethiopia 1991–present

Sources: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.

Figure 3.1 U.S. enemies post-1898
Source: Authors as per note 16.
Notes: * 1 – Nicaragua 1907–10, 2 – Germany 1915–18, 3 – Syria 1948–49, 4 – Syria 1949–51, 5 –
Iran 1953, 6 – Indonesia, 1957–65, 7 – Iraq 1958–63, 8 – Ghana 1960–65, 9 – Cambodia 1975–
79, 10 – Afghanistan, 1979, 11 – Afghanistan 2001, 12 – Grenada 1979–83, 13 – Suriname
1980–91, 14 – Yugoslavia 1992–2000, 15 – Somalia 2006–07
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or the Soviet Union. But there are also Islamic regimes, fascist ones, local aggressors,
and the very first one of all, a state which did not fit any of the above labels when the
U.S. first categorized it as an enemy: Nicaragua (see Chapter 6).

In addition to their ideological dispersion, enemies also differ considerably by other
standard criteria of friendship and disagreement. Enemies may be powerful or weak;
strategically situated or located off the beaten path; and having had a lengthy history of
relations with the U.S. or no prior relations at all. This implies that what triggers a
particular state’s being categorized as an enemy changes over time; the only feature
shared by all these states is the view by the U.S. that they have chosen systematically to
differ with it. (Note the word “chosen”: states seen as having been dragooned into
systematic policy differences with the U.S. are not considered as worrisome in their own
right.) In fact, enemies seem to be categorized on a piecemeal basis, one at a time, as
disagreements with particular states come to be seen as systematic.

Once a state is categorized as an enemy, it tends to remain in that category for quite
a while. The U.S. organizes its policies toward that state around hostility to it so that
new evidence against the enemy’s undesirability tends not to be acted upon (even if the
U.S. is not trying actively to overthrow the regime). Nonetheless, as we will see at the
end of Chapter 6, enemies can be shifted out of that status, either by major changes in
U.S. policy (by definition, these are quite rare), such as occurred when relations with
Vietnam were normalized; or by an invasion of the enemy, such as occurred in some of
the cases discussed above; or by a significant change of the enemy’s regime. The context
of switching pertains to this third possibility, whether or not the U.S. played an active
role in the regime’s overthrow: it welcomes and rewards successors to enemy regimes.17

This reward can take various forms. The classic example is Iran, where the CIA-
sponsored overthrow of Prime Minister Mossadeq (see Chapter 6 for this and the other
cases discussed in this section) – whose regime was considered an enemy because it was
deemed as incapable of resisting local communists – in 1953 was followed in short
order by the installation of an extensive aid and surveillance apparatus. The U.S.
encouraged the new Zahedi government to ask for economic aid, responding quickly to
the request by large increases in assistance, including training civil servants in each
ministry. The CIA immediately began efforts to pull potentially dissident tribes into
line behind the government and helped it set up a domestic propaganda program; the
CIA also began to train Iran’s intelligence forces. The armed forces, too, received new
weapons and training, as did the gendarmerie.18

As mentioned above, there is evidence that a process similar to that in Iran was
underway twice in Syria. The first time occurred in 1949, when Husni Zaim, installed
by a CIA-aided coup, was welcomed with open arms by the United States. Evidence
suggests that the U.S. was preparing to approve a large package of military and eco-
nomic aid; however, Zaim was overthrown within half a year of his having taken power,
thereby short-circuiting the process of Syria becoming an American client. A similar set
of events took place in 1951, when Adib Shishakli dissolved parliament and established
a military dictatorship; but once again, before an agreement with the U.S. could receive
final approval, he too was overthrown.19

Another example of a switch is that of Ghana in 1966. The U.S. had been hostile to
the regime of Kwame Nkrumah ever since he sided with Lumumba during the first
Congo crisis. Although Kennedy tried for a rapprochement, he considered that his
efforts were not reciprocated; ties then worsened under Johnson. When a U.S.-aided
coup took place, the U.S. immediately released food aid and began to increase other
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kinds of aid, nearly quadrupling the figure from the preceding year; the new regime
also asked for advice in a number of ministries, which the U.S. provided.20 A similar
process took place in Cambodia in 1970, when Prince Sihanouk, to whom U.S. officials
had been hostile for years because of his unwillingness to cooperate fully in their fight
against Vietnamese communism and North Vietnam in particular, was overthrown by
his army chief of staff, General Lon Nol. The U.S., whose role in the coup is unclear,
moved immediately to reward the new regime; although Congress, at that point scared
of new U.S. commitments in Indochina and angry at Nixon’s “incursion” into Cam-
bodia, resisted an aid program, it eventually fell into line in early 1971. From then until
the fall of Phnom Penh, the U.S. played a dominant role, furnishing extensive aid, advice,
and surveillance, not to mention engaging in direct bombing on behalf of the regime.21

Closer to home, the U.S. also took on Suriname as a client in 1991, when the military
regime of Desi Bouterse, which the Reagan administration had proposed overthrowing,
was gradually replaced by a civilian, democratic regime considerably more favorable to
private capital. The U.S. responded by starting a program of economic assistance (the
Netherlands restored its aid flows, which were considerably larger), by establishing a
protégé relationship with key officers in the military, and by backing strongly the new
regime against its domestic rivals.22

Another example of acquisition in the context of a switch concerns Indonesia. When
Sukarno, who had become an obsession for U.S. policy makers, was ousted from power
between October 1965 and March 1966, the U.S. reacted positively, increasing food aid,
helping renegotiate Indonesia’s debts, and setting up a longer-term package of both
bilateral and multilateral economic assistance. The figures are eloquent: bilateral eco-
nomic grants and loans, which had declined to $6.4 million in fiscal year (FY) 1965,
increased to $23.8 million in FY 1966, to $57.4 million in FY 1967, to $94.8 million in
FY 1968, and to $234.2 million in FY 1969; on top of this, the U.S. was able to persuade
Japan and other donors, including multilateral organizations, to increase their aid
sharply. A few years after the coup, the U.S. resumed military aid and rapidly increased it
to levels triple what it had been, developing close relations with the Indonesian military.
In 1969, and again in 1975, major Indonesian decisions – to avoid a referendum in
West Irian and to invade East Timor – were cleared with U.S. presidents.23

Finally, one of the most important U.S. clients, at least if judged by the quantity of
U.S. aid that flows to it every year, was acquired in a context of switching. This is
Egypt, which had been considered by U.S. officials as an enemy since the mid-1950s.
When Sadat succeeded to the presidency on Nasser’s death, he began reshaping the
regime. Pan-Arab and socialist officials were purged, economic policy was shifted in
the direction of private investments, Soviet technicians were evicted, and, even before
the Camp David accords, agreements were reached with Israel. These changes were
amply rewarded by the United States. Economic aid, which for several years had hov-
ered around zero, went within a few years to over $1 billion annually. A few years later,
military aid followed suit. Since then, Egypt has been one of the top recipients of U.S.
aid, usually ending up second only to Israel in total grants and loans. These figures are
in fact the tip of the iceberg, since the U.S. also works closely with key Egyptian min-
istries, notably in the economic and security fields.24

The switching cases we have discussed above all occurred in the context of the cold
war. However, the definition of switching has nothing to do with a particular ideological
struggle: the first U.S. enemy, Nicaragua, was acquired as a U.S. client following the
overthrow of the country’s president and his successor by rebels operating with
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conspicuous U.S. military and diplomatic support. The Taft administration sent a
financial envoy to take over the country’s finances, even drafting the letter requesting U.S.
support that was to be sent by the new president. Two years later, when Nicaraguan
concessions for U.S. loans proved unpopular enough to spark a rebellion, the U.S. sent
several thousand marines to fight against the rebels.25

Most switching acquisitions concern states which had never in the past been clients
of the United States. However, given the significance of client status, we might well expect
not only that the U.S. would take very hard the “loss” of a client but that it would
welcome with open arms the overthrow of an enemy regime in a state which had earlier
been a client. This occurred in Nicaragua decades after the first switch, when, after a
lengthy U.S.-backed war against the Sandinista regime, the latter was turned out of
office in elections, an event followed immediately by a close U.S. embrace. This same
type of sequence also occurred in Ethiopia, which, as we saw, was a client from the late
1950s until a few years after the fall of Haile Selassie. When the Marxist regime headed
by Mengistu Haile Mariam had been ousted by an armed coalition, the U.S. responded
with an enormous jump in economic aid, giving sums far greater than during the
heyday of Haile Selassie. Legislative restrictions on nonemergency aid were also lifted
and diplomatic relations quickly upgraded. Once again, just as in the 1960s, Ethiopia
was being described as “the key to U.S. security interests” in the region and the U.S.
developed close links with various ministries. The implications of this, should there be
future regime changes in Iran or Cuba, are clear.26

Danger

One of the most frequent claims made by U.S. officials when acquiring a new client is
that the state in question faces some kind of danger. The immediate source of the danger
is usually internal – political opposition, often armed – but to American policy makers,
such domestic foes are more than likely to be linked to an external enemy state. Thus,
during the coldwar, shaky regimes facing some sort of leftist opposition were seen as being
the potential prey, if not the overt target, of the Soviet Union, China, Cuba, or some
other communist enemy. Since the Islamic revolution in Iran and, more recently, since
the attacks on 11 September 2001, various Islamic opposition groups have been seen by
U.S. officials as, at the very least, operating in tandem with one or more enemy states.

In these kinds of situations, the reaction by U.S. officials is to offer client status to
states with regimes whom they consider endangered, whether or not those regimes have
already asked for this status (see Table 3.3). The recipients of these offers are patronless
or newly independent states located in the same region as a dangerous enemy, or in
whom a dangerous enemy is deemed to have shown interest. Whether outside observers
would concur in these judgments is irrelevant: what matters is that American policy
makers believe that an enemy poses a danger to a particular regime. That belief, rather
than any characteristics of the state or regime deemed to be endangered, is what is
controlling.

Cybernetically, this context of acquisition is therefore as mechanical as are the post-
occupation and switching ones. U.S. officials do not need to engage in complicated
evaluations of potential clients or rank their various foreign policy interests; instead,
they need simply to extend the policies they are already carrying out against that enemy,
namely, by helping out the putative target of that enemy. A classic, indeed canonical,
example of this is the U.S. acquisition of Greece as a client state in 1947. Greece had

48 Acquiring client states



been a British client since the middle of World War II; even before that war ended,
Britain had faced off against the Greek communists. Soon, a full-fledged civil war
broke out, with Britain aiding the royalist side politically and financially. The U.S.,
which had been helping the British more generally, contributed a $25 million loan to
the royalist government at the start of 1946.

After fighting resumed in late 1946, U.S. officials grew increasingly alarmed. They
believed that the Soviet Union was behind the Greek communists, seeing Greece as
simply the latest battleground in the ongoing struggle between the U.S. and the U.S.S.R.
Mid-level officials in Washington began studying how to furnish direct military aid to
the Greek government. When the British finally informed the U.S. officially that they
would have to withdraw their troops and eliminate their financial commitment to
Greece (and Turkey, as well), American policy makers were ready. Within a few days, a
plan had been drafted to send economic and military aid to Greece and Turkey. Con-
gress, duly frightened at the idea of Greece as a rotten apple infecting the rest of the
barrel, approved Truman’s aid request; the first shipment of weapons arrived in August
1947. This, however, was not enough, and the U.S. Military Advisory Group pushed
through an increase in Greek forces and began to have its personnel give operational
advice to army units down to the division level. (Even these means were insufficient,
and for several months in late 1947 and early 1948, there was serious discussion of
sending U.S. combat troops to Greece; see the discussion on the book’s website.)27

Table 3.3 Clients acquired: danger

Client Date acquired and duration of client status

China 1943–1949
Greece 1947–present
Turkey 1947–present
Thailand 1950–present
Taiwan 1950–present
Pakistan 1954–present
South Vietnam 1955–1975
Lebanon 1957–1984
Ethiopia 1959–1977
Jamaica 1963–present
Trinidad and Tobago 1963–present
Congo (Zaire) 1963–1997
Laos 1964–1975
Jordan 1965–present
Tunisia 1967–present
Malaysia 1977–present
Singapore 1977–present
Barbados 1980–present
Saint Lucia 1981–present
Saint Vincent and the Grenadines 1981–present
Dominica 1981–present
Antigua and Barbuda 1981–present
Belize 1982–present
Saint Kitts and Nevis 1984–present
Bosnia 1996–present
Macedonia 1996–present

Sources: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.
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The transformation of Greece into a U.S. client state reveals several interesting fea-
tures of the danger context of acquisition. To start with, U.S. officials perceived Greece
to be facing a danger that was both external and regional. External, because it was
considered inconceivable that the Greek communists could even aim at an insurgency,
much less have any hope of it succeeding, without a green light from the Kremlin and,
as a corollary of that approval, cross-border support from what were considered Soviet
puppets on Greece’s borders. The danger to the Greek regime was also considered
regional: it was thought as far back as 1945 that Stalin had decided to go after the
eastern Mediterranean, and this is one reason why Turkey was lumped together with
Greece, in spite of the complete absence of any internal insurgency in the former.28

The danger deemed to be faced by Greece was hardly that of imminent collapse. U.S.
officials, keeping tabs on how the British were doing, saw a problem that was medium-
term rather than immediate; their response, though couched in strong terms, was hardly
one of panic. This sense of slow-motion menace was what led the U.S. to explore ways
of sending financial and military aid to the Greeks even before the British announce-
ment. Only many months after the Truman Doctrine was announced did some U.S.
officials perceive an acute danger in Greece.

Even the initial perception of the royalist regime as endangered was to some degree a
matter of expectations. Already, by the end of 1945, U.S. policy toward the Soviet
Union was shifting, with those advocating a harder line gaining the ascendancy. The
Near East (Iran and Turkey, in particular) was seen as a region in which the Soviets
were on the move and Truman and his advisers consciously stiffened their policy there.
Greece, categorized as part of the region and having a communist party already
opposed by the British, was therefore tracked with particular closeness, with special
attention being paid to the Greek army’s performance. This is not to deny the latter’s
very real incompetence, but it is to say that the U.S. policy apparatus was already being
focused on regional problems capable, in principle, of being solved by means that the
U.S. already was developing (i.e., economic and military aid). Cybernetically, U.S. for-
eign policy was geared to a sensitivity to responding to dangerous enemies by acquiring
states with endangered regimes as clients.

Which regimes were endangered? Consider the eastern Mediterranean in 1945. Most
of the countries there either were not yet fully independent (for example, Egypt), or
were already seen as present or likely future satellites of the Soviet Union (for example,
Bulgaria). Only a handful of countries were left, and of those, two (Iran and Turkey)
bordered on the U.S.S.R. and a third (Greece) had an active communist movement. Not
surprisingly, all three of those states were seen by U.S. officials as actually or potentially
endangered; in two of them (Greece and Turkey), the British announced that they were
pulling out, leading U.S. officials to fear that they would be without protection. Hence,
in spite of the enormous differences between the two countries, Greece was twinned in
both time and space with Turkey as states with endangered regimes.

The Greek case is not unique. We count 26 cases of client acquisition in the context of
danger, with the same characteristics – the focus on an external enemy even in instan-
ces of strong internal opposition, the regional and temporal clumping, and the focusing
of the foreign policy apparatus on reporting certain kind of problems for which there
were institutional means – surfacing over and over. These cases cover a long time
period and are found in every corner of the globe; significantly, they are not restricted
only to communist enemies during the cold war. For example, in 1957, two states were
deemed by Washington to be endangered, not by communism, but by Egypt. One of

50 Acquiring client states



these, Lebanon, became a U.S. client; the other, Jordan, although aided in 1957 and
subsequently by the U.S., was considered a British responsibility then and was not
taken under the American wing until several years later.

The U.S. view of Egypt as a dangerous enemy took several years to develop. When
Nasser and his military colleagues overthrew King Farouk, U.S. policy makers were on
balance pleased. The CIA at the least was informed of the coup in advance, having
met with Nasser beforehand; and after the coup, the U.S. aided Nasser both openly
and covertly. However, when Nasser decided to purchase weapons from the Soviet
Union, the U.S. soured on him, responding by withdrawing its offer to finance the Aswan
Dam, contemplating covert action to overthrow him, and looking for ways to counter
his influence in other Arab countries. One way of doing this was via the Eisenhower
Doctrine:

[the U.S.would] cooperate with and assist any nation or group of nations in the
general area of the Middle East in the development of economic strength dedicated
to the maintenance of national independence … [and] undertake in the same
region programs of military assistance and cooperation with any nation or group
of nations which desires such aid.

In addition, the U.S. would employ its armed forces to “protect the territorial integrity
and political independence of such nations, requesting such aid, against overt armed
aggression from any nation controlled by International Communism.”29

Several states asked for Eisenhower Doctrine protection. One was Lebanon, which
since 1951 had had an aid agreement with the United States. The U.S. resisted deepening
its links until 1957, when both the American ambassador in Beirut and the Lebanese
foreign minister argued that Syria and Egypt were subverting the Lebanese regime and,
in essence, serving as a conduit for Soviet influence in the region. Washington’s response
was swift: an initial offer of $10 million in economic aid and another $2.7 million in
military aid; considerably more military aid in the second half of 1957; covert support
(including cash handouts) for the regime in the 1957 elections, to counter Egyptian and
Syrian “interference”; and the formulating of “operational plans” for the country that
same year. Some months later, as we will see in Chapter 5, the U.S. ended up sending
troops to support the regime.30

The same year that Lebanon became a client, Jordan asked to become one. As we
saw above, the U.S. did not grant this request, mostly because Jordan was considered as
still under British protection, but also because it was considered by Dulles as having
“never been a viable state.” (The British view was similar, Macmillan referring to Jordan
as a “tuppenny ha’penny place. It is worth nothing, but nothing.”) The U.S. therefore
aided the Jordanian regime both directly and, via the British, indirectly, but did not take
over completely from the British until the 1960s. However, as we would expect from the
context of danger, Jordan was twinned with Lebanon in both U.S. and British eyes, a
perception reiterated by both Eisenhower and Macmillan in July 1958, when each
country sent troops to its own client.31

It is tempting to view this history of client acquisitions as an exercise in cynicism,
with U.S., Lebanese, and Jordanian officials busily assuring each other that the source
of domestic opposition to unpopular regimes lay in Egypt, and that Egypt in turn
served as a conduit for Soviet pressure. However, all the evidence points to these beliefs
being genuinely held – at least by U.S. officials. Eisenhower readily admitted that many
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U.S. clients were corrupt and genuinely unpopular but saw the Arab public as beguiled
by Nasser, who in turn, even if not a communist himself, was nonetheless playing into
Soviet hands. Similar statements can be found by Truman and most post-World War II
presidents. This was all the more reason to acquire as clients such states: if a regime’s
danger was exacerbated by its own incompetence, then it was even more vital for the
United States to start overseeing and correcting that regime’s performance. It should
also be noted that U.S. concern over Egypt continued past the height of the Eisen-
hower Doctrine. As we mentioned above, Ethiopia was acquired as a client in 1959
because of grave concern over Egyptian inroads in the region. Some years later, Tunisia
also made the transition from friend to client, when the U.S., deciding that it made
sense to construct a “professional military force” that could hold off an attack (from
Egypt, most of all, but there were also concerns about Algeria) long enough for help to
arrive, worked out a five-year plan of training and military equipment (including F-86
fighter jets, as well as arms transfers from Turkey) and began getting much more
heavily involved in economic development issues.32

Both the cases of Greece and Turkey, and of Lebanon and Jordan, concerned regions in
which the U.S., at the time of acquisition, did not have a massive military presence.
The Sixth Fleet, of course, could be and was sent as a means of projecting power, but
the firepower readily available there in those years was considerably less than that at U.S.
disposal elsewhere. By contrast, in the Caribbean, the situation was and is very different.
Barring some kind of new Cuban missile crisis, the U.S. has overwhelming dominance
throughout the region. We might expect, then, that American policy makers would not
seriously consider Caribbean states as endangered, at least not enough to take any special
measures. In fact, though, client acquisition in the context of danger is remarkably
similar in the Caribbean to that in other areas.

There were no fewer than four enemies in the Caribbean region about whom U.S.
officials were exercised in the late 1970s and early 1980s. One was Cuba, which had
been a U.S. bête noire since 1959. Recently, Cuba had sent troops thousands of miles
away to Angola and Ethiopia, and so U.S. leaders once again considered it as obviously
dangerous close to home. The second enemy was the Sandinista regime in Nicaragua,
which had overthrown the dictator whose family had been a pillar of U.S. policy in the
region for almost half a century. Unlike Cuba, which both the Ford and Carter
administrations considered as a dangerous enemy, there was disagreement between
Democrats and Republicans over just how active the Sandinistas were in the region;
nonetheless, there was general agreement that the mere example of the revolution, with
the U.S. being apparently unable to maintain its client in power, was an encouragement
to other revolutionaries in the area. The third enemy, which we have already discussed,
was Suriname, although U.S. concern over the Bouterse regime did not grow until the
early 1980s.33

The fourth enemy was simultaneously the smallest and the most worrisome for what
it represented in the Caribbean. This was Grenada, an island of 100,000 people which
had gained its independence from Britain in 1974. In March 1979, a few months before
the Sandinistas took power in Nicaragua, a coup d’état occurred in Grenada and a
leftist regime came to power. Within a month, relations had worsened, with the new
government importing arms from Cuba and the U.S. ambassador for the region
warning against this and similar moves. By May, the U.S. was isolating Grenada while
expanding economic aid to other Caribbean and neighboring nations. During the next
year and a half, those states – all of which had been British colonies – concluded
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agreements for the U.S. to train their militaries. Meanwhile, with strong U.S. support,
these countries were establishing a Regional Security System. By the start of 1981, five
states had become U.S. clients; two more assumed this status in the next few years,
when they became independent. Interestingly, even though neither Grenada nor
Nicaragua have been U.S. enemies for some time now (see Chapter 6), the U.S. still has
military bases in three of the seven states which became clients in the danger context of
the late 1970s; and all but one of those states have recently concluded agreements with
the U.S. military on logistics and/or the status of U.S. forces.34

As Table 3.3 shows, most of the cases of client acquisition in a context of danger
took place during the cold war. The earliest case, that of China, was directed at Japan,
but the Nationalist regime did next to nothing against Japan and used its U.S. assis-
tance – with the knowledge and grudging acquiescence of Washington – to prepare for
the next round of fighting against its principal enemy, the Communists.35 For decades
after that, the context of danger had to do either with regimes considered to be com-
munist, or close to communists, or naive about communism, or likely to give way to
communism.36 Even Nasser’s Egypt, which U.S. policy makers saw as a threat because
of its pan-Arabism and which they recognized was not in the slightest a communist
regime, was seen as overly willing to cooperate with the Soviet Union and, at critical
moments, as semi-unified with an avowedly leftist regime, that of Syria.

Yet there is nothing in the definition of enemies mandating that only those on the
political left can be considered as dangerous. We pointed out above that the list of U.S.
enemies spans a broad ideological spectrum; certainly some nonleftist regimes could be
seen as posing a threat to states which are not as yet clients. Why then is there not
always a one-to-one correspondence between the appearance of a new enemy and the
acquisition of new clients deemed to be endangered by that enemy? One reason is that
not all enemies are deemed to be dangerous. By the mid-1920s, the Soviet Union was
not considered as likely to subvert anyone and this is one of the reasons which led
Franklin Roosevelt to give it diplomatic recognition a few years later (see Chapter 6).
The same can be said of Ghana throughout the time it was an enemy; or of Vietnam in
the early 1990s; or, more controversially, of Cuba in the past five years or so (the fact
that Cuba is still considered an enemy does not mean that U.S. officials still see it as
dangerous to other states).

The other reason that the appearance of a new enemy does not automatically trans-
late into the acquisition of new endangered clients is that, even when the enemy may be
considered to pose a threat of invasion or subversion, it could be that there are no
states in its region still available for new acquisition. For example, the second U.S.
enemy after the Spanish-American War was Mexico. This status began shortly after the
Mexican Revolution broke out, with Woodrow Wilson going so far as to seize the port
city of Veracruz and to lift the arms embargo he had imposed on the Huerta regime’s
principal opposition (see Chapter 6). For another quarter of a century, Mexico was
intermittently described as an ideological danger and a potential source of subversion.
However, by 1913, when Mexico was first categorized as an enemy, the United States
had already acquired as clients most of the independent states in the Caribbean and
half of those in Central America, and was on an active path toward acquiring the rest
(see below). Mexico thus had no independent effect, as an enemy, on the acquisition of
new clients in the region.37

After the end of the cold war, enemies continued to appear. Yet what we can call the
Mexican situation recurred: the states that these enemies were perceived to endanger
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were either already U.S. clients when the enemy emerged or else were out of bounds for
other reasons. For example, both Afghanistan under the Taliban and Iraq under
Saddam Hussein were U.S. enemies during or after the 1990s (Iraq, of course, had been
an enemy for decades before that). The states Iraq threatened were by then already either
U.S. clients (e.g., Israel and the Arab states along the Persian Gulf; we will discuss these in
the next sections) or enemies (Syria, Iran) whose regimes the U.S. had no interest in
protecting. However dangerous the Taliban may have been to neighboring states, the
same reasoning applies: those states were either already U.S. clients (e.g., Pakistan,
which of course was friendly to the Taliban), or U.S. enemies (e.g., Iran), or former
Soviet republics (e.g., Uzbekistan) whom it was considered impolitic to acquire as clients.
A quick glance at a map shows that the same can be said of other enemies today: there
are no states left in their regions available for acquisition as U.S. clients.

In order for new states to be acquired as clients in a context of danger, new enemies
would have to appear in a region with numerous states still available for acquisition.
This is what happened in the early 1990s in the Balkan area. When Yugoslavia began
disintegrating a decade or so after Tito’s death, the first instinct of U.S. policy makers
was that all of this was irrelevant to them, that in the words of then-Secretary of State
James Baker, “We don’t have a dog in this fight.” However, by late 1992, the U.S. had
begun to focus on Serbia as the aggressor in the area. Bush issued a declaration around
Christmas that “in the event of conflict in Kosovo caused by Serbian action, the United
States will be prepared to employ military force against Serbians in Kosovo and in Serbia
proper.” This perception soon hardened: shortly afterward, when Clinton came into
office, he sent his secretary of state to Europe to explore the possibilities of air strikes
against Serb-supported forces in the newly proclaimed state of Bosnia-Herzegovina.38

Identifying Serbia as an enemy was not an abstract exercise. U.S. officials opposed
the Milošević regime because it was a danger to some of the other former Yugoslav
republics (Slovenia, which had successfully resisted Serbia in a 10-day war in 1991, was
no longer seen as endangered by 1993). One of those republics, Croatia, was problematic,
since it was also seen as aggressive and as having a regime of neo-fascist tendencies.
Two other republics, though, were perceived by U.S. officials as innocent victims of
Serbia. The first of those states, Bosnia-Herzegovina, was viewed as having earlier been
a model of ethnic tolerance; when Clinton was campaigning for the presidency in 1992,
he already attacked Bush for maintaining an arms embargo on Bosnia and not using
air power in its defense. The corresponding proposal, called “lift [the embargo] and strike
[the Bosnian Serbs],” was pushed by Clinton for months after he became president.
Eventually, the policy was carried out, first by indirect means (forming a federation
between Bosnia and Croatia; having a private company [Military Professional Resources
Incorporated, MPRI: see Chapter 5] run by retired U.S. generals train the Croatian
army; turning a blind eye to Muslim states’ arms shipments to Bosnia), then by direct
ones (a NATO bombing campaign against the Bosnian Serbs, in conjunction with a
Croat and Bosnian ground offensive). Following the Dayton Accords, which brought
an end to fighting in Croatia and Bosnia, the U.S. concluded a defense arrangement with
Bosnia, contracted with MPRI to do additional Bosnian training, sent its own forces to
Bosnia to participate in a peacekeeping force, and drastically increased the amount of
economic and reconstruction aid it provided.39

The other republic identified as an innocent victim – in this case, an innocent potential
victim –wasMacedonia. By 1992, fighting had occurred in Slovenia, Croatia, and Bosnia-
Herzegovina; although Milošević did not have claims on Macedonia, the Serbian
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province of Kosovo, with a population that was 90 percent ethnic Albanian, bordered
on Macedonia and the fear was that any fighting in Kosovo would spill over the border.
This is why Bush warned Milošević in late 1992, and why, a half year later, Clinton
decided to send U.S. troops to Macedonia as part of a United Nations border patrol
force. In 1994, the U.S. formally recognized Macedonia and began stepping up the
amount of aid it gave. After Dayton, the relationship became much deeper and moved
into one of patron and client: the two countries signed defense agreements, MPRI began
to carry out training, the U.S. gave strong backing to the Gligorov regime, and, for
several years before and after the Kosovo war (Chapter 6), the U.S. stationed troops in
Macedonia as part of a larger NATO force.40

The Bosnian and Macedonian cases show clearly that the United States can acquire
clients in a context of danger which has nothing to do with the cold war. This suggests
that if the appearance of future enemies prompts the U.S. to acquire additional clients,
it is most likely to happen in a region with a significant number of available states. The
region with by far the largest number of such states is Africa. Up until now, African
enemies have either been seen as not dangerous to other states in the region (this was
the case with Ghana) or as endangering only states that were not available, such as
French clients (this was the case with Libya, for example, which was seen as endan-
gering Chad. The U.S. eagerly assisted France in intervening in Chad against the Lib-
yans; see Chapters 2 and 5).41 However, there are a number of African states which are
patronless and if the U.S. sees a new enemy in Africa, it could acquire other clients
nearby. A policy instrument capable of facilitating these acquisitions, the Pentagon’s
African Command, was created in 2007.

A note on alliances

One of the interesting aspects of the danger acquisitions is that none of them involved
a formal military alliance with the United States. Certainly Greece and Turkey have for
decades been members of NATO but in fact concern over aggression or subversion
from the Soviet Union led them to become U.S. clients two years before NATO was
even created. Similarly, fear of communism in Asia led Thailand to be acquired as a
client in 1950, four years before the (less binding, compared with NATO) Southeast
Asia Collective Defense Treaty was signed; Pakistan, too, moved to client status some
months before the Southeast Asian Treaty (recall that in those years, Pakistan included
what is now Bangladesh, and therefore bordered Southeast Asia). Taiwan also became
a client several years before it concluded a (now-abrogated) mutual defense treaty with
the United States.42 By our reckoning, all of these states remain U.S. clients, even
though several of the formal military alliances they once had with the U.S. are no
longer in force. In short, a U.S. commitment to protect endangered regimes can be and
has been undertaken without regard to whether the latter are counted as allies, in the
technical sense of the term.

This suggests in turn that when the U.S. does conclude formal alliances, it has little
to do with a sense that these pacts are a way of fending off danger. For example, such
multilateral alliances as the Rio Treaty, the North Atlantic Treaty, the ANZUS Pact,
and the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty were signed with states which either
already were U.S. clients or which were not considered to be in danger. The same goes
for bilateral defense pacts with the Philippines, Japan, South Korea, and, as we saw,
Taiwan. These arrangements were important both as ways of providing a framework
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for practical military arrangements and for their symbolic value; but they took too
long to negotiate and were too contextually undifferentiated to have been considered as
an adequate response to whatever danger might have existed.

A canonical example of this is the North Atlantic Treaty. Its immediate origins date
to early 1948, when Britain, France, and the Benelux countries concluded the Brussels
Pact. Significantly, this took place nine months after the launching of the Marshall Plan,
which, as we shall argue in the next section, was the vehicle by which Western Eur-
opean countries became U.S. clients. Several months after the Brussels Pact was signed,
the U.S. entered into talks with the Pact members. By the end of 1948, these had led to a
draft treaty; and over the next few months, while the treaty was refined, it was arranged
for Canada and additional Marshall Plan countries – Denmark, Iceland, Italy, Norway,
and Portugal – to be invited to sign the treaty as well. By the summer of 1949, the
treaty was ratified and a bill introduced for setting up a military assistance program for
the new allies. The North Atlantic Council then began to meet and set up committees
and other machinery for the running of the alliance. However, it was only in October
1950, several months after the Korean War broke out, that a real organization was
created, with a commanding general and a commitment of U.S. troops.43

This rather leisurely sequence of events suggests strongly that the U.S. did not
negotiate the North Atlantic Treaty as a response to some sense that the treaty signa-
tories were endangered. Certainly there was concern over the strength of the Commu-
nist Party in France and Italy, and Acheson made it clear that the North Atlantic
Treaty could provide a basis for armed intervention in the event of a coup in those
countries. This concern, however, did not apply to most of the other states with whom
the treaty was negotiated (indeed, one high-level official was reported to oppose the
inclusion of Denmark and Norway as a provocation to the Soviet Union); moreover,
the states the U.S. had seen as actively endangered, Greece and Turkey, were not
admitted to NATO until 1952. Up until the Korean War, U.S. leaders simply were not
worried about military threats from the U.S.S.R. The famous March 1948 telegram by
the U.S. chief of the military government in Germany that war with the Soviet Union
could come with “dramatic suddenness” turns out to have been a budgetary maneuver
rather than reflecting a belief that the situation on the ground was different. During the
Senate hearings on the treaty the next year, no leading official thought that NATO
would serve as a response to a Soviet military danger. Instead, the treaty was seen as
having other purposes, from reassuring Western European countries about Germany to
helping foster economic integration.44

NATO, then, was not a means of acquiring clients in a context of danger. Its mem-
bers were already clients at the time the North Atlantic Treaty was being negotiated;
they had been acquired, as we shall see below, in a context that was not one of danger;
and there is considerable evidence that the architects of the treaty were not worried
about the ostensible threat posed by the Soviet Union. If we fast forward now to the
mid-1990s, much the same pattern emerges in NATO enlargement. Much to the cha-
grin of certain conservatives, the two waves of enlargement did not occur because high-
level policy makers perceived new members as endangered and NATO as a way of
responding to that danger. Rather, enlargement was undertaken first and foremost as a
way of keeping NATO together, then as a way of maintaining a U.S. military presence
in Europe while integrating former Warsaw Pact countries and Soviet republics, and
finally as a means of providing a multilateral force that could assist the U.S. in future
military tasks.45
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It therefore follows that the mere fact of becoming a new member of NATO does
not necessarily mean that the state in question became an American client. Thus, the
first post-cold war wave of NATO expansion saw three countries – the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland – added to NATO, but only one of them became a client. The
U.S. established a military training program with Poland a number of years before
accession; it extended a massive loan of almost $4 billion to buy F-16 fighter jets and
deepen “military-to-military interactions”; and the range of its cooperative arrange-
ments with Poland and the language it used in describing them was much closer to that
of long-standing NATO allies than to either Hungary or the Czech Republic. By the
same token, none of the countries – including the Baltic states – admitted in the second
post-cold war wave of NATO expansion became a U.S. client.46

NATO is not the only formal alliance unconnected to client acquisition. Another
example is the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), established at Manila in
1954. Ostensibly, the purpose of this organization was to protect members or other
states in the region from both “aggression or armed attack” and other, unspecified,
threats; but in fact, the U.S. had already made commitments to all the signatories before –
in most cases, several years before – the treaty had even begun to be negotiated. Since
the treaty’s provisions were noticeably weaker than the North Atlantic Treaty (the latter
committed each state “to assist the Party or Parties so attacked”; the former only to
“act to meet the common danger”) and since no real organization was ever created
analogous to NATO, SEATO’s value to the one state in the region – South Vietnam –
acquired as a client the next year was nothing over and above the massive aid that
Washington immediately began pouring into Saigon.47 The founding of SEATO was
more a symbolic gesture than a way of extending U.S. protection to endangered states.

A similar story can be told about the Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assis-
tance, the so-called Rio Pact. This alliance, signed in 1947, was concluded between the
United States and states in Latin America, all of whom were already U.S. clients. Sig-
nificantly, as we shall see below, the U.S. had concluded staff agreements with the
militaries of all but one of those clients in 1940 and during the World War II years had
significantly deepened those ties. In the case of Central America and certain Caribbean
states, the client relationship went back decades before that. The significance of the Rio
Pact was that it provided a legal basis for maintaining on a formal and multilateral
basis the various arrangements that the U.S. had worked out with Latin American
countries during the war. This comes through clearly in the pact’s reference to the Act
of Chapultepec, a resolution agreed to in 1945, before the war had ended, which called
on its signatories to conclude a treaty specifying procedures for hemispheric military
solidarity.

At first blush, the ANZUS pact seems to have had something more to do with
endangered clients than did the United States’s other multilateral alliances. By our
coding, neither Australia nor New Zealand was a client before the treaty was signed in
1951 and the pact immediately led to fairly extensive military cooperation. However,
there is little evidence that the U.S. perceived Australia and New Zealand to be
endangered. Our impression is rather that this was a kind of postwar tidying-up
operation, such as the U.S. was doing elsewhere (see below). Interestingly, the negotiation
of ANZUS and the Japanese peace treaty led to jealousy on the part of the Philippines,
which, although already a U.S. client, insisted on a bilateral defense treaty of its own
that same year. Other bilateral defense treaties were also concluded with states which
were already U.S. clients (South Korea in 1953, Taiwan in 1954, and Japan in 1960,
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extending the treaty of 1951), not because the treaties were needed to ward off danger,
but for reasons of symbolism and coordination.48

Formal military alliances thus have little to do one way or the other with client
acquisition. By the same reasoning, military bases also have no particular relevance to
whether or not a state is a client. Many U.S. clients, of course, have U.S. bases located
on their territory; in some cases, such as Germany, there were at one point literally
hundreds of such bases. We saw above that if a client was acquired in a post-occupation
context, it is more than likely to have numerous bases. However, states can perfectly
well host U.S. bases as a purely instrumental arrangement: as a favor, or as a com-
mercial proposition, or as a hoped-for, but not guaranteed, means of attracting future
U.S. support. Ethiopia, as we saw, provides one example of this kind of limited con-
tractual link: the U.S. paid Haile Selassie for the Kagnew facility but did not, for a
number of years, go beyond and take on the regime as a client. Haile Selassie, of
course, claimed that he was endangered, but this argument was not accepted until years
after Kagnew was set up.

Similar hands-off basing arrangements pertain to other countries. One is Libya, in
which, for several decades, the U.S. had a massive air base, but without taking on the
regime of King Idris as a client. Another is Morocco, in which the U.S., although
cooperating with King Hassan, always eschewed the role of patron. In the early 2000s,
a similar relationship seems to have developed with several of the Central Asian
republics: the U.S. obtained bases and provided some resources for the regimes of those
states, but without developing the close relationships it had with clients. In these cases,
the U.S. appeared to defer to Russia.

Prewar / postwar planning

The most important context of acquisition, at least if judged by the number of states
which became clients in that context, has to do with the planning process that precedes
and follows wars (see Table 3.4). In both cases, U.S. officials seek to organize entire
regions, taking the states in those regions in hand and setting up procedures so that
things run smoothly. When war is impending, this looks something like the danger
context of acquisition we have already discussed, although with two important differ-
ences: first, that the region in question may not at all be perceived as exposed to any
significant danger; and second, that instead of focusing efforts on a small number
(often, as we saw, a pair) of states seen as particularly threatened, planning takes place
for all the states of the region, no matter what their characteristics may be.

A good example of prewar planning is the arrangements the U.S. developed for
South America in the first two years of World War II. Immediately after the war broke
out, the U.S. set up patrolling arrangements for the Atlantic with countries in Latin
America; in some cases, this involved opening ports to U.S. naval vessels. After the fall
of France and the Low Countries, a foreign ministers meeting laid out language that
invited military cooperation. The U.S. had already moved in this direction, sending
military missions throughout Latin America in 1939 and 1940. Those missions had two
tasks: to see that similar missions from Axis nations were dismissed, and to work out staff
agreements in which the U.S. would offer defense assistance mostly in exchange for aid
in the transit of U.S. forces. These agreements, which were concluded by the end of 1940
with every Latin American state except for Argentina, led to close cooperation, especially
in the areas of training and arms procurement, with the militaries of those states.
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In addition, the U.S. also worked out numerous economic and financial agreements
with Latin American countries. These accords involved both state and private activ-
ities, ranging from maritime cooperation to development finance and coffee marketing.
The Export-Import Bank vastly increased its lending to Latin America. Arrangements
were made for production and purchase of various metal exports. And significantly, in
August of 1940, the U.S. set up a new agency to handle inter-American affairs, with a
wealthy private businessman, Nelson Rockefeller, named as its first “coordinator.”49

Several points should be noted about this prewar planning example. First, neither
the U.S. nor the Latin American states perceived any real danger from the Axis powers.
This is not to say that there were not moments of panic, notably after the attack on

Table 3.4 Clients acquired: pre-/post-war planning

Client Date acquired and duration of client status

Panama 1903–present
Dominican Republic 1905–present
Honduras 1911–present
Haiti 1915–present
Costa Rica 1919–present
Guatemala 1920–present
El Salvador 1922–present
Mexico 1940–present
Colombia 1940–present
Venezuela 1940–present
Bolivia 1940–present
Ecuador 1940–present
Peru 1940–present
Chile 1940–present
Paraguay 1940–present
Uruguay 1940–present
Brazil 1940–present
Canada 1941–present
Liberia 1942–present
Argentina 1946–present
France 1948–present
United Kingdom 1948–present
Belgium 1948–present
Netherlands 1948–present
Luxembourg 1948–present
Denmark 1948–present
Norway 1948–present
Iceland 1948–present
Portugal 1948–present
Sweden 1948–present
Australia 1951–present
New Zealand 1951–present
Spain 1953–present
Kuwait 1991–present
Bahrain 1991–present
Oman 1992–present
Qatar 1992–present
United Arab Emirates 1994–present

Sources: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.
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Pearl Harbor (which took place after the most important arrangements had been
worked out), but in general, the problem that was being addressed was the possibility,
indeed, the likelihood, of future U.S. participation in the war. That participation would
be far away from Latin America, even if areas such as the northeast of Brazil would be
useful staging grounds for transatlantic crossings. Hemispheric leaders wanted to make
certain that the United States would have access to raw materials and bases and, not
coincidentally, that there would be no significant political distractions in particular
Latin American countries.

Second, the arrangements applied to the entire region. U.S. planning encompassed
both existing clients in Central America and the Caribbean, as well as the South
American countries, which, in spite of U.S. economic dominance, had not yet been
taken under Washington’s wing. Among the new clients swept up in this planning
exercise was Mexico, a U.S. enemy for a quarter of a century. We saw above how the U.S.
had intervened militarily in Mexico in 1913; in subsequent years, the possibility of
intervention arose again. Although relations improved under Hoover, the Cardenas
presidency in Mexico led to renewed tensions, expropriating first land held by U.S.
citizens and then, in 1938, British and U.S. oil companies. These disputes were none-
theless smoothed over, due in no small part to pressure from the War Department that
Mexico should be incorporated into hemispheric war planning.50

Third, region-wide prewar planning also led to the acquisition of two non-Latin
American countries as clients. One was Canada, which until then had kept some dis-
tance from the United States. In the summer of 1940, when it looked as if Britain might
fall, the U.S. and Canada approved a contingency plan which, in essence, replaced the
British fleet with that of the U.S. and subordinated Canadian military forces to Amer-
ican ones. By the spring of 1941, the situation for Britain was less worrisome and a new
plan, giving less control to the U.S., was put together for when Washington would
enter the war. At the same time, the Hyde Park Declaration by Roosevelt and the
Canadian prime minister brought Canada’s economy under U.S. oversight as regards
defense purchases and raw materials imports. This involved, among other measures,
the initiation of Canadian economic and diplomatic ties with different Latin American
countries.51

The other client acquired as part of the prewar hemispheric planning process was,
paradoxically, a country not even located in the Western Hemisphere. Liberia had been
founded as a settlement in the early nineteenth century by freed U.S. slaves. In 1847, it
became an independent state, with recognition following over the next two decades. In
the early 1900s, after the U.S. had worked out financial supervisory relationships with
the Dominican Republic, it tried to set up similar arrangements with other states (see
below), one of whom was Liberia. On several occasions between 1912 and 1924, the U.S.
tried and failed to establish a clientilistic relationship with Liberia, including both
financial control and U.S. direction of the military. The attempts continued up through
the 1930s, at State Department behest, with the Firestone Rubber Company. Always,
arrangements fell apart because of either U.S. or Liberian reticence. But when war
seemed imminent, these obstacles fell away. Liberia was not only a producer of rubber,
an important commodity for any number of military products, but it was situated
conveniently partway between the northeast of Brazil and the areas of North Africa in
which the U.S. would be fighting. Accordingly, the U.S. concluded a defense arrange-
ment with Liberia in 1942 which resulted in road construction, a deepwater harbor,
and an international airport. The next year, two symbolic events occurred: Liberia
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declared the U.S. dollar as legal tender and none other than Franklin Roosevelt himself
stopped for lunch at the new airport on his way back from Casablanca.52

Prewar planning thus led to the acquisition of all the Western Hemisphere (plus one
African) states which were not already clients. Or, to be correct, all but one Western
Hemisphere state, because Argentina refused to enter into a staff agreement with the
United States. Relations remained at arm’s length, with Argentina not even breaking
relations with the Axis until 1944 and with Colonel Juan Perón, who would soon
emerge as president, declaring that Argentina was indifferent as to whether the Allies
or the Axis won the war. The U.S. put strong pressure on the regime, and although this
led to a grudging declaration of war in 1945, it backfired, with the Argentinean elec-
torate backing Perón rather than his nemesis, the U.S. diplomat Spruille Braden.
Eventually, conservative pressure in the U.S. led Truman to ease relations with Argen-
tina in 1946, with the latter quickly entering into the web of agreements the U.S. had
spun with its neighbors in the preceding seven years.53

World War II was an exceptional event from a planning point of view, because, even
though Roosevelt intended clearly that the U.S. enter the war, over two years elapsed
between its outbreak in Europe and the attack on Pearl Harbor. This gave the U.S.
considerable time to plan for entry into the war. By contrast, most other wars fought
by the U.S. either took place with little or no planning (e.g., the Korean War) or else
did not appear to high level officials as if they would in the end involve the United
States (e.g., World War I). The one partial exception to this is the second war the U.S.
fought against Iraq, in 2003. This war, which we will discuss with other cases of hostile
intervention in Chapter 6, was planned well before it began. On 21 November 2001,
when military operations were still proceeding in Afghanistan, Bush ordered his secre-
tary of defense and his general in charge of Central Command (the same general run-
ning the war in Afghanistan) to start planning for a war in Iraq. Over the next 16
months, the U.S. worked out detailed overflight and basing arrangements for the war,
with American forces being built up in no fewer than eight countries. However, all of
those countries were already U.S. clients at the time, most of them containing U.S. bases
for at least a decade prior to the war, and so planning for the second Iraq war did not
lead to any new client acquisitions.54

It might be expected that postwar planning would differ from prewar planning in
major ways. The latter, perhaps, might be more militarily focused than the former, since
the problem at hand before a war is obviously how the war will be fought, whereas
when the war is over, any number of other issues can come to the fore. In fact, though,
both types of planning cover a wide variety of issues. We saw above that the arrange-
ments the U.S. worked out for the Western Hemisphere were not restricted to military
matters but also covered finance, commerce, and even economic development. More-
over, by dint of working out these particular arrangements, the U.S. strengthened
regimes, if not with respect to public opinion then at least vis-à-vis important economic
and military actors. In this sense, when the U.S. acquired a client as preparation for a
war, it made a commitment on far more than simply military matters.

Much the same is true of postwar planning. Whenever the U.S. fought a war, it
found itself with an increased presence – military, of course, but also economic – in the
region. What was to become of that presence? Even if it was decided to liquidate all or
most of it, as in effect the U.S. Senate chose to do after World War I (via its rejection
of the League of Nations and its failure to ratify a security treaty with France), this
would require some thought about the region’s future and some coordination, however
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minimal, with the states concerned. But in fact, U.S. officials were not usually so divi-
ded and most of the time, there was a sense that the war’s investment in blood and
treasure could not simply be written off, and that arrangements had to be made to
prevent future wars of that sort, or at the least, to prepare for them more adequately.
Those arrangements, even if they aimed at the maintenance of regimes, could not only
be military in nature.55

The best known of these arrangements is the relationship worked out between the
United States and Western Europe after the end of World War II. Although, in the last
years of the war, the U.S. had engaged in general planning for the postwar period –
notably through the creation of the Bretton Woods agencies and the United Nations –
planning for Western Europe as a particular region had mostly lagged behind. American
officials quickly found themselves with a series of country-specific or regional problems.
Great Britain, for example, was in dire financial shape after the termination of Lend-
Lease aid in August 1945; the British asked the U.S. for a $6 billion grant and after
hard bargaining finally settled for a $3.75 billion loan (disbursed in fiscal year 1947)
tied to numerous economic concessions made to the United States. France, too,
received nearly $1.5 billion in credits during the preceding year to address its economic
difficulties and deflate political pressure from the French Communist Party. Italy, where
the Communist Party was also powerful, received over $400 million during the same
period. Other European states asked for smaller amounts of aid, some receiving it, but
very much on an ad hoc basis.

However, these financial difficulties paled compared with the region-wide problems
which had emerged by 1947. European export industries had been badly damaged by
the war and simply were not earning enough dollars to finance the imports needed for
recovery. This risked a major recession, if not worse, which would have grave effects on
both the U.S. economy and the legitimacy of governments throughout Western Europe.
In addition, the temptation would be great for the Europeans to enter into bilateral
trade or barter arrangements as a way of circumventing the dollar shortage; this would
destroy U.S. hopes for a liberal and multilateral trade and payment system.

In addition, there were other related regional problems. One concerned the present
and future role of Germany: how, if at all, it was to be rebuilt, what its borders would
be, and what its place would be relative to the rest of Europe. Another problem was to
sort out the links, if any, that would exist between an increasingly Soviet-controlled
Eastern Europe and the countries of Western Europe, not to mention bolstering the
latter relative to the Soviet Union. Still another problem was to respond to the various
pleas for U.S. action that arrived regularly from countries throughout the region.

To Truman and his advisers, these various problems were connected. They stemmed
from the devastation of World War II, the fact that the old order had been destroyed and
that nothing had yet come around to replace it. As Will Clayton, the under-secretary of
state for economic affairs, put it, “It is now obvious that we have grossly underestimated
the destruction to the European economy by the war.… Europe is steadily deteriorating”
and needed U.S. dollars “based on a European plan”; although other nations could
help, “[t]he United States must run this show.” Thus was born the Marshall Plan.56

From the perspective of patron–client relations, the significance of the Marshall Plan
resides less in the quantity of resources it transferred – some $13 billion over four years
(over $90 billion in 2008 dollars) – than in the broad range of responsibilities the U.S.
assumed and the surveillance and control mechanisms it set up with the Europeans. To
administer the Marshall Plan, the U.S. set up an Economic Cooperation Administration
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(ECA), headed by an administrator who was responsible directly to the President. In
each recipient country, a special ECA mission was established, headed by a chief who
ranked second only to the chief of the U.S. diplomatic mission in that country. Aid was
allocated and coordinated through a multilateral mechanism, the successor of which
still exists as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD);
in this way, the U.S. gave a powerful boost to what would become decades of European
integration efforts.

The U.S. insisted that for aid to be disbursed, each recipient state had to sign a bilateral
agreement in which it pledged to the U.S. that it would undertake various economic
policies and furnish reports to the U.S. on the progress of the program. In addition, most
of the Plan recipients were required to set up so-called counterpart funds, an amount of
money, in their own currency, equivalent to the dollars they received. Ninety-five percent
of those funds could be spent by the recipient governments for projects to which
the U.S. agreed. This gave an enormous power of oversight and control to the U.S. The
remaining 5 percent of counterpart funds were deeded over to the U.S. for whichever
purposes it saw fit. A significant portion of those funds were channeled by the ECA
directly to the Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), the then-autonomous part of the
CIA responsible for carrying out covert political (and military) actions. In this way,
the Marshall Plan became, in effect, the funding mechanism for the secret side of the
political maintenance of Western European regimes and, not coincidentally, for the
hostile interventions undertaken by OPC in Eastern Europe (see Chapters 5 and 6).57

The main post-World War II planning process revolved around the Marshall Plan.
However, when the U.S. began planning for the end of its occupation of Japan, consider-
able agitation arose among several states in East Asia and Oceania, in part because the
draft peace treaty closed the door on reparations and in part because the U.S. envi-
saged concluding a defense arrangement with Japan. One of the disgruntled states, the
Philippines, was already a U.S. client; another, Taiwan, would soon become one (when,
after the outbreak of the Korean War, the Seventh Fleet was ordered to block a Chi-
nese invasion); and a third, Burma, had already resisted U.S. blandishments. That left
Australia and New Zealand, states beside whom the U.S. had fought in World War II
and toward whom there was considerable sympathy. Neither Australia nor New Zealand
had anywhere near the economic problems of most European countries (though Aus-
tralia did ask for, and receive, a development loan from the World Bank, then, as now,
controlled by the U.S.), nor did they, or the U.S., consider themselves threatened by
invasion or subversion. Their concern was rather that their military forces would be
called on in future efforts but that, lacking some kind of formal military-to-military ties
with the U.S., they would in essence be voiceless. Originally, Australia had asked for a
more equal role in Washington; but after elections in 1949, the new government in
Canberra scaled down its request to a more asymmetrical type of link. The U.S., not
wishing to offend its wartime allies, was now willing to oblige. The result was the ANZUS
pact of 1951, accompanied by U.S. bilateral mutual defense agreements with each state
(Australia in 1951 before ANZUS, New Zealand in 1952).58

From the perspective of client state acquisition, the final act of the post-World War II
planning context involved Spain. Even more than Argentina, Spain was in bad odor
with the U.S. in 1945, with the possibility of an intervention to overthrow the Franco
regime having been discussed from time to time. Both Truman and the leaders of Britain
and other states detested Franco; thus Spain was not invited to participate in theMarshall
Plan or in the formation of NATO. But just as the State Department gave way over
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Argentina, so Truman did over Spain. Starting in 1948, the Pentagon showed increased
interest in the prospect of naval and air bases in Spain. Conservative forces in Congress
inserted economic aid for Spain in 1950, and again 1951. Finally, Truman surrendered,
sending two military missions to Spain in 1951 to survey base possibilities and open talks
with the Franco regime. In 1953, a deal was struck, going well beyond military bases: the
U.S. entered into close military and economic ties with Spain, the same type of arrange-
ments it had earlier concluded with the other countries of Western Europe. With this,
the U.S. post-World War II efforts in Europe and Oceania were complete.59

The most recent cases of client acquisition in the context of postwar planning are
those of the Persian Gulf states after the first U.S.-Iraq war. Prior to the war, the U.S.
had highly differentiated relations with those states, extending from having air and
naval facilities in some states (Bahrain and Oman) to more distant relations with others
(Kuwait). Up through the 1980s, Britain had an important role with all of the states,
either because of treaty relationships with them and subsequent military ties (weapons,
training, or encadrement) or because it had helped in a counterinsurgency war (in Oman).
The U.S. military presence increased during the Iran-Iraq war, but still on an ad hoc
and differentiated basis. After the end of hostilities in 1991, the U.S. decided that this
disorganization could no longer continue. It negotiated close military ties with each of
the Gulf states, providing not only for bases (often very large-scale ones) and military
headquarters but for training, arms sales (some of them enormous, such as an $8 billion
contract with the U.A.E.), and joint exercises. These arrangements turned out to have
been useful for U.S. military action against Iraq over the next 12 years; they also were
used for other patrols in the region and could of course be used in any military engage-
ment with Iran.60

By 1991, the U.S. had considerable practice in postwar planning. As we saw above,
the situation was somewhat different in the post-World War II period, not only because
of the immense scale and devastation of the war but also because U.S. policy makers had
not yet developed the policy instruments appropriate for dealing with states which were
already highly industrialized and which had democratic and well-functioning govern-
ments. If we go farther back in time, to the first case of postwar planning, we see that
the policy instruments then available to U.S. officials were even more limited; however
enthusiastic they may or may not have been about acquiring client states, there was
inevitably a period of trial and error. Hence, a progression: the first U.S.-Iraq War led
to clients being acquired in three years; after WorldWar II, it took eight years (six if Spain
is seen as an exception); and after the Spanish-American War, it took 24 years. This
earliest case is fascinating, because we can see the working out of an entire new policy.

When the “splendid little war” was over, less than four months after it had begun, U.S.
officials soon felt as if they had unfinished business. Cuba was occupied, supposedly in
transition to self-rule. Puerto Rico had been annexed and was almost immediately
forgotten. The Philippines were taken over as a colony, though only after a loud and
clamorous debate; and U.S. forces there soon found themselves in the midst of a violent
counterinsurgency campaign. This, however, did not exhaust the difficulties. The U.S.
had flexed its muscles in the Caribbean; what now was to become of the rest of the
area? The immediate problem stemmed from the experience of the war with Spain. It
had taken one of the navy’s battleships over two months to travel around Cape Horn and
arrive in Florida for the impending invasion of Cuba. This was unacceptable and the
issue of an isthmian canal nowmoved to the top of the agenda. In the end, after numerous
sordid maneuvers and with much connivance by the U.S., Colombia’s northern province
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of Panama was detached and proclaimed an independent country. Eleven days later, a
treaty had been negotiated with the U.S. for a canal. The Senate, holding its nose at the
impropriety, was persuaded by Roosevelt to ratify the treaty and let him “dig the
Panama Canal and keep order in its neighborhood.” What resulted was a state bisected
by a swath of U.S. territory and pledged to permit the U.S., in defense of that canal, to
act “at all times and in its discretion.”61

Several months later, a new problem arose. McKinley had ended up going to war in
1898 (apart from the Maine affair and the yellow press) because of a fear that the
counterinsurgency campaign the Spanish were leading against the Cuban rebels would
either drag on inconclusively or else end in a rebel victory, with chaos the likely result
whatever happened. However, Cuba was not unique in this regard. Other states in the
area were also faced with political turmoil, with rebels threatening to seize power. Both
these rebellions and the attempts by governmental authorities to repress them were
financed by customs receipts, leaving no source of revenue to repay foreign (European
and U.S.) bondholders. This would tempt European powers to intervene militarily, in
effect recreating the Spanish situation in Cuba and, not coincidentally, posing what
Washington saw as a challenge to the U.S. position in the region. Thus, the general task,
as Roosevelt put it, was for the United States to “assume an attitude of protection and
regulation in regard to all these little states in the neighborhood of the Caribbean.”62

How could this task be carried out? One way was by sending the marines, something
the U.S. had already done in the region and elsewhere and which was implied in both
the Platt Amendment for Cuba and the Panama Canal Treaty. Roosevelt had no
objection in principle to military intervention, describing it as the “duty” of a “civilized
nation.” However, as a policy instrument, the marines were too blunt to be of much use
except in drastic situations. The U.S. thus moved to more flexible and nuanced means,
involving direct, but apparently technical, control over countries’ finances. Typically,
this took the form of an agreement between the state concerned and someone else –
perhaps a consortium of its creditors, perhaps the U.S. government – to appoint a
financial expert (normally, a U.S. citizen) to run the country’s customs facilities, and
perhaps other financial offices as well. This was a solution that had already been tried
in the past by European powers in Egypt and other countries in the Near East. Of
course in case of disturbances, the financial controllers would have to be backed by
military force, but most of the time that would not be necessary.63

Financial controls were first worked out, haltingly and with numerous starts and
stops, in the Dominican Republic. In the summer of 1904, an arbitration award in
favor of U.S. creditors triggered a series of events that led to an agreement (negotiated
on the U.S. side by the minister and the local navy commander) on a customs recei-
vership. In modified form, this was eventually ratified as a treaty in 1907, but already in
late 1904 the Dominican affair led Roosevelt to formulate his “corollary” to the
Monroe Doctrine laying out a general rationale for intervention in the region. In the
meantime, Roosevelt simply executed the as-yet unratified treaty as a “modus vivendi”
in March 1905, appointing as his agents an economist who had earlier worked on
finances in Puerto Rico and Indian Territory (later absorbed into Oklahoma) and an
army officer who had organized the customs service in the Philippines.64

The Dominican arrangement served as an important model to Washington policy
makers. Roosevelt’s successor, Taft, had something like it in mind when he used the
term “dollar diplomacy,” and by 1911, his secretary of state had prepared Dominican-
style treaties for Nicaragua and Honduras and was drafting plans along the same lines
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for Guatemala and Liberia. This continued under the next president, Wilson, with slightly
different plans (a contract between a U.S. bank and a foreign government, sponsored
by the U.S. government) being made forMexico, China, Guatemala, and other countries;
most of those plans fell through, however. Still another variant, this time involving
“voluntary” relationships with professional financial advisers (usually nominated by the
State Department), was developed for other Latin American countries in the 1920s.
However, in the absence of other political and military ties, financial arrangements in
those years, even if agreed to by both sides, could only open the possibility for acquir-
ing a client; full consummation would take more effort.65

Around the time the Dominican arrangement was being worked out, the U.S. began
focusing on Central America. The instability Roosevelt had complained of was
patently obvious: in 1906, El Salvador, supported overtly by Honduras and covertly, it
was said, by Nicaragua (then an enemy) and Mexico, invaded Guatemala. Roosevelt
called for mediation and with Mexican help held a peace conference on a U.S. naval
vessel off the coast of El Salvador. A peace treaty was concluded, was then broken the
next year, and finally, in 1907, a general Central American conference was held in
Washington. None of these diplomatic actions led to any kind of lasting stability and
so the U.S. looked for other, more direct ways of making sure that order would be
preserved. One opportunity presented itself in Nicaragua (discussed above as a switch),
followed, the year later, by a second opportunity in Honduras. A U.S. entrepreneur in
the banana business, Samuel Zemurray (known widely as Sam the Banana Man), had
significant investments in Honduras and feared that a new government might turn
against him. He financed an expedition out of New Orleans with a former Honduran
president and various soldiers of fortune. The U.S. in effect aided the rebels militarily
and diplomatically to take over (one soldier of fortune became the U.S. consul;
Zemurray later became commander in chief of the Honduran army). Interestingly, the
deposed president, in a bid to save himself, had already tried to work out a U.S. financial
oversight arrangement.66

What the Honduran case shows is that the United States, in spite of wanting to
organize the Central American and Caribbean area to prevent instability, was limited
in its means of doing so. Nothing like the Marshall Plan then existed and U.S. officials
had first to invent new policy instruments, then look for places in which those instru-
ments could be employed. Financial controls, because they so obviously smacked of
colonialism, would, again unlike the Marshall Plan, be resisted by the states to whom
they were offered. This meant that they could only be pushed through in situations of
crisis, such as a rebellion (with the U.S. using its military force on one side or the other)
or a financial panic. Viewed from Washington, such crises were highly likely but they
were impossible to predict, and this, besides whatever residual anti-imperial reluctance
still existed, meant that post-Spanish-American War clients would be acquired in
random spurts.

This pattern of initial offer, followed by refusal and then, after a crisis, by no-non-
sense acquisition can be seen in the next several Caribbean and Central American cases.
The first was Haiti. In 1913, the U.S. unsuccessfully offered to buy land for a naval base;
the following year, to set up Dominican-style financial controls. When a change of
government occurred in Haiti, the U.S. pressed the financial plan as a condition for
recognition. This, too, was rejected andWashington began contemplating the use of “force
as may be necessary to compel a supervision.” Finally, in July 1915, the marines landed
to “cure the anarchy and disorder” in Haiti. The U.S. admiral in charge supervised an
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election, forced the Haitians to cede control over customs and other financial affairs,
wrote a new constitution, and, when the legislature balked at approving it, turned them
out at gunpoint and whipped through a plebiscite.67

In 1919, it was Costa Rica’s turn. Controversy had been brewing for several years
about contracts for oil exploration, with the U.S. applying pressure to ensure that only
firms approved by the State Department be given concessions. When the Costa Rican
president, who had come to power in a coup d’état, refused, the U.S. withheld recog-
nition and began applying financial and diplomatic pressure on the regime. Eventually,
the president fled, his brother (who was war minister) resigned and was assassinated,
and his successor, in the face of open U.S. disapproval, also stepped down. The new
government reopened the oil contracts and, for good measure, practically dismantled
the country’s military to prevent future coups. Several years later, the government
accepted a loan with judicial officers of the U.S. as final arbiters.68

The process continued in the remaining Central American countries. In Guatemala,
as we saw, the U.S. had earlier tried but failed to set up a Dominican-style customs
arrangement; although the government did try and satisfy U.S. desires on petroleum
concessions and also solicited advice from a U.S. expert on currency reform. A new
opportunity presented itself in 1920, when the long-time dictator began imprisoning
opponents. The U.S., in what would become a standard policy in numerous countries
for decades to come, lectured the president on his behavior and extracted a public
promise that he would no longer act in this way. When the promise was broken, the
legislature, controlled by the president’s partisans, deposed him on the grounds that he
had become “insane” and appointed a successor. The U.S. then brokered a solution to
the crisis, as it would do for other political crises in the next decade. In the meantime,
intense discussions took place between the U.S. and the new government about a loan
with the standard controls. None of these worked out, in each case because the State
Department refused to give its unambiguous approval, which the Guatemalans were
looking for. Eventually, plans for a loan were dropped and Guatemala set up a new
currency pegged 1:1 to the dollar.69

The final state to be acquired as a client was El Salvador, a country in which the U.S.
economic presence was proportionately smaller than anywhere else in the region. This
was a state with a cohesive political elite, passing power from one leader to the next
without either rebellions or coups d’état; thus from the U.S. perspective, the country
was stable. A crack appeared in 1921, when the Salvadoran government faced a financial
crisis and appeared as if it might fall. It asked the U.S. minister and the leading U.S.
businessman in Central America to arrange a loan, with the understanding that some
kind of financial controls would be instituted (they included a clause specifying that if a
dispute arose, the U.S. secretary of state would refer the issue to the chief justice of the
U.S. Supreme Court). After considerable haggling, mostly involving disputes between
the U.S. government and New York banks, the loan went through. A U.S. banking
official, approved by the State Department, served as fiscal representative and played
an important role in the country’s financial administration. Several years later, the U.S.
began to play an overtly political role in the country’s presidential politics, trying
unsuccessfully to oust a military dictator and then serving as the contact point for both
his opponents and supporters.70

El Salvador closes the post-1898 acquisition context, which by our count runs for
24 years. It is reasonable to ask if client acquisitions so many years after the Spanish-
American War can really be said to be instances of the same context and indeed if it
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makes sense to use the word “planning” to describe what happened. On our view, the
answer is yes, not because there was some sort of master plan hatched by McKinley or
Roosevelt but because the basic problem governing client acquisition was clear to U.S.
policy makers as far back as 1903, or perhaps even 1901, when the Platt Amendment
was voted on. As we saw, the concern for every president since McKinley was to sta-
bilize the region, finding a way of heading off overt conflicts of the sort the U.S. fought
against Spain. The general outline of a solution was clear to Roosevelt, as to all his
successors: to use U.S. power to keep each country in the region on an even keel.

To implement this solution, successive policy instruments were employed: first, the
use of marines in a kind of constitutionally sanctioned role; then, when that turned out
to be too costly, the setting up of financial receiverships; and finally, when those were
not accepted, a combination of armed intervention, diplomatic pressures, and loans. As
each instrument was developed, U.S. policy makers envisaged using it widely through-
out the region; thus the U.S. laid postwar plans for Central America and the Caribbean
no fewer than three times. The starts and stops were not due primarily to hesitation on
the part of U.S. officials or to some difficulty in coming to grips with an imperial role;
rather, they were cybernetic and diplomatic, stemming from the difficulties of develop-
ing new policies and organizational means of carrying them out and of getting those
policies accepted by the intended clients.

In this sense, the U.S. task in later pre- or postwar periods was facilitated considerably
by two factors. The first was the invention of new forms of client maintenance and
surveillance mechanisms, such as military staff arrangements and economic and mili-
tary aid (see Chapter 4). These policy instruments, when put in place in specific states,
provided concrete ways for the U.S. to take responsibility for maintaining regimes and
thus could be used as means for client acquisition. In addition, although the details of
any specific program had to be worked out with each recipient government, there was
nonetheless a general template to be applied. By contrast, when bank loan arrangements
were being worked out before World War II, they had to be arranged anew through
separate bank consortia, with different creditors being satisfied, in each country.

The second facilitating factor was the development of what we might call a common
practical ideology (see Chapter 7). By 1940, when military staff arrangements were
being worked out for the Western Hemisphere, there was remarkably little resistance to
them by Latin American states, including some highly nationalistic ones. The same
consensus could be seen in Western Europe and Oceania after World War II, as was
also the case in the Gulf states after the first U.S.-Iraq War. This is a far cry from the
reticence, if not downright hostility, shown by certain Central American and Caribbean
governments to U.S. proposals early in the century.

Special access

The four contexts of client acquisition we have discussed so far all involved a decision
by U.S. officials based on the client’s situation at that moment: was it emerging from U.S.
occupation, or switching sides to the U.S., or endangered, or in a region connected with
U.S. pre- or postwar planning? A small number of states, however, were acquired because
of the history of their – or their predecessors’ – involvement with the U.S. prior to the
moment of acquisition (see Table 3.5). Because of that history, those states had special
access to Washington policy makers, whether through domestic lobbying or relationships
begun prior to independence. The problem faced by U.S. officials in these cases was
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how to satisfy the obligations entailed by a preexisting relationship when the situation
had changed; the answer was to restructure the relationship in patron–client terms.

Perhaps the classic example of acquisition in a context of special access is that of Israel.
After World War II, U.S. public opinion began to move strongly in the direction of estab-
lishing a Jewish state in some or all of the British Palestine Mandate. Politicians of both
main parties responded to this, partly as a means of attracting Jewish votes in particular
constituencies and partly out of more general electoral and policy concerns. Thus, in
1947, the U.S. supported a UN plan for partitioning Palestine into a Jewish and an Arab
state; the next year, Truman overrode strenuous objections by the State Department to
recognize the new state of Israel 11 minutes after it was proclaimed; and by late 1948, it
was clear that whoever was elected as president in November would make sure that a large
loan was granted to the new state. In addition, U.S. tax law indirectly underwrote private
contributions to Israel. On the military side of things, even though the U.S. maintained
an arms embargo on Israel in the early part of its independence, Washington did little to
stop arms imports from elsewhere as well as military training by supposedly private citi-
zens. Also, and quite early on, the two states worked out a close intelligence relationship.71

More than these specific arrangements, the diplomatic record shows an extremely
tight relationship between Israel and the U.S. from the earliest moments. The two states
talked with each other informally even before independence and there was an ease of
access from the very beginning. More importantly, even during tense confrontations
over specific issues, there was an evident presumption on both sides that the U.S. would
always be a backstop for Israel. Thus, although it is of course true that the U.S. since
the 1960s entered into far a more direct military relationship with Israel than had been
the case in the years immediately following independence, the relationship fit the defi-
nition of patron and client from the very start.72

Another state which became a client in the context of a situation similar to that of
Israel is Poland. Once again, the issue was not simply one of voters concentrated in
certain states but of a broad consensus on the part of U.S. politicians that the Poles
really merited a preferential arrangement. From the early days of Truman’s presidency
to the short-lived thaws when first Gomulka and then Gierek liberalized Communist rule
after domestic unrest, U.S. leaders consistently saw Poland as “heroic” and themselves
as “old friends.” In 1980, when the Solidarity trade union movement appeared on the
scene, it was aided overtly by the American AFL-CIO, covertly by the CIA, and, via
diplomacy at the interstate level, by the White House and the State Department. After
the end of Communist rule and the fall of the Berlin Wall, the U.S. expanded its ties
with Poland, especially, as we saw above, in the military field; it now is described by the
State Department as a “key ally” of the United States.73

Table 3.5 Clients acquired: special access

Client Date acquired and duration of client status

Hawaii 1893–1898
Israel 1948–present
Saudi Arabia 1953–present
Guyana 1966–present
Bahamas 1985–present
Poland 1998–present

Sources: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.
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Both Israel and Poland became clients because a consensus by U.S. politicians on the
deserving qualities of both countries’ populations provided those countries’ leaders
with special access to U.S. policy makers, who in turn were able to respond with offers
of client status. Several other countries also were able to obtain this access but not
because their populations were seen as specially deserving. Rather, there was already an
active U.S. interest in those countries so that when the opportunity presented itself,
policy makers thought it logical to ratify that relation by means of available policy
instruments.

The Bahamas is a good example of this type of special access. For decades before its
independence from Britain in 1973, the Bahamas had close governmental ties with the
United States as well as extensive economic and tourist links. Not surprisingly, given
that the two countries are only 45 miles apart at their closest point, a number of defense
arrangements were worked out in the colonial era, including naval facilities, guided missile
proving grounds, and navigation stations. After independence, those treaties remained
in force and new ones were added, including a military training agreement, several
important anti-narcotics arrangements, and cooperation to reform the Bahamian judi-
ciary. It should be noted that 30,000 U.S. citizens are resident in the Bahamas and so
one U.S. goal is to maintain stability as a means of ensuring their safety.74

Another country in the region with whom there was a relationship that predated its
independence is Guyana. By the early 1960s as we saw in Chapter 2 (British Guiana),
U.S. policy makers were greatly concerned that the prime minister of the colony, Cheddi
Jagan, was either a communist or insufficiently hostile to communism. As a result, the
U.S. tried to prevent Jagan from being prime minister when the British granted inde-
pendence, both by pressuring the British to delay independence and to rig the electoral
system so that he would not be able to form a new government; and by subsidizing his
opponents in the trade unions (this was done by the CIA and the AFL-CIO, both of
whom underwrote three violent general strikes) and in opposition political parties (see
Chapter 5). The policy succeeded and when the British finally left, it was with an anti-
Jagan politician, Forbes Burnham, safely in power. Even before formal independence,
the U.S. immediately moved to establish client-like ties with the Burnham regime, granting
economic aid and giving detailed political advice. After independence, the aid program
expanded, including roadbuilding and significant amounts of food aid; there were also
grants to anti-Jagan activists; no fewer than three meetings between Burnham and the
U.S. president, Lyndon Johnson; and discussions on how to increase votes for Burn-
ham’s party by means of immigration and other measures and whether this would be
more effective than sending Jagan into exile.75

The earliest example of a client acquired in the context of special access – indeed,
the first client ever acquired by the United States – is Hawaii. This was an independent
kingdom which had the unfortunate experience of attracting large numbers of American
missionaries, who soon began occupying important high-level positions in the govern-
ment. By the late nineteenth century, there were also extensive U.S. investments in sugar
and other crops, as well as frequent naval visits. In early 1893, U.S. citizens, hoping for
annexation by Washington, overthrew the queen and set up a provisional government,
which was immediately recognized by the United States. Soon, however, a staunchly
anti-annexationist Democratic president had been inaugurated and so the provisional
government transformed itself into a republic with a constitution similar to that of the
U.S. This situation lasted for four years, when, in the midst of the Spanish-American
War, Congress finally voted to annex the republic.
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From its inception, the new republic was a client state of the U.S. The coup of 1893 was
aided by U.S. military threats against both the queen’s government and restive Japanese
laborers. In the early days, the provisional government was under the control of the
admiral in charge of U.S. forces in the Pacific; and except for a three-month period in
1894, U.S. warships were present continually after 1893. The Japanese and the British
were warned against interfering in Hawaii. In Washington, a sugar tariff was imposed,
which had the effect of binding Hawaii even more closely to the U.S. Throughout this
time, there was frequent contact between officials of the two governments; on grounds
of citizenship, strategy, and social standing, the planters and descendants of the mis-
sionaries who ran the Hawaiian republic had special access to Washington.76

A final example of special access has to do with the one country in which natural
resources were so significant that U.S. officials were led to establish connections at an
early date, ties which created a subsequent presumption in favor of client status. This
was Saudi Arabia, with whom the U.S. had ties going back to the 1930s. Those ties
revolved around the petroleum industry and as the years went by, the U.S. government
did everything it could to facilitate that connection. Thus, in World War II, the U.S.
extended Lend-Lease aid to Saudi Arabia, even though the kingdom was not a belli-
gerent. A few years later, the Truman Administration waived antitrust laws to permit a
consortium of U.S. companies to finance a pipeline for carrying Saudi crude. In 1950,
the U.S. government indirectly subsidized additional payments to the Saudi regime by
ruling that royalties paid by oil companies would be eligible for a tax credit. Two years
later, as he was leaving office, Truman instructed the Justice Department to terminate
antitrust proceedings against five of the largest oil companies.77

To U.S. officials, it was obvious that Saudi Arabia was of great importance to the U.S.
However, it took several years before that understanding would be transformed into a
patron–client relation. This process began with signs of direct presidential interest in
the kingdom: a face-to-face meeting between Franklin Roosevelt and King Ibn Saud in
1945; and letters from Truman and Eisenhower to the king, reaffirming U.S. concern
for the territorial integrity and independence of Saudi Arabia and, more generally, the
position of the U.S. as a “true friend” of the kingdom. However to the Saudis, this
was not enough and they pressed for military aid and training agreements both as a
way of getting weapons and so that the Saudi Arabian military would have close ties
with its U.S. counterparts. The Pentagon resisted those ties at first, trying to make the
arrangement purely one of shipping arms in payment for use of the Dhahran airfield.
In the end, Eisenhower overrode the Defense Department. The resulting contacts had
important implications for Saudi internal security, which henceforth became an explicit
U.S. goal; it also opened the door to increased government-to-government contacts in
other areas.78

These various cases of client acquisition in the context of special access illustrate yet
again the dominance of means over ends in U.S. policy making. Each special access
case involves the formalization of a relationship that had already existed, even though
the goals U.S. officials were pursuing differed considerably from one case to the next (e.g.,
righting a wrong, obtaining oil, guarding against leftist rule). The important point for
policy makers is that it was possible to make an explicit commitment, via different
policy instruments, and that this commitment could serve multiple purposes. When
debate took place (over Israel, Hawaii, and Saudi Arabia), it was precisely over whe-
ther or not there should be such a formalized commitment, not on the general thrust of
U.S. policy toward the place in question.
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Historical patterns of client acquisition

The United States has been acquiring client states for over a century. As we have seen,
there are a handful of contexts in which these acquisitions occur, with a correspond-
ingly limited number of policy instruments for carrying out the acquisition. In fact, as
we will discuss in the following chapters, those instruments shift over time, with new
ones being invented and certain older ones (though not all) being retired. Viewed more
generally, though, what can be said about U.S. client acquisitions since 1898?

To answer this question, we can bring together all the cases of acquisition and array
them over time (see Figure 3.2). This chart shows, for five-year periods, how many
clients were acquired in the contexts of danger, of prewar/postwar planning, and of post-
occupation, switches, and special access combined. Of course, by itself, these raw num-
bers only tell part of the story since we have not bothered to distinguish between clients
which were subsequently “lost” and those which have kept this status to the present
day; moreover, we have counted all cases of acquisition the same, whether the state in
question is a tiny island or a wealthy and populous country.

The first pattern is one we already discussed: the sheer number of cases of acquisition
in the context of prewar/postwar planning as compared with danger, and of the latter
as compared with everything else. The largest number of U.S. clients were acquired
because of a war that was about to take place or had just ended; the second largest
number were acquired as a response to dangers perceived to emanate from one or more
enemies. Neither switching nor post-occupation became extinct as contexts of acquisi-
tion (think of Afghanistan and Iraq), but there were far fewer such cases after the cold
war than before. Add to this pattern another which we have already discussed, namely,
the speeding up of planning acquisitions – the fact that they now occur in a few years,
as opposed to around two decades in earlier eras – and the picture that emerges is one
in which, if another war were to occur in a region with few clients, we might expect a
rapid wave of acquisitions.

Figure 3.2 indicates that only three wars accounted for all the planning acquisitions,
or in other words, some half of all total acquisitions. These wars – the Spanish-American

Figure 3.2 Client acquisition by context
Source: Authors as per Chapter 2 note 56.
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War,WorldWar II, and the first U.S.-IraqWar – significantly increased the number of U.S.
clients. None of the other wars the U.S. fought – World War I, the Korean and Vietnam
Wars, or the Kosovo or second U.S.-Iraq wars – led to acquisitions in the context of plan-
ning. By contrast, acquisitions in the context of danger are more spread out in time,
occurring in most of the five-year periods since World War II. But since it is presumably
difficult, if not impossible, to predict either when and where the next planning-inducing
war will occur, or when and who the next dangerous enemy will be, the only thing that
can be said about these two patterns is that they give little guidance for the future.

Figure 3.3 Clients, 1940
Source: Authors as per Chapter 2, note 56.

Figure 3.4 Clients, 1950
Source: Authors as per Chapter 2, note 56.
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The U.S. has acquired client states, in different contexts, for more than a century.
Certainly World War II and the cold war were significant, but the pattern of acquisition
both predates these events by almost 40 years and seems to have continued long after
they both were only memories. In short, once the U.S. learned how to acquire clients, it
never gave up the habit. Client acquisition became a means to multiple ends.

Nor is the pattern much clearer when it comes to geography. Figures 3.3–3.6 show
the geographical spread of clients over time.79 The earliest clients were in the U.S.

Figure 3.5 Clients, 1980
Source: Authors as per Chapter 2, note 56.

Figure 3.6 Clients, 2005
Source: Authors as per Chapter 2, note 56.

74 Acquiring client states



“backyard” of the Caribbean and Central America; though neither Canada nor Mexico
was acquired until the eve of World War II. At that moment, a second wave of acqui-
sition took place, with the rest of the independent states in the Western Hemisphere
being added. A few years later, Western Europe and parts of East Asia and Oceania
dropped into the basket. At that point, there ceased to be large geographical con-
centrations for a number of years except for a blip in the Middle East and North
Africa. Suddenly, with the end of the Vietnam War, the U.S. swooped up a new set of
Caribbean states; then, a decade later, the Persian Gulf states were added. Local dan-
gers arose from time to time; enemies were occupied or switched back to the U.S. side;
and every so often, a state was acquired through special access.

In one sense, the maps show what the late Stephen Ambrose called a “rise to glo-
balism.”80 However, if we recall that it took decades for the U.S. to acquire as clients
even its immediate northern and southern neighbors, whereas the U.S was active dip-
lomatically and militarily in both Asia and Europe even before it had acquired all of
the Central American states as clients, the picture seems a bit more complicated. Nor is
it a matter of ideas catching up with power: Theodore Roosevelt proselytized for empire
when the number of U.S. clients could be counted on the fingers of one hand. Rather,
the story the maps tell is the coming together of organizational means and a permissive
international environment, one in which the day-to-day experience of being a U.S.
client was ready to hand forWashington and attractive to many regimes around the world.
In other words, once the policy instruments had been developed, the specific location
and timing of new client acquisitions were to a great degree random. To see this more
clearly, let us now turn to the development of those policy instruments and the practices
of routine client maintenance.
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4 The routine maintenance of client states

At the beginning of 2008, the United States had a total of 81 clients around the world.
However, the number of clients acquired by the U.S. since 1898 was higher: 92. The
difference can be explained by the fact that some clients were “lost,” although they might
in fact have subsequently been reacquired. Most U.S. client states, though, have remained
in that status without interruption, in the majority of cases, for over half a century.1 To
officials in Washington, this fact is anything but automatic: since many clients have
faced problems which at least threatened to endanger their regimes, the U.S. has devoted
considerable time and attention to maintaining them. Just how important those efforts
were is an open question; but there is no doubt that both the U.S. and the clients believe
that U.S. policies have an effect.

There are two types of policies the United States undertakes toward routine main-
tenance of its clients. The first pertains to economically deprived countries, seen by the
U.S. as lacking the resources to solve potential regime-threatening problems on their
own. For Washington, the challenges facing the regimes in these clients stem in the end
from insufficient financial resources, whether because the countries are not (yet) weal-
thy or because they are still recovering from a war. Hence, the U.S. either has to supply
the money needed to carry out various activities, or to provide directly the goods and
services seen as important. (Those services, as we already pointed out in Chapter 2,
include technical and political advice.)

To carry out these transfers, programs are needed. Some of these we have already
mentioned in the chapter on client acquisitions, but they represent only a portion of the
full range of maintenance activities. As a general rule, resource transfer programs are first
tried out on an ad hoc basis for one or a handful of client states; then they take on
regular organizational form, with annual budgets and professional staffs. From time to
time, they change form, if officials decide that existing approaches are inadequate in some
way. The result, as we will see in the next section, is a combination of persistent functions
and proliferating programs.

Resource transfer programs provide built-in facilities for surveillance and advice. If,
for example, a development project is being funded by AID, or soldiers are trained in
the use of a new weapons system, or cocaine spraying is paid for by a narcotics control
grant, the U.S. officials engaged in these activities will of necessity be overseeing the
performance of their host-country contacts. Inevitably, they will also be giving advice,
not only on the matter at hand but on more general issues as well. When added to other
forms of oversight and advice by the ambassador and various subordinates, the result is
that the U.S. occupies a significant place in many of the regime’s activities, both vital
and mundane.



The second type of policies undertaken by the U.S. concerns countries which are not
considered economically deprived. In these cases, the issue is not one of inadequate
financial resources but of maintaining regimes as valuable junior partners in an entire
range of U.S. activities, including maintenance of economically deprived U.S. clients
and opposition to U.S. enemies. This requires other sorts of policies, ranging from
coordination of economic assistance and arms sales to cooperation in a host of domains,
especially military. Some cooperative arrangements themselves involve the development
of weapons systems; others involve joint military exercises and other military-to-military
contact. Liaison also extends to political action against U.S. enemies. These links, if
somewhat less one-sided than toward resource-poor clients, are in many ways even
closer. The issue is not whether the state in question always follows Washington’s
advice; rather, the point is to maintain the regime as a particular type of political and
economic actor.

Many of the above policies involve formal, ongoing programs analogous to those
constructed for poorer client states. Some programs are the direct outgrowth of coop-
erative arrangements developed during more impecunious times. Others were worked
out in an extensive and rapidly growing series of individual bilateral or multilateral
arrangements in a number of domains. In all cases, the programs involve surveillance
and an extensive U.S. presence, although, since the host country is not the recipient of
largesse and the particular form of cooperation is often quite technical, there tends to
be less nationalist resentment at the U.S. role. As we will discuss below, these arrange-
ments are not only helpful to Washington in policy terms but quite lucrative as well.

Note that both types of client maintenance activities revolve around regular, ongoing
programs administered by professional bureaucrats. This is why we have used the word
“routine”: to signify that U.S. efforts to maintain particular regimes are not excep-
tional, do not involve high-level policy making, and are for the most part a matter of
regular organizational procedures. These obviously are not as dramatic as the inter-
ventionary forms of maintenance we will discuss in the next chapter – no late night
White House meetings, no sending of troops or emergency loans – but they are no less
important for their mundane nature. Most of the time, for most client states, U.S.
policy is precisely the planning and executing of routine maintenance.

Our aim in this chapter is to give an overall sense of the two types of client main-
tenance activities. We will begin with a historical overview, describing how the major
programs for each type of maintenance began, have been transformed, and have pro-
liferated. For Washington, there is, ideally, a transition of clients from economically
deprived to junior partner and we will discuss just how that transition occurs, as well as
when and why it does not. Finally, we will discuss some of the overall trends in in
resource flows as well as the continuing differences between clients and nonclients,
given that many programs originally developed for the former are now being carried
out in the latter as well.

Historical trends in client maintenance programs

We saw in Chapter 3 that for the first half century or so of the U.S. client state empire,
practically all of the clients were from Latin America or, in the context of post-war
recovery, Western Europe. In other words, the thrust of U.S. policy for decades was to
invent ways of transferring resources to states considered as (temporarily or for a long
time to come) economically deprived. For this reason, we will begin our historical
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walk-through with a discussion of the major programs developed to maintain regimes
incapable of supporting various financial burdens.

Maintenance of economically deprived clients

It is convenient to divide U.S. transfers in cash or kind into three categories: (1) economic
assistance of various sorts; (2) military assistance (including training); and (3) political
assistance. There are, in fact, considerable overlaps between these categories, but for
various bureaucratic and political reasons, they tend to be kept apart organizationally.

Economic assistance

Almost from the beginning, U.S. policy makers faced the problem of finding ways for
their client states to maintain minimal levels of government spending. If civil servants and
soldiers were not paid, a crisis could easily result. However, in the early 1900s, most states,
especially in the Caribbean and Central America, had limited tax structures and relied
for their revenues primarily on customs receipts. Since exports, and therefore the source of
foreign exchange for imports, were overwhelmingly agricultural and mineral products,
this meant that government revenues were hostage to swings in commodity prices.

In an era of limited U.S. government, there was little that Washington could do directly
about this structural problem. We will see in Chapter 5 that in situations of dire emer-
gency, New York banks could be sweet-talked into loans, at times with U.S. government
oversight; on rare occasions, Congress itself approved grants. Such reactions, though,
were certainly not a matter of routine maintenance. The only policy instrument falling
into that category up through the early 1930s was the employment of U.S. experts to run
parts or all of a country’s financial bureaucracy. (We discussed this briefly in Chapter 3
in the context of planning for client acquisition in the Dominican Republic and else-
where.) However, financial experts were hardly a panacea, since, whatever their effi-
ciency and degree of acceptance, they had to work within the existing structure of the
economy. This meant, in effect, that economic problems would have to be contained by
military means: the use of marines and local constabularies (see below).

The first real means of providing ongoing financial resources came about in the early
days of the New Deal, with the creation of the Export-Import Bank (Ex-Im). This was
originally designed to help U.S. exporters trade with the Soviet Union and (via a
second bank) Cuba; but in 1935, the Bank’s mandate was broadened. Rapidly, lending
focused on Latin America, with the scope of the loans widening: first to state agencies
(often with strong backing from the State Department); then to public works; then to
central banks, agricultural diversification, industrial projects, and, during World War II,
the development of strategic materials. Whatever their technical merits, many of these
and subsequent decisionswere made at the explicit behest of the State Department. Ex-Im’s
geographic scope soon went beyond Latin America, being used for postwar recon-
struction in Europe, China, and elsewhere (including Israel). By 1953, the Bank was
lending to 48 countries, many for development projects; the comparable figures in the
mid-2000s ranged from 69 to 79. Other Ex-Im-like agencies were subsequently created
in 1971 and 1981.2

However, even before the end of World War II, it became apparent that the Export-
Import Bank, too, had its limits. Its regulations restricted it to loans where there was a
reasonable assurance of repayment; in addition, it also faced political constraints on its
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capitalization. As a result, U.S. policy makers created two new instruments to transfer
financial resources to other countries. The first of these was the array of multilateral
lending institutions which began with the World Bank; the second was the creation of a
set of programs with the explicit purpose of aiding in reconstruction and development.

In 1944, at theMountWashington Hotel in BrettonWoods, NewHampshire, delegates
from some 44 states created two institutions. One, the International Monetary Fund
(IMF), had been the object of intense discussions between the United States and the
United Kingdom; the other, the International Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(IBRD; also known as the World Bank, although it now includes other units), was
somewhat of an afterthought, seen primarily as a means of getting European nations
back on their feet so that the multilateral transactions dealt with by the Fund would
not be stillborn. Development financing was originally viewed as a secondary and long-
term task, though at Latin American insistence, it was upgraded in importance.

If there were any doubts, it rapidly became clear that the World Bank (and, as we
will see, the IMF) would be an important way for the U.S. to aid states it considered to
be in need of financial resources. Both the IMF and the World Bank were placed in
Washington, DC, literally across the street from each other and just a stone’s throw
from the White House and the Treasury. Every president of the World Bank has been a
U.S. citizen; the U.S. contribution to the Bank – and thus its voting power on loans – is
bigger than that of any other country. This American dominance served to orient the
Bank’s lending, especially in its early days, toward U.S. clients and away from states
whom theU.S. did not wish to help. Thus, during the first decade of its loans, the Bank lent
money to ten U.S. clients in Europe, fifteen in Latin America and the Caribbean, and
six in the rest of the world (including Australia and Japan); only seven nonclients were
assisted, five of whom were former British colonies. States linked to the Soviet Union,
like Poland, were politely rebuffed. Even after the U.S. ceased to provide the bulk of the
Bank’s capital, this pattern of lending continued.3

Since multilateral aid via the World Bank meant that other countries, in effect, were
helping to pay for financial transfers to U.S. clients, the U.S. found it useful to support
spinoffs and regional versions of the World Bank. In 1956, the Bank’s members set up the
International Finance Corporation to finance private sector development; in 1960, the
International Development Association (IDA) was created, again by the Bank, to
provide long-term, interest-free loans and grants to the poorest countries. The U.S. plays
a dominant role in both of these institutions, casting over 60 percent of the IDA’s
weighted votes. In addition, various regional development banks were set up: the Inter-
American Development Bank (IADB) in 1959 (also headquartered in Washington); the
African Development Bank in 1964; the Asian Development Bank in 1966; and the
European Bank for Reconstruction and Development in 1991. The U.S. is a founding
member of each of these banks, with voting power ranging up to 30 percent.4

By emphasizing U.S. dominance in multilateral lending institutions, we do not mean
to suggest that those institutions are mere puppets of Washington. The reality is more
complex and more interesting. Development banks spread the costs of financial transfers
to a number of countries, thereby relieving the U.S. of the sole burden. Their multi-
lateral, and potentially universal, character means that they also provide political legiti-
macy for both the loans they make and those they reject. Those decisions, by dint of
their technical qualities, appear as less overtly political than if they had been made
openly in the U.S. government. Thus, the banks do not have to be simple transmission
belts from Washington to serve U.S. interests.
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Nonetheless, the United States does exert considerable pressure on the banks. Con-
gress, for one, passes numerous laws specifying how U.S. representatives should vote on
particular types of loans. High level U.S. policy makers regularly talk to top officials in
the banks. This biases the banks in favor of lending to U.S. clients and, of equal
importance, against lending to states currently out of favor with the U.S. A classic
example of this latter possibility is the U.S. campaign against Chile in the early 1970s.
After a Marxist candidate, Salvador Allende, had been elected and inaugurated in 1970
in the face of considerable efforts by the U.S. to influence the election and then to
prevent Allende from taking office (this will be discussed in Chapter 5), U.S. policy
makers resolved to punish Chile economically, to “make the economy scream.” Nixon
ordered that the U.S. bring “a maximum feasible influence to bear in international
financial institutions to limit credit or other financing assistance to Chile.” Thus, the U.S.
“Executive Director of the Inter-American Development Bank understands that he will
remain uninstructed until further notice on pending loans to Chile.… this will effectively
bar approval of the loans.” The State Department also prepared “orientation questions”
for World Bank staff members visiting Chile to raise “but without the hand of the U.S.
Government showing in the process.” Shortly after Allende took office, new loans from
both the IADB and the IBRD ceased; a few months after he was killed in a coup
d’état, the loans resumed.5

The U.S. derives great benefit from the World Bank. Its apparently technical criteria
for lending are satisfiable in principle by any loan recipient; this makes the Bank poli-
tically advantageous to the U.S. but also limits the extent to which its loans can be
targeted on specific countries, especially for more diffuse purposes. Hence, the Bank,
and multilateral lending institutions more generally, complement rather than substitute
for bilateral assistance programs. But as we saw above, the Export-Import Bank is itself
too limited to serve as a broad source of financial resources. By 1947 this was clear: the
demands on Ex-Im were far greater than it could satisfy; the World Bank was just
starting up and itself had insufficient funds for reconstruction on the massive scale that
was becoming necessary; and ad hoc arrangements, such as the $3.75 billion loan to
Great Britain we discussed in the preceding chapter, were obviously impossible to work
out on a case-by-case basis, with congressional approval, every year. What was needed
was another kind of policy instrument.

What the U.S. opted for was a series of economic aid programs, administered by
agencies whose task it was to disburse congressionally authorized funds every year. The
first try, as we saw in Chapter 3, was the Marshall Plan. Whatever the virtues of this
program, with its ingenious counterpart funds scheme, it suffered from an important
failing: the only states eligible for funding were in Europe. Aid to China, for example,
was tucked into the Marshall Plan legislation as a separate title; the Plan’s administering
organization, the Economic Cooperation Administration, also was tasked by Truman
to disburse economic aid to South Korea. Thus, a few years later, a new law was passed:
the Mutual Security Act of 1951. This set up an Agency to provide economic aid and
technical assistance (the provision of equipment and advice) to any country in the
world, provided that the president certify that this would “strengthen the security of the
United States.” Military aid would also be provided and the recipient was supposed to
“take all reasonable measures which may be needed to develop its defense capabilities.”
Over the next few years, additional Mutual Security legislation was passed creating
other forms of aid: development assistance, security assistance (i.e., financial transfers
to relieve budget pressure occasioned by military spending), loan funds, and so forth.
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However, the basic structure remained, with economic aid being fitted into a more
general security relationship.6

By 1961, this kind of explicit link between economic and military aid had come to be
seen as counterproductive. Latin America, for example, was considered underfunded
simply because, up until the Cuban Revolution, the countries of the region were not
perceived as facing an imminent security threat. Presumably, the same situation would
arise with the newly independent states of Africa. In the Middle East, the problem was
the reverse: economic aid was seen as having too many strings attached. Furthermore,
if economic assistance depended on the security situation, then the amounts granted
could fluctuate wildly from year to year, making planning impossible. In addition, a
number of new types of economic assistance had been introduced over the preceding
decade and it was felt that aid policy was becoming fragmented. Hence, a new law was
passed, the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961. It dealt with fragmentation by mandating
the creation of a new organization for economic development assistance, the Agency
for International Development (AID). More importantly, the Foreign Assistance Act
set up machinery for providing annual economic assistance “on a basis of long-range
continuity” to countries anywhere, irrespective of the nature of those countries’ military
ties with the U.S. – or so the theory went (obviously, the U.S. did not fund its enemies;
and the amounts transferred depended on the mood in Congress, which of course had
something to do with the political and military situation in specific countries). Hence, for
the first time ever, the U.S. had an instrument for transferring financial resources to its
neediest clients on a regular basis. Although the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 was
often amended, it has never been replaced by new legislation and AID is still the
principal agency in charge of routine financial maintenance.7

Today, the U.S. has at its disposal a series of policy instruments for day-to-day financial
resource transfers. Chief among them are various types of concessional bilateral assis-
tance administered by AID, both those applicable to all countries and those aimed at
particular states (e.g., former communist countries). Ex-Im continues to exist and pro-
vides nonconcessional loans and loan guarantees, as do its sister agencies in the areas
of investment and trade. The World Bank and regional development banks also serve
as a source of funds. Thus, the history of routine financial maintenance is one of inventing
policy instruments, refining and subdividing them, and then adding new instruments to
begin the cycle once more. Note that earlier instruments do not disappear: instead, as
we would expect cybernetically, they are maintained and updated.

Military assistance

In routine situations, there are essentially two ways in which a cash-poor country can be
aided militarily. One is by supplying weapons; the other, by providing training. Obviously,
there is a strong relationship between the two forms of assistance: many weapons sys-
tems are complex and require training if they are to be used. This is particularly true of
larger and more complicated weapons systems, such as fighter jets. However, training
can also occur in tactics, civil-military relations, and other subjects; and weapons can
be furnished to armed forces already well-versed in their use. For this reason, even if
the ideal type of military assistance involves both training and weapons, we should
expect that the historical record will show separate origins for each component.

The earliest form of military training concerns the ad hoc arrangements worked out
in order for the marines to leave some of the countries in Central America and the
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Caribbean in which they had intervened. Often, the marines had disbanded or con-
siderably weakened the national armies of these countries. Thus, it was necessary for
new armed forces to be established, competent enough to put down future challenges
to the regime and with political views that would not lead to their being aligned with
factions opposed to the U.S. Typically, a National Guard or other kind of constabulary
was created, with the officers and regular soldiers being trained in battle tactics and
other military operations; small arms might also be provided, although the cost of
these was low enough to be borne even by the client states. An example of this is in
Nicaragua, where a formal agreement setting up a National Guard was signed with the
U.S. in 1927. Once a rebellion by Augusto Sandino had been contained and the National
Guard’s marine instructors were satisfied the Guard could hold its own in future
operations, the marines departed. Not long afterward, the Guard’s commanding officer,
Anastasio Somoza, arranged for Sandino to be assassinated; he then forced the country’s
president to resign and rigged elections to become the president himself. Similar post-
marine arrangements, with similar outcomes (a military dictatorship later on, although
the U.S. piously disapproved of this) were worked out in the Dominican Republic,
Haiti, and Cuba.8

As a way of constructing a lower-profile system of indirect rule, the National Guard
approach was efficient. However, it was very much a one-time policy: once the con-
stabularies were created, they were on their own, with no U.S. material support. The U.S.
made provisions to “detail officers and enlisted men” of its armed forces to “assist” the
governments of Latin American and Caribbean countries (as we saw, there was also an
abortive attempt to do this in Liberia), but without aid in cash or in weapons, and in
the absence of local armed opposition such as had been the case prior to the marines’
interventions, there was little incentive to take up the offer. This was truly the era of
low-overhead empire: U.S. client regimes were maintained by their National Guard or
army (in many cases, the armed forces ran the regime), Ex-Im bank credits and occa-
sional economic advice, and, of course, the knowledge that if things seriously went
wrong, the U.S. would step in directly.9

With the coming of WorldWar II, the U.S. military began training and advising beyond
Central America and the Caribbean. We have already discussed the prewar planning
process by which the U.S. established military missions in Mexico and the countries of
South America (see Chapter 3); by the time of Pearl Harbor, there were over 100 advisers
in every country of Latin America. Over the next few years, the U.S. sent military
advisers to Saudi Arabia, China, and Iran. This continued after the war, with advisers
first in the Philippines, then in Greece and Turkey, and then in South Korea.10

This expansion had much to do with the emerging U.S. policy of supplying weapons
to the armed forces of other countries. The principal program for this during the war
was Lend-Lease, by which the U.S. gave or lent munitions (almost $50 billion worth) to
“the government of any country whose defense the President deems vital to the defense
of the United States.” At the behest of Congress, Truman terminated Lend-Lease
abruptly when fighting ended for all but two countries: China and Saudi Arabia. This
created a bureaucratic problem because the military had become convinced that arms
transfers and the coordination and training that accompanied them were a useful
policy instrument for the U.S., especially in Latin America: they enhanced U.S. influence
both directly and, by reducing arms imports from other suppliers, indirectly. Truman
was persuaded and asked Congress to pass an Inter-American Military Cooperation
Act but for various reasons, including financial concerns, State Department resistance
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to fueling an arms race, and the sense that with the worsening cold war, other areas
were more vital, the legislation was never enacted.11

Instead, the U.S. carried out a series of ad hoc weapons transfer arrangements.
Legislation was passed for the Philippines in 1946; then, in 1947, for Greece and Turkey;
and in 1948 for China. When the U.S. Army withdrew its occupation forces from South
Korea, it arranged to transfer weapons to the newly created Korean army. Elsewhere,
sales of weapons were made under the Surplus Property Act of 1944 for some countries
in Latin America and Europe (including Sweden; a small credit was also authorized for
Iran). Truman also acted (without legislative authority) to transfer non-surplus arms to
Italy and to override federal law by shipping the weapons although they had not been
paid for. Such arrangements obviously could not be resorted to on a routine basis, not
least because of time and financial pressures.12

Finally, in 1949, a new policy was worked out. The catalyst was the North Atlantic
Treaty; within a day of its ratification, Truman submitted to Congress proposed legis-
lation that had been drafted and redrafted over the preceding several months. What
eventually was enacted, in October, was the Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949,
which explicitly recognized “the principle of continuous and effective self-help and
mutual aid.” The legislation provided for furnishing “equipment, materials, and services”
to states with whom prior “agreements” had been worked out; this was the military
counterpart to the surveillance arrangements laid out in the Marshall Plan. Arms sales
were also envisioned, either from existing stocks or by new procurement. However, the
Latin American countries were not included in the legislation: only signatories to the
North Atlantic Treaty, Greece, Turkey, Iran, Korea, and the Philippines. An “emergency
fund” was also appropriated for the “general area” of China, to be used by the President
on an unvouchered basis when it was “inadvisable to specify the nature of such expendi-
tures” (Truman used most of this money to support the French war in Indochina).13

The Mutual Defense Act essentially put on a continuing legislative footing the ad
hoc arrangements the U.S. had worked out over the preceding several years. A total of
$1.3 billion was provided, most of which went to the North Atlantic Treaty countries;
the next spring, Congress prepared to appropriate a similar amount of money for fiscal
year 1951. These sums were small by comparison with those of the Marshall Plan,
indicating yet again that in those years, the principal concern of U.S. policy makers
was (except for Greece and Turkey) reconstruction planning rather than protection of
Western Europe from the Soviet Union. (A partial exception a year before the Act’s
passage was Italy, but there the concern was with internal danger, not invasion.) Latin
America was seen as still more peripheral and less endangered, and the Truman
Administration did not even bother requesting funds for the countries in that region.

All this changed with the outbreak of the Korean War. As U.S. defense spending
soared, Congress passed a supplemental appropriation of an additional $4 billion for
military assistance, of which $3.5 billion was for the North Atlantic Treaty countries, now
suddenly seen as potential targets of a Soviet invasion. Asia, though, was the immedi-
ate panic zone: Truman not only interposed the Seventh Fleet to protect the Nation-
alist Chinese regime in its Taiwan refuge, but sharply increased military aid to the
French in Indochina and, a few months later, worked out a military aid agreement with
Thailand, a country that certainly was within the “general area” of China but which no
one, in the summer of 1949, had considered as a potential recipient of military aid.
Other regions were not seen as in any great danger but could stand to be strengthened
by military and economic means; the latter, however, would have to be subordinated to
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the former. This led, as we saw above, to the Mutual Security Act of 1951, in which
every region in the world had a title of the Act devoted to it, with separate sections in
each title devoted to both military assistance and economic and/or technical assis-
tance.14

Thus, by 1951, the basic framework of military assistance had been set up, not
coincidentally in the same piece of legislation that also opened the door to worldwide
concessional bilateral economic aid. Henceforth, the U.S. would give weapons and
other equipment to states with whom it had signed agreements specifying everything
from the nature of the materiel to what local production would occur and what reimbur-
sement, if any, would take place; in addition, the U.S. would also send to each recipient
country a large Military Assistance Advisory Group (MAAG) which would, at the
very least, oversee the use of the weapons and equipment and, when needed, train the
local armed forces in their use, as well as more generally. Later legislation added some
new wrinkles – the explicit possibility of making loans; more detailed language about
sales; overseas weapons manufacture; and the introduction (mentioned above) of bud-
getary support – but did not alter the basic structure.15

What did change over time was the number and variety of specific military training
programs. For the first few decades of military assistance, training could be carried
out both in the recipient country and in the United States (including, for a number of
decades, the Panama Canal Zone, where the School of the Americas operated); it could
cover both general topics and the use of specific weapons systems. Up until 1976, training
took place either through the U.S. military assistance grant or loan to the country
involved, or as part of an arms sale. But in that year, a new program, International
Military Education and Training (IMET) was set up, whereby armed forces personnel
could be trained without their country necessarily receiving military assistance or
buying weapons. IMETserved as the model for a host of subsequent and more specialized
programs, including in narcotics control and interdiction, peacekeeping, demining,
disaster response, counterterrorism, and special operations forces.16

With the proliferation of training programs and the growth in arms sales (see below),
new administrative arrangements had to be worked out. As we saw in Chapter 2, most
arms transfers and some training programs came to be supervised by security assis-
tance officers (SAOs), who are the functional successors to the chiefs of the MAAGs of
earlier decades. However, as we might expect from the history of these programs – an
initial setting up of various functions, followed by multiple programmatic variations –
SAOs are not the only players in the game. Some training programs take place through
the unified combatant commands; others involve individual armed services or other
executive branch agencies. Still other programs, particularly those involving training in,
and maintenance of, advanced weapons systems, are administered by private military
companies under contract to the U.S. government.17

Political assistance

Many of the regimes in the United States’s poorer and middle-income client states are
weak politically. This does not mean that they face armed opposition or are in immi-
nent danger of falling; but for various reasons – recent independence, perhaps; or lim-
ited tax revenues and administrative capabilities; or the political impossibility of
incorporating important groups in society into the regime – they find themselves in a
state of chronic political fragility. (This was not the case for most Western European
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countries after World War II: although they lacked funds to pay for economic recon-
struction and the reequipping of their militaries, their regimes were politically strong.
We will discuss one of the exceptions, Italy, in the next chapter.) As a result, U.S. offi-
cials therefore found it useful to act on various fronts to build up their clients politi-
cally. This went beyond simply helping economically and militarily.

One form of political assistance was direct payments in cash or kind to state officials
and their nongovernmental supporters. For many decades, dating back to the early
days of the cold war, the U.S. paid regular subsidies to component parts of client
regimes. In Ecuador, for example, the CIA had on its payroll in the early 1960s the
chief of the intelligence and personnel departments of the national police, the vice
president of the Senate, one of the leading political journalists, leaders of several poli-
tical parties, a cabinet minister, the manager of one of the largest banks, labor leaders,
and an important figure in the federation of university students. Part of the purpose of
these payments, of course, was to obtain information and to push particular campaigns
(e.g., in favor of breaking diplomatic relations with Cuba); but the payments also
served to hold together a configuration of political and economic power holders
against some of their principal enemies. In addition, both the CIA and various orga-
nizations connected with the U.S. trade union movement provided funds and advice to
local unions. From everything we know, operations similar to those in Ecuador took
place (and still do) in dozens of countries around the world.18

In some cases, heads of state or government themselves were recipients of regular
payments from the CIA. By their nature, such payments are not confirmed by the U.S.
government, but news leaks by executive branch and congressional officials, especially
in the 1970s, at the height of revelations about the CIA, indicate that regular stipends
went to the leaders of Jordan ($750,000 per year to the King), Cyprus, Kenya, Zaire,
Guyana, South Vietnam, Taiwan, the Philippines, South Korea, Chile, Mexico, Vene-
zuela, Thailand, and Panama. In addition, the U.S. has subsidized various political
exiles in hopes that later, as in Iraq, they would come to power.19

A second type of political assistance to poor and middle-income countries has to do
with the tracking down and elimination of political opponents. In part, this occurs by
furnishing intelligence information that the bureaucracy has already collected. Even
though regimes in most countries have an acute sense of who is opposing and sup-
porting them, the U.S. devotes considerable resources to collecting lists of names; these
are often shared with a country’s leaders on a routine basis (for example, the CIA sta-
tion chief in Mexico regularly met with the president and sent him daily intelligence
summaries about revolutionary organizations). The significance of these lists is parti-
cularly evident after coups d’état and other irregular changes of government, when the
names may be passed to the country’s new leaders. Thus, the CIA provided the Shah of
Iran’s government (both the intelligence agency SAVAK and the Shah himself) with
information on the left-leaning Tudeh party, not only in the immediate aftermath of
the coup against the Mosaddeq regime but for a number of years thereafter (see
Chapters 3 and 6). The same thing occurred in Ecuador after the coup in 1963, in the
Dominican Republic after the U.S. invasion in 1965, in Indonesia after the military’s
countercoup in 1965, and in Iraq after the Ba’ath coup in 1963; in the latter two cases,
both of which involved a regime change (see Chapter 6), many of the persons whose
names were furnished were subsequently arrested and executed.20

Another way in which the U.S. helps regimes with their political opponents has to do
with assistance to national police forces. Through the early 1950s, such aid was offered
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on an ad hoc basis to several countries as part of technical assistance programs. In
1954, in NSC Action 1290D, the Eisenhower Administration initiated a review of its
“current program to develop constabulary forces to maintain internal security.” What
resultedwas a multi-agency Overseas Internal Security Program, with particular emphasis
given on training and equipping police. The Kennedy Administration, particularly
concerned about the prospect of communist insurgencies, placed still further emphasis
on police assistance, creating an International Police Academy and setting up an Office
of Public Safety (OPS) within AID. By 1968, OPS had over 450 advisers in some 34
countries and enjoyed a budget of $55.1 million. Controversy over the teaching of tor-
ture techniques led to the elimination of OPS in the 1970s; however, police aid was
soon resumed in more targeted form through narcotics control assistance and, more
recently, anti-terror assistance.21

On the issue of torture, we would make three points. First, torture was used by police
and other internal security forces in many countries long before the U.S. got into the
business of police aid; nor was the U.S. the only outside source of torture techniques:
one U.S. ally, France, also provided training in torture methods (refined in the Algerian
war) to several South American countries. Second, even though many U.S. police advisers
had nothing to do with torture techniques, there is no doubt that the development and
refinement of these techniques formed an important activity for a significant number of
OPS officers. In this respect, they were pursuing much the same path as the U.S.
Army’s infamous School of the Americas (now moved and renamed as the Western
Hemisphere Institute for Security Cooperation) and the CIA, in its advising in South
Vietnam and Central America: the controlled use of torture was seen as an indispensable
tool for obtaining information and terrorizing regimes’ political opponents. As a prominent
OPS official, Dan Mitrione, is reported to have said,

the precise pain, in the precise place, in the precise amount to achieve the effect …
When you get what you want, and I always get it, it might be good to keep the session
going a little longer with more hitting and humiliation. Not to get information now
but as a political instrument, to scare him away from any further rebel activity.

Third, and most depressingly, torture seems now to have become well embedded in U.S.
policy as a routine method for fighting certain kinds of enemies. The hue and cry over
abuse in Iraq’s Abu Ghraib prison and the Guantánamo Bay interrogation facility
resulted only in certain techniques being prohibited; other coercive methods remained in
use, justified by a variety of arguments (including appeals to psychology and anthro-
pology), as did the routine resort to “extraordinary rendition” techniques to transport
certain prisoners to other countries well known for torture.22

Maintenance of wealthier clients

Client states enjoying high income levels tend to have regimes which are reasonably
secure internally. As a result, most of the resource flows developed to maintain regimes
in economically deprived countries are unnecessary and when they do continue, are
considered at best as temporary expedients and at worst as improper or even “shame-
ful.”23 Instead, the focus of U.S. policy instruments is on maintaining regimes in a
particular relation to other international, rather than domestic, political and economic
actors: that of junior partner of the United States. This focus applies across a broad
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range of short-term and long-term goals, for both former great powers and smaller
countries. It arose, as we might expect from the history of routine client maintenance
for economically deprived clients, from repeated attempts to adapt a set of policy
instruments, developed for other reasons, to new problems, especially those which arose
after postwar reconstruction had largely been completed.

Economic contributions

By the early 1950s, the Marshall Plan was in the process of being wound up. Most of the
money had already been disbursed; the U.S. focus was now on military assistance; and
the rearmament spending spurred by the Korean War was contributing strongly to the
rebuilding of the Western European and Japanese economies. This rapid growth made
it possible for the U.S. to reduce concessional economic aid to a number of the coun-
tries in Europe, as well as Japan.24 To be sure, economic assistance continued to flow to
these countries, with funding being provided by the Ex-Im Bank, by the World Bank,
and by budgetary assistance as part of the military aid program. In addition, the U.S., by
stationing troops in Europe and Japan, also contributed to the local economies: through-
out the 1950s, the amount the U.S. spent on its bases in these areas greatly exceeded its
bilateral economic aid to those same countries. Nonetheless, economic assistance was
clearly in the process of being reoriented away from Europe and Japan.25

This shift in resource flows created an organizational difficulty. As we saw, the U.S.
agency in charge of Marshall Plan funds, the ECA, shed its skin a number of times over
the next dozen years, eventually becoming AID. But what of the receiving side? Originally,
the Europeans and Americans had set up an Organisation for European Economic Co-
operation (OEEC), with the U.S. and Canada as associate members, to coordinate
Marshall Plan aid requests and help in overseeing the functioning of the agreed-on
spending programs. Soon after, at U.S. urging, the OEEC established a European Pay-
ments Union so that, in the absence of convertible currencies, intra-European trade
could become multilateral. (If currencies could not be bought and sold, then the only
way for importers in one country to buy goods from another country was by selling to
that country. The Payments Union made it possible to avoid this problem by letting
importers use earnings from third countries.) The OEEC also created and administered
a Trade Liberalisation Code for cutting down on tariffs and restrictive quotas.26

The problem for the OEEC is that by the end of the 1950s, these newer tasks in trade
and payments had ceased to be its responsibility. Currencies became convertible, so that
the Payments Union was no longer necessary (this also had effects on the IMF, as we
will see below). The European Economic Community was also created, liberalizing trade
between its six members far beyond what the OEEC could have hoped. In reaction,
seven other members of the OEEC established the European Free Trade Area, which
liberalized trade for them. This led to considerable tensions between the two groups of
countries because trade between the Six and the Seven risked being affected; the U.S.
also feared discrimination. In these circumstances, the OEEC could do little.

In the meantime, the U.S. found itself with another problem. By the late 1950s,
Eisenhower and his colleagues had become convinced that it was vitally important to
have significant economic assistance programs in place for developing countries. With
independence approaching for many African colonies, the need for funds would be
even greater. These latter countries might receive aid from the former colonial powers,
but those sums were unlikely to be sufficient. Congress, however, refused to appropriate

The routine maintenance of client states 87



more money, and in any case, concerns were growing about U.S. spending overseas.
One solution was to increase the number of multilateral lending institutions, and this
led the administration to support the creation of the IADB and IDA. Another solution
was to push the Europeans (and the Japanese) to start or expand their own bilateral
assistance programs, if possible with U.S. input so that the funding would be compa-
tible with American priorities.

Revitalizing the OEEC was another, more general solution to these various problems
in the late 1950s. The organization could be reconstructed to focus on trade liberal-
ization and development issues, with the U.S. becoming a full member, along with
Canada and, if possible, Japan. The Europeans went along with this and the OEEC
was soon reconstituted as the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Develop-
ment (OECD). Even before that happened, a Development Assistance Group was cre-
ated, with the Japanese being invited to join; once the OECD came into existence, the
Group was absorbed into it as the Development Assistance Committee (DAC). Within
a short time, the DAC, and the OECD more generally, were beginning to serve as
forums in which pressures to increase development aid and liberalize trade could be
applied by members to each other. The OECD has expanded greatly since then, but
still relies on this kind of peer pressure.27

What the transformation of the OEEC shows is how, without aiming at it as a specific
goal, the U.S. succeeded in gettingWestern European countries and Japan to play the role
of junior partner. This outcome resulted from the use of an instrument created for one
purpose to solve other problems. The policy was not goal-driven: it arose, cybernetically,
from the connecting of an existing organization to a particular, newer set of problems.
Much the same story can be told about other instances of Europe and Japan becoming
junior partners. One example concerns the IMF and the role of the dollar. By the end
of the 1950s, what had been a shortage of dollars turned into a glut. To solve this
problem without jettisoning the dollar’s centrality, the U.S. pushed for a number of
policy changes – new forms of liquidity (e.g., Special Drawing Rights; central bank
swap arrangements) and an end to fixed exchange rates – that resulted in the IMF’s being
remade as an agency capable of bailouts far beyond anything envisaged in 1944. In this
way, European and Japanese capital could now be mobilized to support packages
designed in Washington.28

It might be thought that the world now is very different than it was when the OECD
was created and when the IMF was given new tasks. Surely, with the continued economic
growth of Western Europe and Japan, we should no longer expect that the U.S. will still
be able to harness the resources of those areas in the same way as it could do 30 or 40 years
ago. In fact, the economic role of Western Europe and Japan is still very much that of
junior partner to the United States. We will discuss how this works with emergency
measures, such as economic bailouts, in Chapter 5; but the pattern is even more striking
when it comes to development assistance. If we look at the OECD’s statistics on bilateral
economic aid (so that U.S. voting power in multilateral agencies is beside the point) we
can see that in the most recent year for which numbers were available, the DAC coun-
tries made commitments of around $20 per capita to U.S. client states, whereas their
commitments to states that were not U.S. clients were just under $9. In our view, this
disparity is not due to U.S. pressure within the DAC but to a genuine convergence of
views on the kind of states and development projects that merit large amounts of aid.
One can if one wishes call this hegemony; our point is that it is reinforced by the regular
experience of working together in organizations such as the OECD.29
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With this example in mind, we can now say a bit more precisely what we mean by
“junior partner.” Being a junior partner with respect to development issues means that
the United States can rely on a wealthy state to aid in the routine economic main-
tenance of poorer U.S. clients. Similarly, being a junior partner with respect to mone-
tary issues means, as we will see, that the U.S. can rely on a wealthy state to aid in the
interventionary economic maintenance of clients, whether wealthy or poor. By exten-
sion, being a junior partner also signifies that the U.S. can rely on a wealthy state not
to aid in the maintenance of states which the U.S. deems to be enemies. Examples of
this are legion, from full or partial agreement to restrict trade, aid, and investment links
with (at various times) China, Cuba, Afghanistan, or Iran to the institutions set up
both during and after the cold war to oversee trade in strategic materials with various
states.30 Of course, the Western European countries and Japan cooperate with the U.S.
in many other ways related to global governance; but the concept of junior partnership,
as we are using it, refers to the use, by wealthy countries, of their resources in support
of the U.S. client state empire, specifically to help maintain other U.S. client states and
to refrain from such help to U.S. enemies.31

For the most part, this role is taken for granted by both the United States and its
wealthy clients. Certainly disagreements occur and pressure is applied from time to
time (not only by the U.S., it should be added). There is, however, a general consensus
among wealthy clients that the specific policies we have characterized as junior part-
nership are correct and justified on their own terms. As for the U.S., it tends to assume
that as its clients become wealthier, they will become junior partners. Thus, to return to
an issue we raised in Chapter 2, clients do not “graduate” to the status of nonclient;
they “mature” to the status of junior partner.

We have been referring to “Europe and Japan,” but in fact the very coupling of the
two is itself an example of how the role of junior partner arose cybernetically. From the
start, the U.S. treated the Western European countries as a group. Even Britain, which
had an important empire and currency, was folded into the Marshall Plan and the
North Atlantic treaty. Japan, however, was to a great degree isolated. There were no
other states in the region at comparable levels of industrial development, and U.S.
hopes that Japan would be the economic linchpin of Northeast Asia, mostly relative to
its former possessions of Manchuria and Korea, were dashed by the Chinese Revolu-
tion and the Korean War. (Japan’s principal trading partner, at least for the first decade
and a half after the war, was the U.S.) In Western Europe, the U.S., which had already
been cooperating with Britain and France in the occupation of Germany, created
regional institutions in which the different states participated; but Japan was occupied
solely by the U.S. and the only regional institutions created by the U.S. conspicuously
excluded Japan. U.S. economic aid to Japan was bilateral, as was the defense arrange-
ment worked out in 1951.32

Why then link Japan and Western Europe? As we saw, the issue first arose in late
1959, when the U.S. began to push for harnessing European and Japanese capital for
development purposes. The Japanese, because of their resources, were obvious candi-
dates for the DAC; once this institution was then folded into the OECD, it became
only a matter of time until Japan acceded to membership in the latter. (The anomaly of
its being a member of the DAC but not the OECD was grasped immediately by both
Eisenhower and Kennedy; their advisers, and the Europeans, took a bit longer to come
around.) Once that happened, it became impossible for the OECD to restrict itself to
purely European issues and the institution rapidly became a set of forums in which
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policies in various domains were coordinated. This led to other non-European mem-
bers joining, so that by the early 1970s, all of the U.S.’s wealthy allies had joined.33

Seen more generally, it is striking just how many wealthy U.S. clients have become
members of the OECD. Canada, which was a founding member of NATO, was an
associate member of the OEEC at the same time as the U.S. and became one of the
OECD’s original members. Spain (which arguably was then still quite poor) became an
OEEC associate member in 1958 and was in on the OECD’s founding, decades before
it joined NATO. Japan, as we saw, joined the OECD in 1964. Australia did so in 1971,
New Zealand in 1973, and Poland and South Korea joined in 1996. In short, it seems
as if there is a sort of trajectory by which clients whose acquisition revolves around
military issues will tend to end up as OECD members; to be a wealthy client means
that, however one starts, one will end up as an economic junior partner. This is powerful,
if indirect, evidence for the general status of junior partner; it also illustrates, yet again,
a strong U.S. interest in multilateral institutions.34

Military contributions

One of the striking facts about wealthy U.S. client states has been how, with almost no
exceptions, they have reconstructed, maintained, and regularly modernized their mili-
taries for over half a century. This buildup occurred in the absence of threats from either
Germany or Japan, and, during the cold war, in the understanding that the contribution
which might be made by most U.S. clients in the event of a Soviet or Chinese invasion
would be trivial. The end of the cold war brought a decline in military spending for
several years, but this tendency soon reversed and modernization continued apace.
Thus, even if the militaries of every other country are dwarfed in spending terms by
that of the United States, wealthy U.S. clients still devote more resources to their armed
forces than do most other states: of the countries ranked second through twelfth of total
military expenditures (the U.S. being number one), wealthy U.S. clients occupy all but
three slots.35

The task of reconstructing the militaries of Western Europe began shortly after the
North Atlantic Treaty was ratified, although planning took place more than a year
before. Reconstruction involved several elements, the costliest and most visible being
arms transfers. Initially, as we saw above, military aid was considered by U.S. policy
makers for its “psychological effect, rather than the intrinsic military value.” The Eur-
opeans agreed, although both the French and the Italians had specific military tasks in
mind (respectively, the war in Indochina and protecting against a domestic Communist
takeover). However, as agencies in Washington began to hammer out the details of
what would be sent, they had to posit specific functions which the European armed
forces would perform. This led them, and the Europeans in their formal request, to
focus on land warfare in Europe itself: “artillery, small arms, trucks, and communica-
tions supplies.”36

The next step occurred when the individual military assistance agreements were signed
and the North Atlantic Council began creating NATO’s organizational forms. A Eur-
opean-wide defense plan – inherited from the North Atlantic Treaty’s predecessor, the
Brussels Pact – was drafted and roles assigned to each state’s military. This opened the
door to heavier weapons, aircraft, and naval vessels, but the size of European armed
forces and U.S. budget limitations made this seem only a long-term goal. But in June
1950, when the Korean War broke out, Congress quadrupled its spending on military
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aid and the Europeans began large-scale rearmament, complete with expansion of their
own armed forces. By the end of the year, the NATO countries had agreed to establish
an “effective integrated defense force,” headed by a Supreme Allied Commander (always
an American; Eisenhower was the first) and a Defense Production Board to coordinate
weapons spending in the U.S. and Europe; they also created a Finance and Economic
Board (which was placed in Paris and linked to the OEEC) to oversee issues of mobi-
lization, conversion, and scarce materials.37

With these instruments in place, arms transfers to, and joint production with, Europe
became a constant in U.S. policy. Military aid continued through the early to mid-1960s;
at that point, arms transfers were financed through Ex-Im Bank loans for another few
years. By the early 1970s, arms transfers to the wealthiest European clients took the form
of either government-to-government or commercial sales. These programs continue,
and the amounts are considerable, as we will discuss below. In addition, the U.S. set up
weapons research and production programs with a number of wealthy countries. Some
of these concerned advanced technology: with France, for example, the U.S. made
agreements on research into titanium alloys, free electron laser technology, composite
propellants, helicopter aeromechanics, image/information reformatting for reconnaissance
system interoperability, and intercooled recuperated gas turbine engines. To a con-
siderable degree, the armed forces of America’s wealthiest European clients have for years
operated with U.S. weapons, worked on weapons with the U.S., trained with the U.S.,
and have been developed in common with the U.S. To suspect junior partner status is
not a major leap.38

The situation with Japan is quite similar. Numerous economic and political concerns
led the U.S. to adopt a “reverse course” policy in Japan, encouraging conservatives and
others active in the imperial government to come back into power while also support-
ing the large industrial conglomerates (zaibatsu) which it had earlier tried to suppress.
Rearmament was part of this policy: first, for purposes of domestic security against
labor unions and the left; next, as the Pentagon began to plan for a Communist China
and a still-divided Korean peninsula, for assisting the U.S. in the defense of Japan.
With the conclusion of the peace and defense treaties in 1951, this process continued,
the Japanese understanding that their role was to supply “military goods and strategic
materials by repairing and establishing defense industries with the technical and finan-
cial assistance from the United States.” By the summer of 1952, Truman had formally
adopted a policy summarized as having Japan engage in

(1) Production of goods and services important to the United States and the eco-
nomic stability of non-Communist Asia; (2) Production of low cost military mate-
rial in volume for use in Japan and non-Communist Asia; (3) Development of its
own appropriate military forces as a defensive shield and to permit the redeploy-
ment of United States forces.

Not surprisingly, the U.S. supplied military aid to Japan for the next decade or so;
subsequently, Japan became one of the largest buyers of U.S. arms (deliveries of weapons
bought as “direct commercial sales” are estimated at $1.6 billion for fiscal year 2004,
$1.7 billion for fiscal 2005, and $2.7 billion for fiscal 2006).39

Thus, in both Western Europe and Japan, the U.S. began a program of military assis-
tance for one set of reasons (reassurance, internal security), then, when the program
had been established, adjusted it to address new, more region-specific and war-fighting,
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goals. This classically means-driven, cybernetic process can also be seen in the case of
wealthy clients who never received military aid. These states – Canada, Australia, New
Zealand, and Sweden – were seen by U.S. planners as having neither the political nor
the financial needs of Japan and most of the Western European countries. However,
this did not rule out arms sales and joint production. In Australia, a Mutual Defense
Act agreement – which resulted in sales, not grants or loans – was signed over half a
year before the ANZUS Pact was concluded, to a great degree as a way of supplying
arms during the Korean War. The Pact led to regional defense planning, which resulted
in shifts in the kind of weapons sold and thence to a mutual weapons development
program being set up in 1960. In Canada, the Permanent Joint Board on Defence,
created in 1940, was deliberately maintained after the end of World War II (and to the
present day), when it was complemented by a Military Cooperation Committee. Sales
and production were to be hemispheric; but then, as the North Atlantic Treaty was
being signed, a Joint Industrial Mobilization Committee was set up, with an agreement
on economic cooperation for defense the following year. These opened the possibility
of sales and production for European defense as well. In Sweden, which had a larger
arms industry, an agreement on the procurement of military equipment, materials, and
services was concluded in 1952. This permitted U.S. weapons technology to be trans-
ferred to Sweden, a regular occurrence over the next two decades, complete with
numerous friendly visits of officers and other defense officials. As this institutional
cooperation deepened, the Swedes sought missiles from the U.S., which had not ori-
ginally been part of the Americans’ plans but which Sweden’s significant arms spending
(much more in relative terms than the NATO members Denmark and Norway, so that
Sweden was viewed as a reliable partner) made more palatable to Washington. Finally,
in the early 1970s, the floodgates opened and Sweden started to buy significant quantities
of arms from the U.S., a practice which continues to this day.40

Hence, time and again, whether immediately or after some decades, the U.S. set up
arms sales and production agreements with its wealthy clients. These, as we have seen,
resulted in the militaries of those clients being restructured along American lines, thereby
facilitating other forms of cooperation (see below). Indeed, arms sales have now come
to be the dominant way by which the United States transfers weapons to other states
more generally. Originally, there was a separation between sales, which occurred through
commercial channels, and military assistance, which involved grants or loans to pay for
government to government transfers, whether from existing stocks or through new
procurement. However, this began changing, in part because of an increase in the sheer
volume of sales and in part because of a desire to restrict grant and loan assistance.
Eventually, wealthy clients became the programmatic norm and the military assistance
program was merged into what became known as Foreign Military Financing (FMF);
since 1990, all arms are technically transferred in the form of sales, either by direct
purchases from private companies (though subject to U.S. export licenses) or by gov-
ernment to government sales. The latter may be financed by grants or loans from the
U.S. government, with the presumption being that as clients becomewealthier, their FMF
account will drop to zero. As it stands, and as we will discuss below, total U.S. arms
sales in fiscal year 2004, both commercial and by the government, came to around $20
billion; only $4.6 billion of this was paid for by FMF.41

In addition to arms sales, the U.S. has extensive and ongoing cooperative arrange-
ments with the militaries of wealthy clients. Some of these arrangements, such as joint
exercises, also exist with poorer clients; others, though, go much farther. For example,
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the U.S. carries out extensive operational planning with its wealthier clients, in NATO
above all but also in ANZUS and with Japan. More generally, the U.S. has a broad
array of programs carried out jointly with its wealthy clients. These range from weapons
research and production to telecommunications, early warning systems, and exchanges
of personnel. A simple count of the number of treaties and executive agreements listed
under “Defense” gives a sense of the density of these ties: the U.S. has 5 agreements
with Indonesia, 10 apiece with Brazil and Pakistan, 26 with France, 55 with Japan, 58
with Germany, and 77 with the United Kingdom. Each of these agreements involves a
number of persons working together, on often highly sensitive topics, for periods that can
last up to 20 years. To the client militaries, these arrangements are matters for pride,
providing them the opportunity of working with the world’s leading armed force.42

To a considerable degree, these various resource transfers and cooperative agree-
ments are in effect an end in themselves. U.S. officials want to have close ties with the
militaries of other states and they consider it desirable that those armed forces be
equipped with U.S. weapons and integrated into U.S. plans. However, it is also expec-
ted that problems with poorer clients and enemies will arise from time to time and that
wealthy clients will be able to serve as junior partners relative to the U.S. military; these
eventualities are how many of the arms transfers and cooperative arrangements are
explicitly justified. The point is not that junior partnership is an explicit goal but that it
is assumed by both the U.S. and its wealthy clients as a natural state of affairs.

For decades, the most important military form of junior partnership for wealthy U.S.
client states was, as we saw above, for deployment in the eventuality of an attack
by the Soviet Union or its allies. The fact that such an attack was judged to be highly
unlikely during most of the Cold War had little effect on procurement, standardization,
joint training, and other aspects of contingency planning. At times, the existence of
war-fighting units was considered by both the Americans and their allies as an essential
part of a general deterrence policy: being able to fight a conventional war was, the argu-
ment went, vital to demonstrate the credibility of the U.S. nuclear deterrent. Similarly,
the fact that U.S. allies would in the event of war be subordinate to U.S. command did
not discourage them from maintaining and modernizing their forces, even if the extent
of their military spending was less than the U.S. wished. In the end, and in spite of the
various crises that organizations like NATO underwent, neither the Americans nor their
allies seriously envisioned that, in an emergency, the latter would not fight alongside
the former.

This basic presumption, as well as the habits and routines of day-to-day cooperation,
go a long way to explaining why the end of the cold war did not lead to the dissolution
of the post-World War II alliances. NATO not only continued to exist but added new
members in several waves of expansion. Even before NATO expanded, its forces had
begun to be used for combat purposes, with the Europeans in a classic junior partner
status. (We will discuss these examples in detail in Chapters 5 and 6.) The earliest
instance of this was in the first Gulf War, when the units and many of the operational
plans for the attack on Iraqi forces in Kuwait were taken wholesale from NATO’s
forces in Europe. Interestingly, at the start of the war, the French, who had withdrawn
from NATO’s integrated command in 1966, placed their forces under U.S. command.43

Several years later, NATO itself went into action, first in Bosnia-Herzegovina, then
against Serbia over Kosovo. The invasion of Afghanistan involved military forces from
a number of wealthy U.S. clients, both NATO members (including Germany) and other
countries (e.g., Australia, Japan); in 2003, NATO began to take over command of
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forces in parts of Afghanistan. A number of U.S. allies, again including several NATO
members, contributed forces to the second Gulf War against Iraq; once again, a few
years afterward, NATO itself began to train Iraqi government forces. Most recently, in
May 2005, NATO decided to become involved in supporting the African Union in its
peacekeeping efforts in Darfur (Sudan), providing strategic airlift and training. Given
Sudan’s status as a U.S. enemy and its ties to the militia the African Union mission was
intended to control, NATO’s action should be seen as a combination of routinely hos-
tile and humanitarian activities.

The expansion of NATO and other allied operations against enemies other than the
Soviet Union illustrates nicely the cybernetic quality of how junior partner status
developed. Originally, each of the U.S. post-World War II alliances was connected with
planning for a particular region. Once created, these alliances then interacted with mili-
tary assistance programs to shape arms transfers, production, and training for decades.
That in turn created a policy instrument – capable militaries accustomed to working with
the U.S. – which was used after the end of the cold war for combat operations in
regions where the founders of the alliances would never have imagined getting involved.

A similar cybernetic process has occurred in support of U.S. clients. It began at the
very dawn of the post-World War II era, with U.S. reliance on the British and French
to take charge of military problems in their colonies and, if possible, their former
colonies. American backing was not only political: the U.S. heavily subsidized the French
war in Indochina with money, weapons, and advice; and French political and military
officials, including the theatre commander, went so far as to give briefings in Washington
(see Chapter 5). As we saw in Chapters 2 and 3, the U.S. also worked closely with and
gave military and political support to the British during their intervention on behalf of
King Hussein in Jordan in 1958. In the 1980s, as we also saw in Chapter 2, the U.S.
both pressured and helped France to launch anti-Libyan operations in Chad. More
generally, the U.S. has favored the preservation of British and French influence in their
former colonies, so much so that when the British moved toward withdrawing their
military presence in the Persian Gulf and Southeast Asia (“East of Suez”), high-level
officials in Washington were notably upset: the U.S. Secretary of State exhorting his
British counterpart to “for God’s sake act like Britain.”44

Thus, from an early date, the U.S. was accustomed to helping at least some of its
wealthy clients maintain their military forces for possible intervention. To be sure, those
interventions were not on behalf of U.S. clients but once in place, the policy instrument
could be applied to other types of circumstances. For example, over the last decade,
the U.S. has begun to back its wealthy clients in their contributions to UN military
operations. One example of this is the intervention led by Australia in East Timor in
1999, following violence occasioned by a UN-sponsored referendum on independence
from Indonesia. The United States helped Australia militarily (airlift, intelligence, combat
reserves, plus planning) and politically (pressure on the Indonesian government and
support in the Security Council). Similarly, the U.S. gave political and budgetary sup-
port to the British military stiffening of the UN’s operation in Sierra Leone and to
similar French activity in Côte d’Ivoire.45

Given this pattern of cooperation, it was not much of a stretch for the U.S. to organize
wealthy clients intervening on behalf of poorer U.S. clients. The reasons for this were
varied, although most involved a combination of U.S. reluctance to commit its own troops
and wealthy clients’ eagerness, or at least willingness, to commit theirs. This is parti-
cularly true of interventions on behalf of poorer clients perceived by U.S. officials as
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disorganized and lacking strong indigenous forces which the U.S. could support
directly (see the discussion of “basket cases” in Chapter 5). A classic arena for the U.S.
use of European clients as junior partners is the Democratic Republic of the Congo,
formerly known as Zaire. We mentioned in Chapter 3 that the U.S. carried out extensive
CIA paramilitary operations in 1964 (see Chapter 5 for details) to support the central
government in the face of an insurgency, but this was only because the U.S. had earlier
tried and failed to get the Europeans to intervene, on the grounds that “the African
continent was above all their responsibility.” In the end, the Belgians agreed, and dropped
paratroopers from U.S. planes into two cities. In 1977, insurgents again threatened, and
so the French flew Moroccan troops to Zaire, where they were given logistical support
by the U.S. The next year, the insurgents launched another invasion; this time, the
French and Belgians both sent troops in U.S. C-141 heavy transport planes.46

More recent examples are Liberia and Haiti (see Chapter 5 for details). In Liberia,
worsening violence in the summer of 2003 led to calls for the U.S. to intervene on the
grounds that “a long tradition” linked the two countries and accordingly that it was
“normal for the United States to play a special role” there. Instead, the U.S. put toge-
ther a sort of package for Liberia: it applied pressure on the president of the country, a
faction leader under indictment for war crimes, to go into exile; it assembled a West
African peacekeeping force, obtaining UN approval for it, having a senior U.S. official
named as the Secretary General’s special representative, authorizing the UN force in
Sierra Leone to assist, and persuading the British to contribute troops to a future UN
peacekeeping force in Liberia; and finally it sent a small number of marines into
Liberia as part of these operations, with a larger contingent remaining offshore in
reserve. The next year, in Haiti, the U.S. pressured the country’s elected president into
resigning in the face of a rebellion, flying him to the Central African Republic to
reduce his future influence; it then organized an interventionary force composed of
troops from the U.S., France, Canada, and Chile, and obtained both a request for its
deployment by the new Haitian government and a UN resolution approving of that
deployment. In both Liberia and Haiti, the U.S. rapidly withdrew its troops, leaving
other states to do the peacekeeping; it also organized donor conferences (for economic
reconstruction and development funds) for both states in the months after the inter-
vention. Note, once again, the deep and routine use of the United Nations and other
multilateral institutions (in West Africa, Latin America, and the Caribbean).47

In addition to their interventionary activities on behalf of U.S. clients and against U.S.
enemies, wealthy clients are junior partners in less spectacular ways. One is by helping
provide training for developing countries to take over from them in future peace-
keeping operations, just as they and the UN did, in effect, from the United States. The
U.S. has been carrying out this training for some of its clients and other African states
since 1996, using both U.S. soldiers and private contractors. This program was then
expanded into a Global Peace Operations Initiative and, as such, endorsed by the G-8
group of wealthiest countries (the U.S. plus six client states, plus Russia). It involved
both bilateral training programs by the U.S., France, and the United Kingdom; and a
multilateral center in Ghana, subsidized by Germany, the U.K., Canada, Italy, France,
the Netherlands, and the European Union. A similar center for training constabulary
forces in peacekeeping missions was also established in Italy.48

An additional type of military support by wealthy clients comes in the form of arms
sales. Although consistent data are hard to come by, the two leading data bases on the
subject both show that wealthy U.S. clients are among the world’s leading weapons
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suppliers, accounting for between one-third and two-thirds of total sales by countries
other than the U.S., and around 40 percent of sales to developing nations. The buyers
of these weapons are overwhelmingly U.S. clients: they comprise 33 of the world’s top
38 recipients and 96 percent of the total sales by U.S. clients. Insofar as arms sales are
a means of transferring resources to help maintain regimes in power, U.S. clients’ sales,
which range from 57 percent to 77 percent of U.S. sales, are an important adjunct to U.S.
individual efforts, even if they cut into potential profits from U.S. firms.49

Political contributions

We have seen that the wealthy U.S. client states became junior partners in both eco-
nomic and military relations, helping support poorer U.S. clients while opposing U.S.
enemies. A similar role can be seen in the sphere of political relations, although with
one important difference. Political assistance to poorer clients is often either low key or
completely covert, since payoffs, furnishing of enemy names, and police support are not
the kind of activities either the U.S. or recipient states wish to have widely discussed. In
addition, certain forms of assistance, notably bribes and support payments, tend to be
exclusive: if an official of a state is regularly given cash by a local CIA officer, the
former can generally assume that the latter would not be happy if he were also to be
paid off by someone from a third state. (There are of course exceptions to this.) Hence,
we would not expect that wealthy clients would play much of a supporting role in
providing political assistance to U.S. clients. One exception is, as we mentioned above,
French assistance in counterinsurgency (including torture) techniques to Argentina and
Chile – and, for that matter, to the U.S.50

On the other hand, wealthy clients were and are active in giving the U.S. political
support against its (and their) enemies. This policy began early on, when the OPC (the
CIA’s original covert action branch; see Chapters 5 and 6) set up “stay-behind armies”
in many Western European countries. The purpose of these was to serve as a nucleus
for resistance if there were to be a takeover by communist forces, whether indigenous
ones or by means of an invasion by the Soviet Union. When NATO was created,
coordination (including furnishing supplies and technical advice on matters such as
planting explosives) passed to a committee of the organization, run out of its head-
quarters in first Paris, then Brussels. The committee was dominated by U.S. officials
from both the CIA and the military, although the U.S. formed an Executive Group,
together with Britain and France, within the committee. Long after the fear of a com-
munist takeover had passed, the stay-behind armies remained and, in several countries,
began carrying out political actions against actual or suspected leftists, including
assisting military coups d’état (in Greece and Turkey) and engaging in terrorist actions
(in Italy, Spain, Turkey, Germany, and Belgium).51

For much of the cold war, the intelligence agencies of the United States cooperated
with their counterparts in Western Europe and elsewhere. Many of the arrangements
set up were bilateral: the CIA, for example, would receive information from the French
or the Germans about certain Soviet activities either locally or in third countries. This
was not simply a matter of handing tips to the Americans but of using U.S. expertise in
signals intelligence and in turn receiving certain kinds of material. There were also
multilateral arrangements set up. One was a signals intelligence sharing agreement
in 1948 between the U.S., Britain, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand, with other
countries, such as Japan and Norway, playing a more limited role. The targets of this
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program were Soviet and Warsaw Pact communications around the world. Another
arrangement, concluded in the late 1960s with the same English-speaking countries,
involved the sharing of counterintelligence information, again about the Soviet Union.
Other groups, with broader membership among wealthy countries (most of them U.S.
clients), were set up starting in the late 1970s to exchange information about different
types of terrorism. In addition, as we will see in the next chapter, the U.S. also coop-
erated with the British and other states on covert interventions designed to overthrow
enemy regimes.52

Since the end of the cold war, cooperation between intelligence agencies has if anything
intensified. The “Global War on Terror,” for all its controversial aspects, has involved
routine coordination between the U.S. and all of its wealthy clients. Signals and human
intelligence are being exchanged; counterintelligence agencies (e.g., the FBI in the U.S.;
MI5 in the U.K.) are cooperating on tracking down and arresting suspects (and, in
some cases, in “rendering” them to third countries for interrogation and torture); and
financial records are being pored over and bank accounts frozen. These joint activities
are being carried out both against groups accused of terrorism and states accused of
sponsoring terrorism. Other U.S. enemies accused of possessing or of aiming to possess
weapons of mass destruction are also targets of political cooperation, not only across
intelligence and law-enforcement agencies but by coordinated diplomacy.53

Trends and transitions

As we have presented them, the two types of U.S. clients, economically deprived and
wealthy, are both distinct and overlap. They differ from each other not only in terms of
whether they contribute or receive grants and loans but, as we have seen, with regard to
the presumed strength of their regimes and their status as junior partners. On the other
hand, some of the programs – notably arms sales – first developed for one type of client
have subsequently been used for the other type and even for nonclients. More sig-
nificantly, there is in principle no barrier preventing economically deprived clients from
becoming wealthy ones. At the end of World War II, many states which were then in
dire need of grants and loans to reconstruct their economies and which also could not
afford to reconstruct their militaries soon became wealthy enough no longer to require
such resource flows. Other, poorer, states, such as South Korea, began to go through a
similar process. For these reasons, it is useful to take a broader look at the post-world
War II period when many of the client maintenance instruments were developed.

We can begin by looking at resource flows over time. Although, as we saw, there are
and have been many different programs for transferring resources, those programs fall
into four general budget categories: (1) economic assistance (mostly grants and con-
cessional loans); (2) military assistance (again, grants and concessional loans; also
training); (3) nonconcessional loans (mostly from the Export-Import Bank); and (4) arms
sales (both government-to-government and direct commercial). It is possible, for any
given country, to get an idea of total resource flows by adding up the numbers for each
budget category across all the years that the programs have been in operation. We have
done this in Figure 4.1 for four different types of client states: wealthy countries which
received reconstruction aid after World War II; wealthy countries which did not receive
such aid (e.g., countries like Australia); less wealthy countries; and poor countries.54

What Figure 4.1 shows is how, for the almost 60 years in which most of the resource
flow programs have been in operation, the composition of those flows has varied
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considerably from wealthy clients to poorer ones. For wealthy clients which received
reconstruction aid, economic assistance and military assistance were of roughly the
same magnitude, with arms sales (which, as we saw, took over from military aid for
those states in the 1970s) accounting for close to half of total flows. The less wealthy
clients, being unable to afford to purchase arms until more recently, received greater
amounts of military aid than the value of the weapons they bought; their proportion of
economic aid was around the same as for the reconstructing wealthy states. By con-
trast, the nonreconstruction wealthy clients received practically no aid of any sort, with
arms sales serving as the only means of transferring resources. Finally, the poorest cli-
ents received a relatively low proportion of their resources in the form of arms, whether
as aid or as purchases; most resource transfers were economic grants and loans, the
latter being both concessional and nonconcessional. None of these results are surpris-
ing, although they do confirm the large differences between wealthy and poorer clients.

The story becomes more interesting if we split the post-World War II era into two parts
and compare the 1946–71 period with the 1972–2003 one. Figure 4.2 shows a clear
convergence between the two types of wealthy clients: although those receiving recon-
struction assistance began, evidently, with greater percentages of economic and military
grants and loans than those not reconstructing, this difference had vanished by the
more recent time period, with neither type of client getting any significant concessional
aid and the main resource flowing to both types of clients being purchased weapons.
On the other hand, Figure 4.3 tells a different story. Less wealthy clients diminish sharply
their reliance on economic assistance; they continue, though on a reduced basis,
receiving military aid; but when they can afford to start buying arms, they do so in a
very large way. Poor clients still have a high percentage (just over 40 percent) of their
resource inflows in the form of economic assistance and a low (though increased) per-
centage in the form of military assistance. The real shift over time is that arms sales
went up considerably. Thus, even poor clients, for whom economic aid represents a
significant portion of total resource inflows, are buying many more weapons now than
in the past. This points to both a major push in terms of arms sales as well as a
diminution, in real terms, in concessional aid since its heyday in the first two decades
after World War II.55

If we turn now to specific countries, we can see some interesting patterns. A central
argument in Chapter 3 was that the acquisition of clients involved the U.S. making a

Figure 4.1 Distribution of resource flows by client type, 1946–73
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.
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commitment; combining that with the discussion earlier in this chapter about the
development of policy instruments for maintaining clients leads to the implication that
when clients were acquired after those instruments had been developed, there should
have been an increase in resource flows (this also happened, as we saw, in the pre-World
War II period, but there were far fewer instruments and the flow of resources was much
lower). An example of this can be seen in Figure 4.4, which shows that as Egypt was
moving toward client status, the flow of economic aid sharply increased from a level of
zero to almost $3 billion in constant 2003 dollars (this was also connected with the
Sinai withdrawal agreements). When, in 1978, Egypt became a client, it was rewarded
for its switch with over $3 billion in military aid (we discussed this in Chapter 3) and
practically $5 billion in arms sales.

The reverse of this process can be seen in Figure 4.5. This depicts flows to Iran,
which had been a client from 1953 to 1979, when the Islamic Revolution ended that
status. For close to two decades, the U.S. sent economic assistance programs, military
aid, and nonconcessional loans to the country. The amounts transferred in these pro-
grams were not trivial, running between $100 million and $800 million per program, in
constant dollars, depending on the year (the length of the y-axis, necessary to capture
arms sales, tends to obscure these transfers). This ended in the early 1970s, when the

Figure 4.3 Changes in distribution of resource flows to less wealthy clients, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.

Figure 4.2 Changes in distribution of resource flows to wealthy clients, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.
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run-up in oil prices left the Shah with greatly increased revenues, thereby obviating his
need for aid and making it possible for him to go on an arms-buying spree (over $12
billion worth, in constant 2003 dollars, in 1974 alone). This coincided perfectly with U.
S. policy which, under the Nixon Doctrine, encouraged several countries to act as
regional policemen for the United States. When demonstrations in 1978 forced the
Shah out of power, the Islamic regime that replaced him quickly became considered by
the U.S. as an enemy and arms sales crashed to zero.56

The case of El Salvador reveals a different pattern (see Figure 4.6). For decades after
the abortive peasant uprising, the country was for the U.S. a backwater, ruled by a
succession of military dictators and military-backed oligarchs. Then, in 1979 and 1980,
when it looked as if a coalition of leftist groups might take power (first by political, then
by military, means), the U.S. sharply increased all three kinds of aid: economic, military,
and nonconcessional (see Chapter 5). Throughout the 1980s, as a war raged between

Figure 4.4 Resource flows to Egypt, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.

Figure 4.5 Resource flows to Iran, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.
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insurgents and the state, the latter was strongly backed by the U.S. with advisers,
equipment, and massive resource flows. Once a peace agreement led to the insurgency’s
end, each kind of aid, including economic, declined. This “spike” – a sudden increase
in aid, followed by a precipitous fall-off – in assistance illustrates not only the essen-
tially political nature of even economic aid but also the extent to which routine main-
tenance of clients is a relatively low-cost affair. For most of El Salvador’s history as a
U.S. client, resource flows to it were tiny; only when the regime needed the U.S. to
intervene on its behalf did aid rise to appreciable levels.

In short, resource flows over the past 60 years illustrate much about the routine
maintenance of both wealthy and poorer clients. The former, though originally receiv-
ing more military (and for that matter, economic) aid than the latter, have for several
decades now had their U.S.-supplied resources restricted only to purchased weapons.
Poorer clients, though, while receiving higher percentages of economic aid, have had
their flows pumped up or down depending on their political situation; but they, too,
have ended up more and more as purchasers of U.S. arms. Indeed, for all clients of
whatever type and indeed, for all countries, the two principal trends after World War II
are, first, the decline in all forms of assistance – economic, military, and nonconces-
sional – in both absolute and relative terms (see Figures 4.7 and 4.8) and second, the
significant rise in arms sales (Figure 4.7).57

Client maintenance today

We indicated above that there has been a considerable proliferation of policy instru-
ments by which U.S. clients are maintained. Programs were not only replaced by other
programs but subdivided into new and ever more specialized forms, diffusing as well
from the states for which they were originally intended to other states in completely
different regions. At times, existing programs were used in pursuit of entirely new goals.
In all these ways, particular client states have been the arena for ever greater numbers
of U.S. government organizations even if the state in question is not experiencing a
crisis. This general pattern can be seen clearly by taking a programmatic view of cur-
rent resource flows as a whole.

Figure 4.6 Resource flows to El Salvador, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.

The routine maintenance of client states 101



To see this, we can look at the latest data available on resource flows to all countries,
rather than at individual countries or a sample of recipients, as we did above. Although,
as we saw, some types of maintenance activities do not involve significant financial
outlays, many do, including arms sales. (Whether weapons are paid for by the U.S. or
the recipient state, they are a real transfer of resources from the former to build up the
capabilities of the latter.) This will give us an idea of the U.S. resources involved in
routine client maintenance, as well as how those resources are divided up by type of
client, geographical region, and, more generally, how many resources go to clients as
opposed to nonclients. In this way, we can begin to answer the broader question of just
how expensive the U.S. client state empire is on a day-to-day basis, and hence what, if
any, resource constraints there are on that empire’s longevity.58

In 2004, the U.S. transferred some $35.8 billion in resources to other states, either
through direct bilateral arrangements or through its contributions to multilateral lend-
ing agencies (see Table 4.1). Of this sum, around a quarter was in the form of economic
aid, with another seventh being military aid. By far the largest resource component was
weapons sold through the U.S. government or by private firms; some of those sales

Figure 4.8 Aid Flows to All Countries, 1946–2003
Source: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) as per note 57.

Figure 4.7 Changes in distribution of resource flows to all clients, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Cooperation
Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54
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Table 4.1 Resource flows to clients and non-clients by region in 2004

Region Clients/
Non-clients

Economic
Aid

Military
Aid

Military
Sales

Total Aid

Western Hemisphere Clients 3286.2* 913.1 555.2 4754.6
Non-Clients 21.6 0 0 21.6

Europe Clients 537.1 104.3 4751.6 5393.1
Non-Clients 1260 89.1 644.4 1993.5

Middle East and
Littoral North Africa

Clients 1502.8 3711.6 2647.9 7862.4
Non-Clients 318.3 29.2 106.8 454.2

Africa Clients 631.8 4.7 0.7 637.2
Non-Clients 2843.7 29.8 36.1 2909.7

Caucasus, Central and
South Asia

Clients 2110.6 741.8 70.3 2922.8
Non-Clients 2241.8 43.1 36.5 2321.5

East Asia and Pacific Clients 382.9 31.6 5089.0 5503.6
Non-Clients 1047.7 7.7 19.0 1074.4

World Total Clients 8451.4 5507.1 13114.7 27073.7
Non-Clients 7733.1 198.9 842.8 8774.9

Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development Bank
(2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (2005), as per note 58.

Note: * In millions of 2004 dollars.

Table 4.2 Largest recipients of resources, 2004

Rank Country Total resource flows

1 Egypt 2886.3*
2 Afghanistan 1771.7
3 Japan 1645.0
4 Israel 1530.5
5 Saudi Arabia 1489.2
6 Brazil 1110.2
7 United Kingdom 1067.3
8 Pakistan 1050.2
9 South Korea 1008.6
10 India 964.4
11 Colombia 942.2
12 Jordan 912.3
13 Australia 756.9
14 Thailand 636.0
15 Turkey 603.1
16 Democratic Rep. of Congo 561.4
17 Netherlands 506.0
18 United Arab Emirates 505.2
19 Italy 495.5
20 Vietnam 481.2

Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development Bank
(2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and Development
(2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (2005), as per note 58.

Note: * In millions of 2004 dollars.
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were paid for by military aid but most were not. These resources went disproportionately
to client states (who comprise the top 10 resource recipients and 18 of the top 20; see
Table 4.2): they received slightly over half (52 percent) of all economic aid (including
from multilateral agencies), in spite of having many more people, and almost all the
military aid (97 percent) and arms sales (95 percent). Combining all resources, U.S.
clients received over three times as much as nonclients (see Figure 4.9).

As we might expect, the difference between clients and nonclients is not simply that
the former receive greater resources than the latter but that the type of resources they
receive is different as well. Figure 4.10 shows that over the past half century or so as a
whole, the resources clients received were divided into proportions that were not grossly
different: arms sales, followed by appreciable amounts of economic aid, and with mili-
tary aid and nonconcessional loans being of roughly equal amounts. By contrast,
nonclients received the vast majority of their resources in the form of economic aid,
with nonconcessional loans being less than half that amount and the other two categories
close to zero. This indicates just how significant military resources (aid and sales) are to
client status. To be a client, as we defined it in Chapter 2, means that the U.S. is committed

Figure 4.10 Distribution of types of resource flows to clients and non-clients, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005) and U.S. Defense Security Coopera-
tion Agency (2004 and predecessor volumes) as per note 54.

Figure 4.9 Distribution of resource flows between clients and non-clients, 2004
Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development
Bank (2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(2005), as per note 58.

104 The routine maintenance of client states



to the maintenance of the state’s regime; although there are a number of ways of
keeping that commitment, one set of ways – the transfer of military resources – is directed
overwhelmingly toward client states. Nonclients may be helped out economically but
viewed over the long run, the U.S. has done very little on behalf of their militaries.

This may now be starting to change. Figure 4.11 summarizes the distribution of
resource transfers in 2004 across all clients, showing once again the dominating role of
arms sales. When those sales are added to military aid, the percentages are even higher:
U.S. clients receive something like 69 percent of their total resource transfers from the
U.S. in the form of weapons, training, and other forms of military assistance. The
corresponding figures for nonclients, of course, are much lower (Figure 4.12). Most of
what nonclients receive from the U.S. is economic assistance; when resource transfers
from junior partners are included, this disproportion can grow still further. However,
something like 10 percent of resource transfers to nonclients are arms sales, all the
more significant because most of those sales are not subsidized by U.S. foreign military
financing. If we add in the arms sales made by wealthy U.S. clients, many nonclients
turn out to be receiving (mostly buying) important portions of their foreign resources
in the form of weapons. Recent efforts by the Pentagon to carry out “counterterrorist”
military training in Africa (mostly among nonclients), although relatively inexpensive
in budgetary terms, may open the door to further arms transfers.59

Figure 4.12 Distribution of resource flows to non-clients, 2004
Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development
Bank (2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(2005), as per notes 58, 59.

Figure 4.11 Distribution of resource flows to clients, 2004
Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development
Bank (2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(2005), as per notes 58, 59.
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U.S. resource transfers are geographically highly concentrated. The region receiving
the most resources in fiscal year 2004 was the Middle East and North Africa, which in
total transfers (Figure 4.13) is easily in first place. East Asia and the Pacific comes
second, followed by Europe and then the Western Hemisphere. Africa comes dead last,
indicative of just how few clients the U.S. has there. More generally, we can say that
there are three types of regions from the standpoint of U.S. resource transfers to clients:
the areas of long-standing clients (Europe, the Western Hemisphere, and East Asia and
the Pacific), which receive roughly similar amounts; the Middle East and North Africa,
which, beset by conflicts and possessing many U.S. clients, is the region in which the U.S.
sees the most urgent need to maintain clients; and Africa, which by all accounts is in
U.S. eyes a backwater best left to the French and British.60

How expensive is the U.S. client state empire from the standpoint of routine main-
tenance? Total U.S. resource transfers to its clients in 2004 cost $27 billion. Of course
there are other costs of maintaining the empire, notably those connected with inter-
vention, but by itself, the figure of $27 billion is almost ludicrously small. (In fact,
considering that close to half of U.S. transfers to its clients take the form of unsubsi-
dized arms sales, the real budgetary incidence is even tinier.) The fiscal year 2004
budget outlay for the U.S. government was $1.9 trillion; routine maintenance of 81
client states cost slightly over one percent of that figure.61 This is low-cost empire with
a vengeance: the vast majority of U.S. clients are stable and indeed, when wealthy
enough, contribute to helping out the U.S. At least for most clients, most of the time,
maintenance is really routine. This was not always the case in the past: for example, in
the early days of the cold war, U.S. resource transfers ran to over 20 percent of the
federal budget (see Figure 4.14). However, as the situation normalized, the cost of
routine maintenance declined significantly, stabilizing in the early 1980s (ironically, the
years when Reagan was president and the cold war is supposed to have worsened) to

Figure 4.13 Total resource flows for 2004
Sources: U.S. Department of State (2005b), World Bank (2004c), Inter-American Development
Bank (2005a), Asian Development Bank (2005), European Bank for Reconstruction and
Development (2005), African Development Bank (2005), U.S. Central Intelligence Agency
(2005), as per note 58.
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just around 2 percent of total federal spending. The end of the cold war led to a further
decline, and so far the evidence is that the new war on terror has not appreciably
increased routine maintenance costs. We will return to this issue in the concluding
chapter of this book; but for now, note that if in the future a problem arises of
“imperial overstretch” or some other resource difficulty in maintaining the U.S. empire,
it cannot come from the day-to-day costs of its maintenance. The costs of interventions
on behalf of clients or against enemies, however, are potentially another story.

Figure 4.14 Budgetary cost of economic and military assistance, 1946–2003
Sources: U.S. Agency for International Development (2005), U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (2005), as per note 61.
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5 Client maintenance by interventions

Most of the time, policy makers inWashington consider the problems faced by U.S. client
states to be routine. This does not mean that those problems are trivial from a human or
moral point of view (for example, the spread of AIDS, or the effects of global warm-
ing); what it does mean is that the problems are not considered to have any appreciable
chance of resulting in the clients’ regimes losing power. For routine problems, as we saw
in Chapter 4, there are multiple programs that can be administered to transfer resour-
ces to clients and otherwise help them, at least as seen through U.S. eyes.

Other kinds of problems raise more dire prospects. There may be an economic crisis,
or an impending election, or an insurgency, any of which presents the possibility that the
regime might fall from power or, that if it continues in power, might give rise to an
enemy or even become one itself. In these situations, the U.S. risks the loss of the client,
a prospect which, in Dr. Johnson’s well-known phrase, “concentrates [the] mind won-
derfully.” Suddenly, special task forces are created, high-level policy makers get
involved, ambassadors are recalled, and crisis meetings are scheduled; even if the chances
of actually losing the client are slight, the situation calls for special measures. But which
ones? Here we have to consider, yet again, the cybernetic quality of U.S. policy making.

If the country in question is already a U.S. client, then, prior to the moment when
loss becomes seen as a possibility, there will be a set of programs revolving around
routine maintenance. Hence, unless those programs come under sudden and massive
pressure, the newest problem is likely to be seen as involving some incapacity on the
part of the client itself: something that the regime is either unable to do adequately or
perhaps making worse. If, on the other hand, the country in question is not yet a client,
then the newest problem is by definition due to the incapacity of the state or its patron,
if there is a patron. In either case, the emerging problem has to do with tasks which
others are performing inadequately. This means that policy making in Washington will
of necessity involve considering how to assume some degree of responsibility for tasks
which had been carried out by local authorities (who had perhaps been aided by some
other state). We define this taking over as intervention in the affairs of the client.

Our aim in this chapter is to discuss the principal types of intervention on behalf of
clients, as they have been developed over the last century. We begin with a general over-
view of the concept of intervention, distinguishing it from other phenomena, including
routine maintenance of clients. We introduce the concept of families of intervention
situations, then, in the rest of the chapter, turn to concentrate on three different “sub-
families” of client maintenance intervention: those which involve taking over economic
or political tasks from the client; those which involve taking over military tasks; and
those which involve replacing the personnel of the regime. As we will see, these three



subfamilies are distinguished from each other less by the policy instrument employed
(since instruments can be used in more than one situation) than by the nature of the
situations common to each subfamily.

The concept of intervention

As we have defined it, intervention goes well beyond the sending of troops or other
members of the armed forces. It involves any policy in which an activity by a regime,
essential to its survival, is taken over by an outside actor. As we will see, those activities
range from assuring creditors or soliciting votes to stay in power to accompanying troops
into combat or carrying out bombing raids. If the leaders of the regime are themselves
considered the problem, then, in effect, the U.S., or those it is supporting, will take over
their activities, i.e., overthrow the leaders. (See Chapter 6 for an extension to the case of
intervention against enemies.) Whatever the type of taking over, policy making in such
dire situations involves the substitution of a U.S. policy instrument for that of an
existing or new client. This permits officials in Washington to focus their attention
rather than to disperse their resources; it also gives, yet again, a strong programmatic
and organizational cast to policy making even under circumstances of grave worry.1

Of course, it could be argued that it is misleading to distinguish between intervention
and routine maintenance. After all, to be a client state is to accept surveillance and
problem solving by a patron, who thus has a permanent presence in the client’s internal
affairs. There is, however, an important difference between a normal presence and a
takeover of local responsibilities on an urgent basis. Under normal circumstances, the
regimes of U.S. clients are competent enough to maintain themselves in formal and
informal positions of political and economic power. They may need resources to do so
over and above those available internally – although, as we saw in Chapter 4, they may
have enough cash on hand actually to pay for certain of those resources (e.g., weapons)
by themselves – but those resources are transferred on behalf of the regime’s own per-
sonnel. The archetypal example of this relationship is the military assistance provided
by the U.S. to the armed forces of its less wealthy clients: the U.S. trains the clients’ troops
and furnishes them with weapons. Similarly, economic assistance involves building
hospitals or schools or courthouses, activities that the clients would normally undertake
themselves and which, following the act of construction, they will use in providing
health care or teaching children or holding trials. As states become wealthier, their need
for externally-supplied resources to carry out these activities decreases.

In situations where a regime’s maintenance of power is threatened, however, the
issue, at least in Washington’s eyes, is no longer whether the regime needs more resources
to do the job but whether, even if such resources were provided, it would be capable of
doing the job. That is why the issue is whether to take over some of the regime’s
activities, not simply furnish resources to it. To both the U.S. and its client, this is a
significant step: it means that the relationship has passed, if only for a limited time,
from being one of tutelage and advice-giving to one in which the client is, in essence, an
onlooker. Issues of national pride are accentuated; and it is difficult for the U.S., even if
technically its takeover of activities is at the invitation of the host government, to avoid
responsibility for failure in carrying out the activities. It is for this reason that U.S.
policy makers consider the stakes high enough for senior officials to get involved: not
that the cost of the takeover is so high, at least in budgetary or manpower terms, but
that the costs of losing are high and therefore that there will be a built-in motive to
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escalate. Even when the activities in question are supposedly covert, the assumption is
that other states, at least, are aware of what the U.S. is doing (although the secrecy
permits “plausible deniability” of the U.S. role), thereby again engaging U.S. prestige.
In this way, intervention in a client’s affairs is, as takeover, a matter of great political
significance both to the U.S. and to the client.

To be a client is to acquiesce in U.S. surveillance and concern with regime perfor-
mance, whether domestic or foreign. All clients, whether rich or poor, routinely main-
tained or undergoing intervention, are accustomed to U.S. officials checking up on
their performance and offering advice. In all clients, the U.S. plays a high-profile role,
even if this may be done with tact and delicacy. None of this is unusual, so much so that it
is taken for granted by both clients and the U.S. But when regimes risk no longer
holding onto power, the U.S. responsibility is suddenly brought to the foreground and
made hyper-visible. Intervention, even if cheap, is considered exceptional and hence is
of great political significance. When we speak of intervening “in the affairs” of a client
state, the emphasis should not be on particular affairs as opposed to others but on the
sense that the affairs are those of the client, so that a U.S. takeover is a deviation from
whatever the norm has been for that state up until that time.

Almost by definition, intervention is expected to be uncommon. The regimes of most
client states, even if not performing at a high level of competence, are nonetheless
assumed by U.S. officials to be capable of maintaining themselves in power. And when
a regime is seen as incompetent, it is not necessarily considered to be in a condition of
free fall, such that it might be considered as a “failed state,” one “utterly incapable of
sustaining itself as a member of the international community,” and “in which public
authorities are either unable or unwilling to carry out their end of what Hobbes long
ago called the social contract, but which now includes more than maintaining the peace
among society’s many factions and interests.” In such states, as the State Department’s
director of policy planning put it while still an academic, “national authority struc-
tures” are “failed, weak, incompetent, or abusive … The best that people living in such
countries can hope for is marginal improvement in their material well-being; limited
access to social services, including health care and education; and a moderate degree of
individual physical security.”2

Regimes on behalf of whom the U.S. intervenes are not, indeed cannot be, perceived
as across-the-board incompetent, since, as we shall see, the U.S. would otherwise not
bother trying to keep them afloat. Rather, such regimes are viewed as confronting
much the same type of situation as in South Vietnam in 1961: “critical but not hope-
less.” Most of the time, the U.S. steps in long before some Hobbesian state of anarchy
is reached; on the rare occasions when a U.S. client finds itself in that situation, the
odds are that the U.S. has helped bring about that state of affairs (see examples later in
this chapter) as a way of destabilizing an unacceptable regime and replacing it by one
more to American tastes. Otherwise, even if a regime is incompetent at providing cer-
tain basic services to the population, such as physical security or basic education, it
may still be capable of maintaining its hold on power, provided, perhaps, that the U.S.
takes over certain tasks. Clients need not be well governed for their regimes to survive,
regardless of whether or not the U.S. intervenes in their affairs.3

This mixed picture gives U.S. policy making a particular characteristic. Since, in cases
of intervention, regimes are not failing across the board, deliberations in Washington
become a matter of characterizing the task at which the client regime is deficient and
then finding a U.S. policy instrument capable of being applied to that task. The first of
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these activities – characterizing the deficiency – is potentially highly complicated. In
fact, because clients (and, for that matter, some potential clients) are closely surveilled,
field officials in any given client are constantly sending back a stream of situation
descriptions, focusing on the regime’s performance across a range of activities (see the
discussion in Chapter 2 about links with Washington). When the performance in a
particular activity is deemed as potentially failing, a report along those lines is sent to
Washington and that in turn sets the agenda for subsequent discussion. The accuracy
of those reports is, of course, another matter.

The second activity in Washington which engages the attention of top officials involves
finding a policy instrument with which to take over the task at which a regime is said to be
failing. Here, the cybernetic mechanisms we discussed in Chapter 1 are relevant. When
a report of a regime’s failure at a task is received, officials engage in a search of existing
U.S. policy instruments similar to whichever instrument the regime is using; the first one
found is usually argued for as appropriate. For example, if an insurgency has broken
out and the regime’s troops are unable to put it down, then some type of troop-related
policy instrument will be seized on by U.S. officials. (This means that some of the same
policy instruments used for routine maintenance can also be used for intervention.) If
there is no U.S. instrument corresponding to the regime’s, one is put together by giving an
organization a new task, something which happened in the early years of the CIA.4

Of course, taking over a task does not guarantee that it will be accomplished suffi-
ciently to solve the problem. Other inadequacies may arise or be discovered, thereby
placing policy makers in a new situation, triggering new attempts at instrument matching,
and so forth. Even a resource insufficiency in U.S. policy instruments, such as a short-
fall in the number of troops, is in effect understood as an additional inadequacy on the
part of the client regime (the competence of U.S. soldiers and officials is almost never
questioned, as we will discuss in Chapter 7) which puts additional stress on the U.S.
program. For this reason, intervention policy for a given client may need to be remade
with some frequency, with each instance of policy making being tantamount to a new
situation. Since, in a given country, a particular policy instrument was identified as
appropriate to the situation for which it was employed, a change in that situation will
normally be thought of as indicating a need to change instruments.

It follows, then, that intervention policy making is above all a matter of specifying
the situation in which the client finds itself. A given situation is seen as indicating the
need for a particular instrument; although several instruments are in principle possible for
a given situation (recalling, again, that the same instrument can be applicable to multiple
situations), if the situation is specified with enough precision, only one instrument seems
to fit. This is why much of high-level policy making revolves around attempts to char-
acterize the situation in a given place and time; it is why high-level officials who just
returned from a visit that lasted perhaps forty-eight hours are considered to have valu-
able firsthand knowledge; and it is why rejected recommendations (e.g., to send troops,
or to offer negotiations) are typically castigated as inappropriate to the particularities of
the situation. To understand which policy instrument is used under what conditions, we
therefore need to specify, as parsimoniously as possible, the range of situations identified
by policy makers. We do this in Figure 5.1, which represents the top of what we call a
“pseudo-decision tree.”

What Figure 5.1 represents are the principal factors that distinguish situations, and
hence appropriate interventions (and noninterventions), in the eyes of U.S. policy
makers. Although couched as a series of questions, this is a presentational device and
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the questions should be thought of as simultaneous; hence the adjective “pseudo.” Our
claim is that each decisional node (see below) corresponds to one particular interven-
tion situation; although there are only a small number of criteria which we think high
level policy makers take into account, those criteria combine to generate a large
number of nodes, and thus types of interventions. The nodes fall into two basic famil-
ies, each being divided into several subfamilies. To see how this works, look at the very
top of the tree where the question is asked “Is the country a current client state?” If the
country in question is not, then we proceed to the right-hand side of the tree, asking
the follow-up question “Is the state a non-enemy?” Here there are two possibilities. The
first is that the state is a non-enemy, which then raises the possibility of its being
acquired as a client through one of the five different contexts of acquisition discussed in
Chapter 3. The other possibility is that the state is in fact identified as an enemy of the
U.S., in which case we enter the logic of hostile intervention, the topic of Chapter 6.

Figure 5.1 Client intervention situations, 1: Overview
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There, the fundamental question is, as we can see, “Is the regime strong militarily?”
which gives two subfamilies of intervention types to be discussed.

If, on the other hand, the answer to the question at the top of the tree is yes, then the
next question to distinguish situations is “Are the top political leaders of the regime
acceptable?” The answer to this question may be no, in which case U.S. officials will
want to replace the regime’s leaders by those deemed more competent or less repulsive.
This gives us one subfamily for interventions aiming at maintaining clients. We will
discuss this subfamily at the end of this chapter; as we will see, the first question to ask
about it is “Does the military back the regime’s top political leaders?” Alternatively, if
the regime is acceptable, the next question is “Is there a risk of losing the client?” The
answer here, of course, may be no, in which case intervention is not indicated and U.S.
efforts are directed at routine maintenance. However, if there is a risk of losing the
client, then policy makers will consider intervention. One of their principal considera-
tions in such cases will be “Is the problem military?” If the answer to this is yes, then
some type of intervention employing military policy instruments will be on the table;
this is an entire subfamily which we will discuss later in this chapter. Instead, the pro-
blem may be nonmilitary, in which case a third sub-family of other types of policy
instruments may be indicated. We now turn to this set of situations.

Non-military intervention situations

As policy makers in Washington understand it, situations in which nonmilitary inter-
vention is perhaps appropriate fall into four categories: those which call for emergency
economic aid (node 1), those which call for emergency covert political operations (node 2),
those which call for emergency action to separate the military from the top political leader
(node 3), and those for which it is too late for intervention to have any appreciable chance
of success (node 4). Figure 5.2 depicts these four situations as they are related to each
other and to the more general tree. The basic question is whether, in the face of a
nonmilitary problem which risks losing the client, the problem is due to a massive loss
of political support. If not, then some type of emergency assistance is indicated: eco-
nomic, if overt aid to the regime is politically possible; and covert political, if overt aid
is out of the question.

Our procedure here and for the rest of this and the next chapter will be to present
each node, explain its logic, and give one or more detailed historical examples of that
kind of intervention situation. Other detailed examples will be mentioned in the text
and can be found on the book’s website. Still other examples are mentioned briefly in
the endnotes to this and the next chapter. A list of all the examples for each node is
presented at the start of the node.

Emergency economic assistance: Node 1

Dominican Republic (1908: text); Nicaragua (1911: text); El Salvador (1921: text);
Cuba (1922: text); Dominican Republic (1922 and after: text); Italy (1946–48: text);
France (1946–48: text); Mexico (1994–95: text); Turkey (2001: website); Brazil (2002:
website)

We saw in Chapter 4 that routine client maintenance for less wealthy clients usually
includes a transfer of financial resources in the form of different types of grants and
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loans. These transfers are typically programmed with a long lead time: for example,
bilateral development assistance funds for a given fiscal year are requested by the president
in January in the budget he submits to Congress; if approved on time, the funds will be
disbursed starting in October and stretching to the following September. The prospect
of a regime falling from power, however, requires a considerably more expedited proce-
dure: if the problem is financial, such as a possible default that might result in the regime’s
being unable to pay the armed forces or supply them with weapons, then the U.S. will
quickly have to take over the regime’s debt payments or other obligations.

In the early days of the client state empire, this takeover involved emergency loans or
other financial arrangements, more often than not made by Wall Street banks, whether
individually or in consortia. We have already discussed in Chapter 3 how the acquisi-
tion of the Dominican Republic and El Salvador revolved around a customs

Figure 5.2 Client intervention situations, 2: Non-Military
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arrangement in the first case and a loan in the second, with the regimes in both coun-
tries facing imminent threats (from European creditors and from domestic opponents,
respectively). Emergency loans were also made after states in the region had become
clients. For example, in Cuba, less-than-clean elections in the early 1920s left the new
president facing a depleted treasury and an inability to pay the basic wages needed to
keep the government functioning and him in power. A loan of $50 million was arranged
by J.P. Morgan and Company, with the explicit approval of the State Department and
promises by the Cubans to carry out various reforms. Around the same time, in the
Dominican Republic, as U.S. military withdrawal approached, American diplomats
were concerned that a new Dominican government would need emergency funds if it
were to have a chance to survive. Five New York banks bid on, and provided, a loan
of $10 million.5

On occasion, emergency loans could be made by the U.S. government itself. An
example of this concerns Nicaragua, with whom the Taft Administration had negotiated
the Chamorro-Weitzel treaty providing for an exclusive U.S. option on a Nicaraguan
canal route as well as basing and leasing rights, all these in ostensible exchange for
providing the Nicaraguan government with an emergency $3 million loan. Interestingly,
even after Taft left office and the populist William Jennings Bryan had succeeded the
corporate lawyer Philander Knox as Secretary of State, the Wilson administration, at
Bryan’s urging, opted to support the treaty for fear that the Díaz government would
fall and instability ensue.6

By the later 1930s, the U.S. had begun to rely more and more heavily on government
funds rather than private capital as a source of emergency loans. One instrument for
this was the Exchange Stabilization Fund (ESF), controlled by the Treasury Depart-
ment and created in 1934. The initial idea behind the Fund was to stabilize the
exchange value of the dollar; however, within a few years, it had begun to be used for
lending dollars to poorer countries (most of them U.S. clients, many in Latin America)
on a short-term basis, although most of those loans were not prompted by fears of client
regime collapse. Mexico was the first country for which emergency ESF arrangements
were made, and for many years thereafter, it, and to a lesser degree other Latin American
countries, were the principal objects of ESF solicitude (in 1976, the UK also received a
large loan). However, the first use of the ESF for interventionary purposes – occasioned
precisely by concerns over the political survival of the regime – did not take place until
the Mexican financial rescue of 1995 (see below).7

The 1940s saw two other mechanisms created for providing emergency loans. One of
these mechanisms, the Marshall Plan, was time-and-place specific; the other, the IMF,
is still very much with us today. In Chapter 3, we discussed the importance of the
Marshall Plan as a means of client acquisition in the context of postwar planning and
as a means of providing surveillance and control through the use of counterpart funds.
However, it is worth recalling that the Plan was put forward in a situation perceived as
one of “crisis” in several European countries, notably France and Italy, where the
economic distress was considered so grave as to raise the spectre of communist gov-
ernment, whether by elections or as a result of a general strike. Both France and Italy
were major recipients of Marshall Plan aid; in the nearly 12 months between Mar-
shall’s speech and when Congress finally passed the necessary legislation, both coun-
tries also received emergency aid from Washington.8

The mechanism still around today is the International Monetary Fund (IMF). This
institution, one of whose creators was the same official (Harry Dexter White) who first
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used the ESF for emergency loans, had from the beginning as one of its central missions
the provision of foreign exchange in financial crises. There have of course been many
such crises over the past half-century and the IMF, in which the U.S. plays a pre-
ponderant role (the number two official is American and a high percentage of the staff
are either U.S. citizens or trained in the U.S.; the U.S. also exercises enormous influence
on policy decisions), has regularly helped U.S. clients and kept funds out of the hands
of U.S. enemies. In the same way as the multilateral development institutions discussed
in Chapter 4, the IMF permits the U.S. to mobilize the resources of other countries,
with a multiplier of around six times the current U.S. contribution. The IMF also carries
out what it calls “surveillance” of the economic situation in member countries, thereby
permitting performance to be assessed and problems anticipated (in theory) in a way
which may be politically more palatable than if done by the U.S.

The Mexican financial rescue of 1995 exemplifies nicely the policy instruments
invented in the 1930s and 1940s. By 1994, Mexico had liberalized its investment and
trade policies; this led to an increase in exports but an even greater increase in imports.
Private capital inflows had gone up, but most of this took the form of portfolio
investments which could easily be sold off if investors got frightened. They did, due to
a series of political shocks: armed attacks by a guerrilla movement in the state of Chiapas;
the kidnappings of two prominent businessmen; and the assassinations of the ruling
party’s presidential candidate and secretary general. Money began to flow out of the
country and the U.S., which had been closely monitoring the situation, gave increas-
ingly urgent advice to Mexican officials while also putting together a series of short-
term swap arrangements to support the peso. The situation only got worse and, on the
advice of the secretary of the treasury, President Clinton proposed a $40 billion loan
guarantee package for Mexico (with another $8 billion from the IMF), modeled after a
similar package (a quarter the size) approved by Congress for Israel in 1992. In spite of
backing by the Republican leadership in Congress, legislators balked and, with Mexico
facing imminent bankruptcy, something that the national security adviser saw as “ter-
ribly threatening to the Zedillo government” and that the secretary of state saw as
unleashing “a very serious government crisis in Mexico” with potential repercussions in
the U.S. and elsewhere, Clinton finally ordered the ESF to provide a total of $20 billion
in short-term swaps, medium-term loans, and long-term securities guarantees; in addi-
tion, the IMF agreed to increase the size of its standby credit arrangement for Mexico
by another $10 billion, the Bank for International Settlements (an organization of
central banks) by another $5 billion, and the Bank of Canada to deliver on its earlier
pledge of $1 billion. The total amount of money thus mobilized by the U.S. on Mex-
ico’s behalf was $48.8 billion.9

The Mexican bailout, as it came to be called, illustrated the extent to which the U.S.
was willing to intervene on behalf of a client regime. Not only were the amounts of U.S.
funds considerable and agreed on in a matter of hours, but massive pressure was
applied to mobilize far larger contributions from multilateral lending institutions than
was common, thereby leading to some grumbling by states such as Germany and the
U.K. Hence, when the next round of financial crises hit, starting in 1997, the U.S.
reverted to a more orthodox role, especially since none of the American client states
being rescued were perceived to run serious risks of the regime losing power. However,
in 2001 and 2002, the U.S. was alarmed enough about Brazil and Turkey to intervene
financially in both countries (these cases, and the lower-key reaction to other financial
crises, are discussed on the book’s website).

116 Client maintenance by interventions



Emergency covert political assistance: Node 2

Italy (1946–48: text); Bolivia (1963–64: text); Chile (1964: text); Guyana (1964: text);
El Salvador (1982–84: text); Afghanistan (2004: text)

However embarrassing or intrusive financial rescues may be, they usually are considered
as responses to a complex set of events for which responsibility is widely diffused. Thus,
there is no compelling reason for a regime to keep secret the fact that a rescue took
place, even if it might not want to disclose the specific details of the agreement. Other
types of regime threats, though, are more sensitive, and the mere fact that those threats
were combated by outside aid is by tacit agreement a secret on both the client and the
U.S. side. Indeed, as we shall see, the client’s regime may not even be told of some of
the U.S. programs put in place to help it survive. This typically was the case when
client regimes faced elections which the U.S. feared they would lose: one way of helping
them was to pass out money on their behalf, something too delicate to reveal to the
beneficiaries of this largesse.

We saw in Chapter 4 how, as a matter of routine, the CIA transfers financial resources
to various organizations and individuals in regimes it supports. The capacity to carry out
these kinds of operations was in fact built up in a situation of real panic in which U.S.
officials feared the imminent loss of a newly-acquired client, Italy. From mid-1946, Italy
had a coalition which included the Communists; as the economy declined, popular unrest
grew and the principal noncommunist party, the Christian Democrats, suffered a major
loss in local elections. U.S. officials became concerned about the prospects of a political
takeover by the Communists and, over the next few months moved to give economic
aid to the regime and to encourage the prime minister, Alcide De Gasperi, to evict
the Communists from the coalition. When he did so, the U.S. backed him in the face of
Communist outrage and increasing economic and political turmoil, with Truman going so
far as to call Congress back into session to pass emergency funding for Italy (and France)
a good six months before it enacted the Marshall Plan legislation. The National Security
Council proclaimed that the U.S. had “security interests of primary importance in Italy”
and called for action “without delay” to prevent or at the least plan for the possibility of
the Communists coming to power in the scheduled 1948 elections, something that Truman
did by delaying to the last possible second the withdrawal of U.S. troops from Italy and
by circumventing the law to transfer weapons from the U.S. Army to the Italians.10

In the meantime, the U.S. was in the middle of a set of major changes in the areas of
intelligence gathering and covert operations. At the end of World War II, Truman had
dissolved the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), the agency responsible for coordinating
and carrying out those activities, which had been created shortly before the U.S. entered
the war. The branch of the OSS responsible for “secret intelligence and counterespionage”
was transferred to the War Department, but, some months later, after Truman had
decided to constitute a Central Intelligence Group, it was transferred again to that
organization and renamed as the Office of Special Operations (OSO). There matters
remained through the rest of 1947, during which time Congress passed the landmark
National Security Act, which established an independent Air Force and a coordinating
group of military leaders, the Joint Chiefs of Staff; merged the War and Navy Depart-
ments into the Department of Defense; set up the National Security Council; and trans-
formed the Central Intelligence Group into the Central Intelligence Agency. During this
time, the idea of what was then called “psychological warfare” – essentially, propaganda,
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both overt and covert – began to develop. There was concern that the Soviet Union
was “conducting an intensive propaganda campaign” against the U.S. “designed to
undermine non-Communist elements in all countries.” The U.S., it was argued, should
come up with counterpropaganda, with this task devolved upon the State Department.
This proposal was resisted by the Secretary of State on the ground that the commin-
gling of covert and overt activities would serve to discredit the latter. Instead, a com-
promise was put forward in which covert activities would be placed under the CIA but
subject to guidance from the State Department and other agencies. In turn, the CIA
assigned responsibility for covert propaganda to the only administrative unit in the
agency having both experience in and capabilities for carrying out such activities: the
OSO. Within a few days, the OSO had set up a Special Procedures Branch (later known
as Special Procedures Group: SPG) to execute this order.11

The flurry of activity leading to the SPG’s establishment climaxed as U.S. concern
over the impending Italian elections was growing. Accordingly, of the $20 million in
unvouchered funds (i.e., money which would not be accounted for to Congress) given
to SPG, half went for operations in Italy. Since there was no time to lose, it was out of
the question to ask that a special budget supplement be passed by Congress; nor were
there as yet any Marshall Plan counterpart funds. Hence the SPG was given “bags of
money” for its Italian operations from the Treasury’s ESF. The money was used for a
wide array of activities: assistance to non-Communist political parties, trade unions
linked to them, local political leaders, the Roman Catholic Church (including payments
to the cardinal who later would become Pope Paul VI), journalists, and other writers. In
the end, the Communists lost the elections, although just what the effect of the SPG’s
activities were is difficult to determine. As we saw in Chapter 4, even after the emergency
passed, payments continued for almost two decades.12

The CIA’s intervention in the Italian elections of 1948 set the pattern for a series of
such operations in many countries and for many years. Most of these cases were what
we earlier characterized as routine maintenance: the covert supply of funds to support
individuals or groups in client regimes. In some cases, however, U.S. officials were
concerned that elections and demonstrations might lead to a radical shift in power and
thus to the loss of those clients. These circumstances led to the same kind of large-scale
action program as in Italy in 1948, with both overt and covert components. One
example of this is Bolivia, where the U.S. gave covert subsidies to the incumbent pre-
sident “to overcome the emergency situation” in 1963–64, and to the junta which suc-
ceeded him in 1965–66 “as the only apparent feasible alternative for the time being to
chaos and the eventual dominance of extremist groups.” Another example is Chile, in
which the U.S., concerned that the “extreme leftist” Salvador Allende might win the
presidential election of 1964, supplied considerable covert political funding to Allende’s
opponents, both its preferred candidate and a spoiler who was seen as drawing votes
from Allende (see below for the U.S. reaction to the following election). Still another
example is Guyana, where, as we saw in Chapter 3 and will further discuss below, the
U.S. carried out covert action that destabilized the government of Cheddi Jagan and
when the British had been persuaded to change the electoral rules, led to his defeat in
the 1964 elections. Several years later, the Jagan forces were still strong and U.S. offi-
cials remained concerned that if they were to win the next election, it “would be dis-
astrous for Guyana, would prove a dangerous stimulus to Castro, and would introduce
an unacceptable degree of instability into the Caribbean area.” As a result, the CIA
provided the incumbent prime minister with covert political funding.13
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By definition, covert political support, whether routine or emergency, is difficult to
verify. We know about the three Western Hemisphere examples above because of recently
published volumes in the Foreign Relations of the United States series, for which the
State Department’s historians obtained CIA documents. At the time of this writing,
that series had just begun to cover the early years of the 1970s, and so any knowledge
of more recent covert political actions has had to come from press leaks or scandal
investigations. An example of the former is the U.S. support of the Christian Demo-
crats in the El Salvador elections of 1982 and 1984. In that case, the concern was not
that leftists might come to power but that extreme rightists would, an eventuality that
threatened to endanger political backing for the U.S.-led counterinsurgency war. Accord-
ingly, the CIA spent several million dollars, some of it passed circuitously through
foundations in West Germany and Venezuela. A post-cold war example is Afghanistan,
where evidence is that the U.S. passed money to local warlords to support its preferred
candidate, Hamid Karzai, during the 2004 presidential elections. Apparently plans were
also made, though not implemented, to support anti-Iran candidates in Iraq’s 2005
elections. In short, emergency covert political assistance appears to be one of the policy
instruments most frequently resorted to for maintaining clients by intervention.14

Jettisoning the president: Node 3

South Korea (1960: text); Philippines (1986: text); Haiti (1986: text); Indonesia
(1998: text)

For most client states in which regimes might fall from power, the U.S. has policy
instruments permitting a takeover of one or more of the regimes’ essential activities. In
the case of nonmilitary problems, money can be found for both emergency loans and
covert political support. However, when the problem is a massive loss of political support
in which the public takes to the streets to demand the regime’s overthrow, it becomes
far more difficult for the U.S. to respond. The essential activity for the regime is then a
matter of maintaining the military or other security forces until such time as the crowd
can be appeased (for example, by jettisoning the president or other hated members of
the regime). This is exactly what happened when the U.S. pushed Syngman Rhee to
resign as president of South Korea in 1960, after rigged elections and years of autocratic
rule had led to large-scale and repeated popular demonstrations.15

A more recent example, with an even longer-serving president, is that of the Philippines.
By the 1980s, the country had been a valued U.S. client for decades. It harbored several
massive American military bases that served to project U.S. power throughout Southeast
Asia. Politically, the Philippines had helped provide a multilateral fig leaf for U.S. military
intervention in Vietnam, sending (for a handsome fee) 2,000 soldiers to fight alongside
the U.S. More generally, the Philippines, as a former U.S. colony, was a client for
whom officials in Washington felt particularly responsible. It was against this backdrop
that the long-time dictator, Ferdinand Marcos, found himself confronted by mass
political protest.

In the early 1980s, about a year and a half after then-Vice President George H.W. Bush
proclaimed to Marcos that “we love your adherence to democratic principles,” the prin-
cipal Philippine opposition figure, Benigno Aquino, was assassinated by a mechanic working
for the country’s military. This triggered a massive outpouring of public opposition to
Marcos: a million people participated in Aquino’s funeral and at regular intervals
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thereafter, huge numbers poured into the streets for demonstrations and other mass
gatherings. In the meantime, the communist New People’s Army, which for years had been
carrying out an insurgency, grew in strength. U.S. officials began to worry that Marcos
was “the problem, not the solution,” and pushed, in vain, for him to reform, going so far
as to send a close political ally of Reagan’s, Senator Paul Laxalt, to convey this message in
person. Instead, Marcos called a snap election for 7 February 1986, expecting to con-
front Washington with evidence of his legitimacy. The plan backfired, as Aquino’s widow,
Corazon (Cory), was persuaded to present herself as the principal opposition candidate.
Cory was overwhelmingly popular, mobilizing enormous crowds and gaining support
as well from segments of the Philippines economic elite, the U.S. mass media, and even
some U.S. officials. To win, Marcos had to stuff the ballot boxes, but he did so in such a
clumsy and blatant fashion that no one – with the exception of Reagan – was fooled.

At this point, high-level State Department officials decided that Marcos had to go.
Their problem was to convince Reagan, since Marcos knew well that otherwise he could
hang on to power. A special envoy was sent; but then events took a sudden turn: on 16
February Cory Aquino declared victory and launched a nationwide nonviolent protest
(“people power”) to bring down the regime; on 19 February the U.S. Senate voted 85
to 9 to declare the election fraudulent; and on 20 February the Philippines defense
minister and one of the top generals resigned and established themselves at a military
base on the outskirts of Manila where they told their forces to disobey any orders from
Marcos. Troops loyal to Marcos tried to assault the rebel forces but were turned back
by crowds of Aquino supporters protecting them. Finally, on 23 February, Shultz and
his allies succeeded in convincing Reagan to tell Marcos not to use force against the
rebels and to establish a transition government. The next day, the White House stated
that “attempts to prolong the present regime by violence are futile.” Marcos, desperate,
telephoned Laxalt, who told him that he should “cut and cut cleanly.” That evening, a
U.S. Air Force plane transported him to the U.S. territory of Guam.16

The policy the U.S. adopted in the Philippines did not appear out of thin air. Just
twoweeks before, an even older U.S. client, Haiti, found itself in a similar situation. In the
late 1950s, François “Papa Doc” Duvalier had seized power; after some disgruntlement,
the U.S. accommodated itself to his rule, which lasted until his death in 1971. His son,
Jean-Claude (“Baby Doc”) then took over and the U.S. continued its support. But in
late 1985, riots broke out in the town of Gonaives and spread to other cities; after only
two months, the U.S. decided to cut off budgetary support to the government and began
sending signals that Duvalier’s days were numbered. By 7 February 1986, Baby Doc
was on a U.S. Air Force plane on his way to Paris and a military council was in charge.
A similar situation arose some dozen years later in Indonesia, where the U.S., after staunchly
backing long-time dictator Suharto (although extracting concessions in exchange for
IMF loans), finally disengaged from him in the face of continuing student protests.
Suharto’s own allies, worried that the military might split and the regime collapse,
pressured him into ceding power to his vice president.17

Losing the client: Node 4

Iran (1978–79: text)

In both Haiti and the Philippines, the Reagan administration’s policy makers acted in
painful awareness that if they were to wait too long, the risk was that the armed forces
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would disintegrate, with the U.S. then being faced with the choice of either large-scale
armed intervention or else giving up and risking the loss of the client. This is exactly
what happened in the case of Iran in 1978.

As we saw in Chapters 3 and 4, the CIA-assisted coup against Mossadeq in 1953 led
to Iran’s becoming a U.S. client state, with considerable resources being invested by the
U.S. in building up the shah’s regime. By the early 1970s, the U.S had come to rely on
Iran as a regional policeman, the shah providing overt and covert military support for
U.S. objectives in the area, selling – albeit at a high price – oil to the U.S. and Israel in
the face of short-term or long-term Arab boycotts, and purchasing over $40 billion
worth of sophisticated U.S. armaments. Both Republican and Democratic U.S. presidents
staunchly supported the shah, appointing high-level, trusted officials as ambassador to
Iran and brushing aside accusations of human rights abuses from the U.S.-trained
security services. Thus, when protests against the regime broke out in early 1978, the
first U.S. reaction was to urge the shah to crack down on the opposition.

Repression, however, failed, and as time went by, street demonstrations became
larger and more far-reaching in their aims. By the autumn of 1978, the U.S. ambassador,
William Sullivan, was writing that the time had come to start contingency planning for
a post-shah Iran, with the focus being on preserving a strong, pro-American military.
To this end, he argued, the U.S. should explore having the younger officers in the
military make contacts with the religious opposition and noncommunist political fig-
ures so that, “should this unthinkable contingency [i.e., the shah abdicating] occur,” the
military would have a chance of prevailing. Other, mid-level State officials went farther,
advocating that the U.S. should simply force the shah out of power. These views,
though, were not accepted, in part because Carter and his top advisers did not believe
that the shah could not hold on and in part because they thought that his departure
might open the door to communist influence in Iran, would dishearten other U.S. allies,
and could result in chaos in the petroleum markets. But as one high-level envoy after
another visited Iran, their reports made it harder for Carter to maintain his position.
Finally, Sullivan was ordered to meet with the shah and counsel him strongly to
establish a government capable of maintaining order, if need be a military government.
The shah, though, rejected this as unfeasible, instead holding to his earlier decision to
set up a civilian coalition to run the country.

For Carter’s advisers, the shah’s refusal to go along with the U.S. recommendations
was a sign that he no longer could be relied on and the decision was made to urge him
to leave Iran. The U.S. would back the civilian government but would also send a top
general to urge his Iranian counterparts to stick together and make contingency plans
for a takeover if need be. Carter’s national security adviser, in fact, wanted him to urge the
military to stage a coup. However, by this time the Iranian military was falling apart,
with the U.S. general quoting desertion rates of 500 to 1000 per day and the army
leadership demoralized and without plans. The Ayatollah Khomeini was able to return
from exile and set up a provisional government without the military doing anything to
stop him; under these circumstances, the U.S. was reduced to issuing statements in
support of the other, shah-appointed coalition government and encouraging vaguely the
military to support it. Several days later, the last act took place: an air force unit rebelled
against the coalition government, receiving support from other parts of the military as
well as from revolutionary militia backing Khomeini. Whatever thoughts Carter’s hard-
liners had about a military government now evaporated, as it became clear that the
only slight chance of this happening would for the U.S. to send troops to the middle of
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Teheran. At this point Washington bowed to the inevitable, announcing it would work
with the Khomeini-appointed government; a U.S. defense attaché in Teheran cabled,
“Army surrenders; Khomeini wins. Destroying all classified.”18

Military intervention situations

Although the vast majority of the problems faced by U.S. client regimes are non-
military, the story is different when it comes to problems that threaten the loss of those
regimes. Since the early days of the U.S. empire, a number of its clients have faced armed
insurgencies. Although many of those rebellions were easily repressed or contained,
Washington could not be so sanguine as the fighting was occurring and thus considered
intervening in one way or another. In some cases, the threatened regimes were not cli-
ents at the time of the crisis and, as we saw in Chapter 3, the U.S. adopted those states
as clients precisely in order to protect the regimes. In other circumstances, insurgencies
arose in existing clients and the U.S. was led to intervene on their behalf.

By our count, just over half of all U.S. clients experienced, at least once, either a
military rebellion or a prolonged terrorist campaign directed against the regime (see
Table 5.1).19 The countries in this category can be found on every continent and
range in time from 1906 (Cuba) to 2008 (Iraq, Afghanistan, Israel, Colombia, Ethio-
pia, the Philippines, and Indonesia). In slightly more than half of these countries, at
least one of the uprisings was responded to by U.S. military interventions in our use of
the term (the taking over of military tasks essential to a regime’s survival, anywhere
from the emergency furnishing of arms and training to large-scale bombing and ground
combat). Not surprisingly, such interventions were most common in poorer countries
or those with relatively weak militaries; we will come back to this point below. For the
most part, the interventions were also successful in preserving the regimes, though
often at a terribly high price in money and lives on all sides and, as we will see, with
some flagrant exceptions.

Situations of military intervention can be divided into several categories, again using
the pseudo-decision tree approach (see Figure 5.3). The first question that needs to be
asked about military problems is whether or not the client regime can hold on long
enough to make a difference. If not, then nothing can be done; otherwise, the issue
becomes whether the client has sufficient manpower to counter the insurgency on its
own. A yes answer indicates the need for emergency military aid and advisers (node 5); a
no answer, presuming that there are no troops already committed (see below) raises the
possibility of sending troops, whether from the U.S. or a proxy. To determine where
those troops will have to be from and what their mission will be, two other questions
need to be asked: whether the client’s military is competent, and, for either possible
answer, whether the enemy forces are formidable as well.

Emergency military aid and advisers: Node 5

China (1943–49: text); Greece (1947–48; website); Philippines (1950: website);
France-Indochina (1950–54: text); South Vietnam (1961–74: text); El Salvador (1980–
92: text); Colombia (2000–present: text); Pakistan (2001–present: text)

One of the most common and low-cost types of military intervention involves the
emergency use of military advisers and equipment. We saw in Chapter 4 that
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Table 5.1 U.S. Clients having experienced at least one rebellion*

Clients US military intervention

Cuba Yes
Haiti Yes
Dominican Republic Yes
Trinidad and Tobago No
Mexico No
Guatemala No
Nicaragua Yes
El Salvador Yes
Costa Rica No
Honduras Yes
Panama Yes
Canada No
Bolivia No
Peru No
Ecuador No
Colombia Yes
Argentina No
Uruguay No
Paraguay No
Guyana No
Greece Yes
Turkey No
Bosnia-Herzegovina No
Macedonia No
Spain No
UK (Northern Ireland) No
Italy No
Germany No
France No
Lebanon Yes
Tunisia No
Jordan No
Israel No
Iraq Yes
Ethiopia No
Liberia Yes
Congo/Zaire Yes
Ghana (inter-ethnic) No
China Yes
Philippines Yes
South Vietnam Yes
Laos Yes
Thailand No
Cambodia Yes
Pakistan Yes
Indonesia No
Afghanistan Yes
South Korea Yes

Sources: Sarkees (2000); Eriksson and Wallensteen (2004); Wars of the World (2003), as per note 19.
Note: * One or more rebellions against the regime either when the state was already a U.S. client
or which, as a result of the U.S. response to the rebellion, became a client; rebellions do not
include coups d’état but do include sustained campaigns of terror.
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nonemergency military assistance is an important form of routine client maintenance;
what distinguishes emergency aid is the fact that the U.S. is not only providing
resources but in fact taking over essential tasks that the client had until then been
performing. One such task is the preparation of specific units for combat, with the units
ranging in size from battalions up to corps. Routine training, of the sort covered by the

Figure 5.3 Client intervention situations, 3: Military
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IMET program discussed in Chapter 4, focuses on individual soldiers; by contrast,
emergency training aims, minimally, at preparing units for imminent combat. Emer-
gency training may also involve advice, if not de facto command, during field and
combat operations. Clearly, for regimes facing insurgencies, these are essential tasks,
and it is usually only a U.S. assessment that the client’s armed forces are badly led or
grossly incompetent that triggers emergency training.

The other main component of emergency aid is the furnishing of large quantities of
combat equipment on an emergency basis. Most types of routine arms transfers may
take years to be negotiated, financed, and delivered; at times, as we saw, the weapons
are only produced once the order is confirmed. In effect, the arms are understood as a
kind of insurance policy, to be drawn upon in case some type of crisis should break
out. Insurgencies are such crises, and endangered regimes, in spite of whatever plans
they may have, typically find themselves desperately short of certain kinds of weapons,
ammunition, or other supplies (e.g., fuel). Under these circumstances, the U.S. response
will be to ship quickly a broad array of weapons and other arms-related resources,
always from existing U.S. stocks, with payment either being waived entirely or post-
poned until conditions improve. Note that when the client’s military is deemed com-
petent, only weapons will be shipped on an emergency basis; no advisers will be sent at
all (this was the case, for example, during the 1973 October War, when the U.S. shipped
“everything that will fly” to Israel).20

A classic example of emergency aid and advisers is the program set up by the U.S. in
South Vietnam in the early 1960s. Several years earlier, following the U.S.-induced
cancellation of Vietnam-wide elections and the increasingly exploitative and despotic
rule of the South Vietnamese regime of Ngo Dinh Diem, the remnants of the Vietminh
(the forces that had fought against the French in the 1940s and 1950s) pulled them-
selves together and began an insurgency against the regime. Soon, they had created a
new military organization, the People’s Liberation Armed Forces (PLAF) and were the
object of a government-run counterinsurgency campaign. The United States, having
essentially set up the state of South Vietnam from scratch with massive political and
economic aid, was not about to let its client be lost, and the head of its military advi-
sory group (MAAG) switched his planning focus from a North Vietnamese invasion to
the PLAF insurgency. The MAAG’s mean’s were limited, however, and the plan it
produced, centered on paying for additional South Vietnamese soldiers in exchange for
administrative reforms, rapidly was overtaken by events. One was the perception that
U.S. reverses in the spring of 1961 (the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion, discussed in
Chapter 6; and a decision to settle for a neutral, rather than pro-Western, Laos, dis-
cussed below) meant that a line had to be drawn somewhere; the other was an increase
in PLAF attacks in September of 1961, with the result being a request by Diem for a
defense treaty with the U.S. and the possible sending of U.S. troops.

Kennedy responded by sending two of his top aides to Saigon. They made two
recommendations. The first, which was not accepted, was to send combat troops to the
central plateau, partly for symbolic reasons and partly as a way of taking pressure off
the South Vietnamese forces. The second recommendation, which was accepted and
immediately implemented, was to provide a wide array of combat equipment to South
Vietnam’s various military units as well as

such new terms of reference, reorganization and additional personnel for United
States military forces as are required for increased United States military assistance
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in the operational collaboration with the GVN [government of South Vietnam]
and operational direction of U.S. forces and to carry out the other increased
responsibilities which accrue to the U.S. military authorities under these recom-
mendations.

What this meant was not only a large build-up in numbers of advisers (from 685 in April
1961 to 3,400 a year later; by the start of 1967, there were almost 7,000 advisers) but a
lower-level focus on training: advisory teams for the South Vietnamese army at both
the battalion and province level, as well as for the Civil Guard and the Self Defense
Corps, which in fact was suffering the highest number of casualties. The MAAG was
folded into a Military Advisory Command, Vietnam (MACV), which would be headed
by a four-star general and, by October 1963, would comprise almost 17,000 U.S.
troops. Soon, U.S. soldiers were advising their South Vietnamese counterparts on any
number of tactical issues; in many cases, the advisers accompanied battalion comman-
ders into the field and gave advice (by no means always heeded) during combat.

A sense of the intensity of the advisory relationship can be obtained in this account of
the battle of Ap Bac on 2 January 1963. The principal U.S. adviser to the South Viet-
namese battalion commander, Bui Dinh Dam, was John Paul Vann, who followed the
battle from a spotter plane; his planner was Richard Ziegler, and James Scanlon was
the adviser to the armored regiment, with Ly Tong Ba in command of a company of
M-113 armored personnel carriers:

While they were regaining altitude after the last pass, Scanlon came back on the air
with bad news. “I’ve got a problem, Topper Six,” he said. “My counterpart won’t
move.” “Goddammit, doesn’t he understand this is an emergency?” Vann asked. “I
described the situation to him exactly as you told me, Topper Six, but he says, ‘I don’t
take orders from Americans,’” Scanlon answered. “I’ll get right back to you, Walrus,”
Vann said. He switched frequencies and raised Ziegler at the command-post tent
beside the airstrip. He gave Ziegler a capsule account of what had occurred and told
him to ask Dam to order Captain Ba to head for Bac immediately with his M-113s.

In addition to infantry advisers, MACV included air combat forces, the use of which
could be triggered by the advisers. The U.S. Air Force provided both logistical services
for the South Vietnamese military and unpublicized tactical air support (including the use
of napalm) for combat operations in its Farmgate operations. Additional air support was
provided by U.S. Army helicopter crews: during the battle of Ap Bac, for instance, U.S.
helicopters strafed and rocketed PLAF positions, with no fewer than five of them being
shot down. As the account of the battle suggests, although the policy of emergency aid
and advisers enjoyed initial success, the combination of falsified U.S. intelligence, South
Vietnamese military timidity (imposed by Diem for political reasons), and, above all,
PLAF advantages (learning from mistakes and sufficient popularity to keep a constant
flow of recruits) limited its effectiveness. Nonetheless, even after the U.S. began commit-
ting large numbers of its own troops for combat and, as we will see, during the period
when those troops were being withdrawn (i.e., for at least another decade), it continued
the emergency aid and advisory policy, which came to be seen as indispensable as long
as the South Vietnamese armed forces were being counted on to fight.21

Vietnam was by no means the first case of emergency aid and advisers. The U.S. had
been furnishing routine military assistance since early in the twentieth century, with at
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least one case (Cuba in 1924) of emergency weapons shipments.22 But for these kinds
of operations to be transformed into Vietnam-style actions capable of being carried out
in distant countries simultaneously, it was necessary for the U.S. military to grow in
size, along with its weapons stocks and logistical capacities. World War II spurred this
growth, with Lend-Lease in particular serving as a means of building up arms transfer
capacities. Thus, it is not surprising that the first cases of emergency aid and advisers,
including the development of the MAAG machinery, date to the later part of the war
and the immediate post-World War II period, when the U.S. was acquiring clients,
including endangered ones, on a wholesale basis. One of these cases, discussed in
Chapter 3 and also on the book’s website, is Greece.

Another, less successful, effort, took place in China. As we saw in Chapter 3, the U.S.
began military assistance to China during World War II, with U.S. officers “assigned to
ground units to give operational advice on all levels and under all conditions, including
active combat.”When the war ended and it was clear that there would be a race between
the forces of the Nationalist government and the Communists to receive the surrender
of the Japanese in Manchuria and North China, the U.S. transported half a million
Nationalist soldiers by air and sea to key sectors, while also sending U.S. marines to
Beijing and other key areas until the Nationalist forces could arrive. In early 1946,
Truman created a Military Advisory Group, which provided both training and advice
(usually unheeded) to the military and the supreme leader, Chiang Kai-shek (Jiang Jieshi).
(Toward the end, Chiang went so far as to request U.S. officers to assume operational
command of Nationalist army units.) The U.S. also furnished vast quantities of weap-
ons (including aircraft) and supplies to the Nationalists, equipping scores of divisions;
although, due to the combination of Nationalist ineptitude and Communist competence,
“much” of this equipment fell into Communist hands.23

It is worth noting that most of the cases of emergency military aid and advisers
involved far more aid than advisers. Even the U.S. effort in South Vietnam did not, as
we saw, exceed 7,000 advisers all told. This meant that it was possible to mount an
emergency effort which would expose relatively few U.S. soldiers to hostile fire, thereby
lessening political controversies raised by the possibility of the advisers being followed
by U.S. combat troops. An early, but quite effective, demonstration of this is the
emergency aid and advisory operation mounted by the U.S. in the Philippines (discussed
on the book’s website). Another example involving small numbers of advisers is that of
the Reagan administration in El Salvador. The policy was in fact initiated under Rea-
gan’s predecessor, Jimmy Carter, who found himself confronted at the end of his term
with a sudden offensive by the rebel Farabundo Martí Front for National Liberation
(FMLN). Carter sent around $6 million in weapons and military supplies, an amount
further increased by Reagan; by the next year, military aid had gone to $82 million
and, by 1984, to $197 million, all this in a small country with a military of under
50,000 men. Aid included not only weapons for the infantry but an entire air capacity,
including fighter planes, fixed-wing gunships, and attack helicopters. Meanwhile, a self-
imposed restriction of 55 on the number of military advisers in El Salvador itself (because
of fears of “another Vietnam”) was circumvented in part by accounting tricks (adding
numerous advisers on “temporary duty”) and in part by forming and then training
entire battalions (and half the country’s officer corps) in the U.S., Panama, and a special
training center built for this purpose in Honduras. As elsewhere, advisers in El Salvador
were inserted from headquarters down to brigade levels, occasionally accompanying
Salvadoran forces on combat missions.24

Client maintenance by interventions 127



Amore recent – indeed, ongoing – example of an emergency military aid and advisory
effort involving relatively few advisers is the set of operations known as Plan Colombia.
Since the mid-1970s, the U.S. had provided funds to Colombian police and security
forces for narcotics control; but as cocaine production rose in Colombia and its
neighbors, the U.S. began to increase its efforts. In the 1990s, Congress passed legislation
giving the Defense Department authority to provide transportation, intelligence, and
various kinds of equipment to foreign law enforcement agencies engaged in counter-
narcotics efforts. But when violence continued to increase, with both narcotics traffickers
and long-time insurgent forces facing off against Colombian government forces and
paramilitary groups, the newly elected Colombia president proposed a comprehensive
spending plan aimed at establishing peace through both development and counter-
narcotics efforts. The U.S. enthusiastically signed onto the plan, while shifting its
emphasis primarily in the counternarcotics direction. This was in July 2000, when Congress
voted $1.3 billion for a region-wide Plan Colombia, with over $860 million set aside for
Colombia itself and half of that amount in turn directed to be spent on setting up and
organizing Colombian Army Counternarcotics Battalions, tasked with fumigating nar-
cotics crops and dismantling cocaine laboratories.

This, however, was only the opening shot in an ever-intensifying campaign. Within a
year, the Bush administration had folded Plan Colombia into a broader, Andean-wide
policy; the following year, an additional justification – action against “terrorists” – was
added; and the result was that between fiscal years 2000 and 2006, the U.S. spent $5.8
billion on Colombia alone, with around 80 percent of that funding being used for
military and police assistance programs. In the meantime, the plan was transforming
into a straightforward counterinsurgency effort: in August 2002, Congress permitted U.S.
aid to be used for “counter-terrorist” activities, which in light of the designation of the
two main leftist guerrilla groups as “narcoterrorists rather than romantic guerrillas
crusading for the downtrodden,” meant that the U.S. military was now back in the
business of aiding and advising a war against domestic insurgents. By 2003, the U.S.
embassy in Bogotá had 2,000 employees from 32 U.S. agencies and was the largest U.S.
embassy in the world (the one in Baghdad recently surpassed it). In 2004, Congress
raised the ceilings on U.S. defense-related personnel in Colombia, permitting up to 800
military advisers and 600 U.S. civilian government contractors (there is no limit on
non-U.S. citizens employed by those contractors). Numerous battalions, comprising
thousands of Colombian troops, were trained, while dozens of helicopters, attack air-
craft, patrol boats, and other military equipment were shipped. U.S. civilian pilots,
while fumigating crops, at times engaged in combat.25

It will be recalled that many types of political assistance, both routine and emergency,
are too sensitive to be provided openly. Similarly, certain situations indicating emer-
gency military aid and advisers are of equal sensitivity. In these cases, the U.S. operates
through proxies or other third parties, a practice which, as we shall see, is also true of
other military intervention situations, both on behalf of clients and against enemies.
One example of aid to intermediaries is the policy the United States followed from
1950 to 1954 with respect to France’s colonial war in Indochina. The U.S. shipped
large quantities of weapons to the French, with aid running as high as $6 billion a year
in 2008 dollars (for a detailed discussion, see the book’s website).

In Indochina, the U.S. was constrained to operate through intermediaries. In recent
years, however, new types of third parties have arisen in such a way that the U.S. can now
use them as proxies when the politics of emergency aid and advisers are too delicate for
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overt bilateral action. Starting as early as the 1940s, but with faster growth in the 1980s
and 1990s, a number of private military companies (PMCs) were formed, often comprising
or even run by former professional soldiers. The companies garnered various sorts of
contracts from defense ministries, covering any number of activities from construction
and logistics to actual combat. A particularly important PMC activity is combat training,
which, even if not terribly secret, affords sufficient deniability for states to avoid explicit
condemnation. An example of this – ironically, much publicized after the fact – is the
role of Military Professional Resources Incorporated (MPRI) in Croatia and Bosnia in
1994–95 (see Chapter 3 and, for a detailed discussion, the book’s website).

Private military companies are also used in conjunction with overt programs of
(emergency) aid and advisers. We saw this above in the case of Colombia; it also is true
of Iraq where, in the autumn of 2007, over 160,000 PMC employees, working for
hundreds of companies, were active. Among their ranks were a number of former sol-
diers whose job was to train the Iraqi army and security forces. One of the companies
providing training services was the Vinnell Corporation, a subsidiary of the defense
contractor Grumman; one of Vinnell’s subcontractors, responsible for training Kurdish
forces, was MPRI. A third company, DynCorp, whose employees flew helicopters in
Colombia, was in charge of training the police.26

In addition to the proliferation of PMCs, recent years have also seen the develop-
ment of another policy instrument as a way of providing emergency military aid and
advisers. After the attacks of 11 September 2001, the U.S. stepped up its efforts to go
after groups associated with Al-Qaeda. A major geographical focus of these efforts was
the region of Pakistan bordering on Afghanistan and soon large quantities of weapons
and cash began flooding into this area. All told, between September 2001 and August
2007, some $10.5 billion in total overt assistance was given to Pakistan, with the bulk
of those funds going to support military operations and arms transfers. In addition, U.S.
forces provided various forms of military training. Much of the funding for these
activities was shoehorned into existing programs, a situation that both State and
Defense found sufficiently unsatisfactory that they proposed setting up a specialized,
permanent “Train and Equip” program to “act in months rather than years.” In effect,
the U.S. would give itself the standing ability to fly in and rapidly establish a MAAG
for whatever new client was endangered.27

We have spent some time on the policy of emergency military aid and advisers. One
reason for this is that the policy is often used. It is easy for a wealthy and populous
country like the U.S. to supply large quantities of weapons and provide, directly or
indirectly, the few hundred or, at most, few thousand advisers needed to train the cli-
ent’s military. At best, this policy enables the U.S. to support clients faced with military
insurgencies without committing U.S. troops; but, as we saw with the Vietnam and Iraq
examples, even when the U.S. does send troops, their number can be kept down by
building up the client’s military. However, there is also a theoretical reason for con-
centrating on this phenomenon. When providing aid and, even more, when furnishing
training, the U.S. often works with clients whom it considers inept, corrupt, often dic-
tatorial, and overly concerned with matters of sovereignty and national pride. The cli-
ents, in turn, find the U.S. insistence on efficiency and modern war-fighting techniques
to be clumsy and politically tone-deaf. What results is a bureaucratized power rela-
tionship built around surveillance and fraught with all the resentments inherent in
patron–client interactions. The policy of providing emergency aid and advisers thus
illuminates some of the essential characteristics of a client-state empire.
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Combat troops

Although U.S. officials have a strong preference for responding to insurgencies by
sending emergency aid and advisers, there are circumstances in which the client simply
does not have sufficient manpower to put down a rebellion or an invasion without
outside troops. In these situations (and when the U.S. does not already have troops
committed: see below), even though aid and advisers might be of great value, the U.S.
will have to find some way of sending combat troops, whether its own or those of a
proxy. The key question for determining the identity of those troops and their number
is whether the client’s military is considered by U.S. officials to be competent then or in
the foreseeable future, i.e., capable of fighting a series of battles if well supplied,
trained, and officered. If so, then one set of alternatives opens up, depending on whether
the enemy is expected to be a formidable foe for U.S. troops (node 6) or, conversely, is
not expected to be formidable (node 7). If, on the other hand, the client’s military is
considered incompetent, then other courses of action will be indicated, depending,
again, on whether the enemy is assessed as formidable (node 8) or not (node 9). This
gives us two pairs of alternatives.

Before discussing each of those combat nodes, it should be noted that the choice of a
particular type of combat is fairly definitive. That is, once U.S. officials decide that it is
necessary for U.S. forces or proxies to engage in ground combat, they do not “switch”
to another type of combat. We will discuss the reasons for this below, after we have
gone over each of the different nodes; but note for now that this feature of policy
making places important constraints on the types of escalation considered if and when
things go badly.

Competent clients: open-ended combat: Node 6

South Vietnam (1965–68: text)

For many years, the image that many people had of U.S. combat activities on behalf of
client states was the ground war fought by American forces in South Vietnam between
1965 and 1973. That war had a profound effect on U.S. policy for years to come; as we
shall see in Chapter 7, the “Vietnam syndrome” served for some years as a source of
cautionary lessons on how and how not to conduct future wars. An impact of this sort
is striking, not least because the ground war in which U.S. soldiers fought was practically
unique among the century or so of combat operations against anti-client insurgents.
This is because the situation in South Vietnam – a combination of a competent client and
a formidable enemy – was responded to by a troop commitment seen in Washington as
open-ended; and in no other client was there that type of situation and hence the need
for that type of response.28

We saw above that in late 1961, the U.S. initiated a program of emergency aid and
advisers for the regime in South Vietnam and that, for some time, this program suc-
ceeded in keeping the PLAF insurgency to a controllable level. However, as time went
on, it became clear that the military situation in Vietnam was deteriorating and that
time was “running out swiftly”: the South Vietnamese military (ARVN) was “stretched
to the limit” and needed an infusion of outside combat troops; North Vietnamese
military units had entered South Vietnam; and the bombing campaign against North
Vietnam (see Chapter 6) was having little effect. Accordingly, Johnson approved plans
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to place some 82,000 U.S. troops in “enclaves” (for example, at U.S. air bases) and have
them go on combat patrols dozens of kilometers from the edge of the enclaves; they
would be aided by the beginning of B-52 saturation bombing over South Vietnam. It
was expected that these actions, aimed above all at “avoiding – for psychological and
morale reasons – a spectacular defeat of GVN [Government of South Vietnam] or US
forces,” would take several years to “demonstrate VC [Viet Cong, the derogatory term
used for the PLAF] failure in the South.” In approving this policy, Johnson was aware
that both one of his top advisers and a joint CIA-State-Defense assessment of the
82,000 troop plan had concluded that the insurgency would respond by simply “stepping
up” its efforts.29

Within a month, the enclave troop commitments had been overtaken by events. The
PLAF began attacking the South Vietnamese government forces (ARVN) in regimental-
size units; by “early summer they were annihilating ARVN battalions as a blast furnace
consumes coke.” In response, the head of MACV and the secretary of defense put for-
ward various plans for large, new troop deployments – 100,000 more in 1965 (in addi-
tion to the 82,000 already decided on), plus another 100,000 in 1966 – to take over, in
essence, from the ARVN in two of the country’s four provinces. Johnson had considerable
trepidation about these proposals, fearing, along with his national security adviser and
the number two official in the State Department, that U.S. troops, as “a white ground
force of whatever size,” would be incapable of fighting against guerrillas, that they
risked ending up, after ever-greater troop commitments, like the French, and thus that
the proposed deployments were “rash to the point of folly.” However, there was general
agreement that a failure to escalate would call into question the “integrity of the U.S.
commitment”; if it became

unreliable, the communist world would draw conclusions that would lead to our
ruin and almost certainly to a catastrophic war. So long as the South Vietnamese are
prepared to fight for themselves, we cannot abandon them without disaster to peace
and to our interests throughout the world.

Thus, the proposals were accepted and the U.S. embarked on a policy that its leaders
well knew could lead to huge numbers of U.S. troops in South Vietnam (at the peak, there
were to be over half a million) and years of combat by those troops (they were to fight for
seven years), not to mention considerable casualties (the final total would be some 50,000
U.S. deaths, a figure dwarfed by the two million or so Vietnamese who died).30

It may seem extraordinary that policy makers would knowingly enter into a war they
considered open-ended and in which winning was very much an open question. In fact,
though, this pessimism was a characteristic of U.S. officials’ decisions about Vietnam
practically from the start: again and again, presidents adopted courses of action
that either they, or their leading advisers, or both, thought would fail to succeed in the
long term. The short term, however, was another question. From the perspective of the
White House, there were two disasters to avoid: all-out escalation, such as invading
North Vietnam or using nuclear weapons, which could well lead to a Korean-style
Chinese intervention (see below) or to a war with the Soviet Union; and a policy of
staying put or pulling out, which would assuredly lead to the fall of the Saigon regime
in short order and, it was feared, to another right-wing, McCarthy-style backlash such
as befell the Democrats after the “loss” of China. Hence, even though the middle ground
finally chosen (middle, of course, relative only to the alternatives, not in terms of the
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numbers of soldiers or deaths) was forecast as likely only to postpone defeat, that was
good enough.31

Of course, as we saw above and will discuss in some detail later, the U.S. has at times
opted to let a client be lost rather than to escalate. But to anticipate, the reason for this is
that no organizationally feasible alternatives were seen as available in those situations.
In South Vietnam, by contrast, U.S. officials saw themselves as capable of taking over
some of the ARVN’s tasks, at least against the PLAF; and the logic of commitment to
a client meant that a failure to act on that capability would, as the quotation about
“integrity” indicated, signify U.S. weakness. In the words of the assistant secretary of
defense, U.S. aims in South Vietnam (SVN) were:

1 70% – To avoid a humiliating US defeat (to our reputation as a guarantor).
2 20% – To keep SVN (and then adjacent) territory from Chinese hands.
3 10% – To permit the people of SVN to enjoy a better, freer way of life.
4 ALSO – To emerge from crisis without unacceptable taint from methods used.
5 NOT – To “help a friend,” although it would be hard to stay if asked out.

McNaughton continued:

It is essential – however badly SEA [Southeast Asia] may go over the next 2–4 years –
that US emerge as a “good doctor.” We must have kept promises, been tough,
taken risks, gotten bloodied, and hurt the enemy very badly.

This notion of the doctor whose responsibility is to get bloodied, presumably from his
patient, goes a long way to accounting for the terrible interaction between patron–
client relations and U.S. capabilities.32

Competent clients: life preserver: Node 7

Panama (1904: note 37); Cuba (1912–13: note 37); Cuba (1917: note 37); Panama
(1918: note 37); Panama (1925: note 37); Nicaragua (1927–33: text); South Korea
(1950–51: text); Afghanistan (2003–present: text)

Another type of combat troop situation, more common than that which occurred in
South Vietnam, is the combination of a competent (or soon to be competent) client
and an enemy not anticipated to pose a problem for U.S troops. When policy makers in
Washington see a given country as in this situation – whether or not that perception
turns out to be accurate (see below) – they respond by sending enough troops to help out
the client in its hour of need. Logically, that commitment is anything but open-ended:
it does not involve an open spigot for U.S. troops nor does it presume that fighting will
go on for more than a limited time (usually, between several months and a year at the
most). An optimistic, perhaps a cocksure, attitude is typical; and this means, as we will
see later, that if and when assumptions turn out to be incorrect, panic ensues.

A case in point is the initial U.S. decision to send troops for ground combat in South
Korea. We saw in Chapter 3 that U.S. troops were put into the southern part of Korea
originally to receive the Japanese surrender there; this led rapidly to the establishment
of a regime which, because of its ties to large landlords and former collaborators of the
Japanese, was highly unpopular with major segments of the population and hence had
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to rely heavily on U.S. support. For the next few years, uprisings and guerrilla insurgencies
broke out in various parts of the south and were duly repressed by the new regime’s
forces, armed, trained, and advised (far more intrusively than later in South Vietnam)
by the U.S. However, the U.S. presence in South Koreawas both broader and deeper than
this. In 1948, following elections held only in the south and acquiescence by the United
Nations, South Korea became formally sovereign. Although the Pentagon, believing
that the country was a geopolitical cul de sac, insisted on withdrawing U.S. troops, this
was compensated for by a significant program of both military and economic aid, the
latter administered through the Marshall Plan agency (ECA). By 1950, before the war
broke out, South Korea contained the largest U.S. MAAG, the largest ECA aid mission,
and the largest U.S. embassy. The U.S. ran major parts of the economy, provided
around 2/3 of the government budget, and participated in decisions both major and
mundane. At the same time, the U.S. kept a leash on the regime, controlling military aid
to prevent it from invading the north and setting off a potentially major war.33

War, though, did come. Fighting broke out on 25 June 1950 (Korean time; the U.S.
was a day behind), with the U.S. ambassador characterizing it as an “all-out offensive”
by the North Koreans, a phrase repeated by Secretary of State Acheson in both a tel-
egram and a phone call to Truman. Immediately, the situation was seen as a “clear-cut
Soviet challenge which … US should answer firmly and swiftly as it constitutes direct
threat our leadership of free world against Soviet Communist imperialism.” The next
evening, after the Security Council had condemned the fighting and called for North
Korean withdrawal, Truman began a series of meetings that, by the end of the month,
would eventuate in a decision to send ground troops to fight against the North Korean
forces. (As we saw above, Truman also stepped up U.S. military aid in the Philippines
and Indochina; in addition, he interposed the Seventh Fleet between Taiwan and
mainland China, thereby saving Nationalist forces in the former and preventing them
from offensive operations against the latter.) Initially, it was thought that the South
Korean (ROK) army would be able to hold on with only added ammunition and sup-
plies, but by the end of the week, even after U.S. air power had begun to be used, ROK
effectives were so disorganized and demoralized that, in order to be sure of holding the
air-head through which they were being resupplied, General MacArthur advocated
sending a regimental combat team (around 3,000 men) and, to build up “for an early
counter-offensive,” two divisions (20,000 men) as well.34

At this point, the crisis atmosphere suddenly lifted. The day after the troop com-
mitment was announced, the U.S. ambassador reported that ROK forces “held their
ground well,” with “steadying effects” being attributed to U.S. air attacks and the
announcement that U.S. ground forces were on their way. Although the South Koreans
continued retreating and only a small number of U.S. troops had yet been deployed, the
National Security Council cut down sharply on the number and extent of its meetings
about Korea. On 7 July, at a time when he had less than 800 troops in combat,
MacArthur was already planning a counteroffensive. Within ten days, at a time when
U.S. forces were still arriving in Korea (by the start of August there would be 47,000),
Truman had set the bureaucracy to work on what policy “should be pursued by the
United States after the North Korean forces have been driven back to the 38th parallel.”
By 7 September, before MacArthur had even launched his counteroffensive at Inchon,
it had been decided that the parallel would be crossed, North Korea occupied, and
the peninsula reunified. All of these decisions clearly show that U.S. political and military
leaders had no doubt that North Korean forces would easily be overcome and that the
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principal stakes were geopolitical: to rescue a U.S. client and thereby preserve U.S.
credibility. As for Chinese forces, which soon would wreak havoc on U.S. troops, lea-
ders were almost as confident. Truman’s decision to cross the 38th parallel made it
clear that if the Soviet Union committed forces, MacArthur should act defensively; but
if the Chinese were to come in (an eventuality seen as unlikely), he should continue
fighting unless it appeared that a general war would break out. MacArthur in fact was
not only supremely confident, predicting that “formal resistance” would be ended by
late November and that he might be able to withdraw over half his forces by Christmas,
but also contemptuous of Chinese power, stating that if China were to intervene “there
would be the greatest slaughter” and planning a post-combat ten-division Korean army
that, by itself, would be “a tremendous deterrent to the Chinese Communists moving
south.” In short, up until the moment of Chinese intervention in November, U.S. offi-
cials (with rare exceptions) saw the war as much more a test of U.S. will than of serious
military challenge.35

Although MacArthur may have been extreme in his rhetoric, the discussion above
shows clearly that he was part of a broad consensus that the war would not be open-
ended in terms of either time or force deployments. (Indeed, as the counteroffensive was
proceeding, Acheson was closeted for weeks with his European counterparts, working
out plans to send additional troops to NATO rather than to Korea.) That consensus,
which extended to a number of U.S. allies, did not downplay the massive commitment
that would be required if the Soviet Union or China were to enter the war on a large
scale – MacArthur’s orders were to stay south of the 38th parallel if either state occupied
North Korea beforehand – but estimated that the chances of such intervention were
fairly low. The reason for this confidence, as best we can ascertain, is that the U.S. and
its allies assumed that both the Soviets and the Chinese would understand that there
were no U.S. designs on either country and that war aims did not extend beyond
eliminating North Korea as an independent state. That is why, in the several weeks that
passed between the initial deployment of Chinese forces and the large-scale assault in
late November, there were repeated discussions in Washington and elsewhere about how
to convey to the Chinese that the Yalu would not be crossed and China not attacked.
Such reassurances missed the point, which was that China, in whose army 100,000
North Koreans had fought, could not let North Korea disappear without suffering a
serious blow to its credibility, especially at a time when it was not even allowed to be
seated in the UN. To most Americans and Europeans, the idea that China, a figure of
ridicule under Chiang Kai-shek, could have Great Power concerns over credibility and
prestige, was ludicrous; only the handful of China experts in Washington (who were
later fired for their pains) and officials in countries such as India and Burma, as befitting
newly independent and ferociously anticolonialist states, grasped this.36

U.S. actions in Korea are the classic example of the use of combat troops as a life
preserver until the client can be built up. Another example, of far more limited scope,
was the war carried out by the U.S. marines in Nicaragua in the early 1930s (this is
certainly the most widely known of numerous other life preserver interventions in the
region37). As we saw in Chapter 3, Nicaragua became a U.S. client in 1910, when marines
intervened on behalf of a revolt against the government, then, two years later, put down
a rebellion against the U.S.-backed president. The limits of political action having been
made clear, the marine detachment was reduced to around one hundred men, who were
stationed at the U.S. Legation in Managua for the next thirteen years. This, however,
was too thin a reed for long-term stability and so, after several abortive efforts, the
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State Department and banks in NewYork finally managed toworkout a series of financial
arrangements in which customs receipts and government spending would be subject to
U.S. control. The next problem dealt with was the electoral system, the U.S. dispatch-
ing a political science professor to write a bill (duly enshrined in law by the Nicaraguan
Congress) which made elections slightly less corrupt, thereby supposedly reducing the
chances that the losing side would take up arms against the government. Finally, the U.S.
proposed setting up a constabulary, the National Guard, which would have as its
principal task the maintenance of domestic order. Rapidly, the Nicaraguan Congress
ratified this decision and in June 1925 the government arranged with a retired U.S. Army
major to train the new force. Two months later, the marines sailed for home.

Almost immediately, chaos broke out. After numerous twists and turns, it became a
full-fledged civil war, with the U.S. recognizing one side as the legitimate government
while claiming to have “the most conclusive evidence” that the other side was being
armed by the U.S. bête noire, Mexico. The day after the U.S. accorded recognition, a
consortium of U.S. banks made an emergency loan to the government; this was followed
by arms sales, bombing of insurgent positions by former U.S. Army pilots in Nicaraguan
planes, and the deployment of U.S. marines, over 5,000 of them by February. This policy,
which was in effect a scaled-up version of what the U.S. had been doing in Nicaragua
over the preceding decade, led to an almost-immediate freezing of the situation. Coolidge’s
actions, though, were criticized strongly in the U.S. and Latin America as one-sided
and so, in April, the White House sent a special envoy with a peace plan that included
additional measures from the past: disarmament by both sides (this would benefit chiefly
the government forces); the creation of a National Guard, this time to be commanded
(not simply trained) by an active-duty (not retired) U.S. officer; and elections to be
supervised by the large contingent of marines then in the country.

Although most of the belligerents agreed to this plan, one of them, Augusto Sandino,
did not. What followed was a nasty little war in which the marines, now with little else
to do, pursued Sandino’s forces around the sparsely populated northern and eastern
parts of the country. Although the marines had far greater firepower at their disposal,
including the use of dive-bombing aircraft, they were unable to put an end to the
insurgency. Indeed, even though Sandino had little effect on “the normal political and
economic life of Nicaragua,” his resistance, along with the marines’ tactics, led to
increased criticism of the war in the U.S. Congress. In response, the U.S. increased the
size of the National Guard, stepped up the pace of its training, and had it take over
most combat operations. The Guard’s performance was more than adequate, permit-
ting the marines to withdraw the bulk of their forces by 1929; the rest left at the start of
1933 (the day before the departure, the U.S. installed an English-speaking officer,
Anastasio Somoza, to take over command of the Guard). Almost immediately, San-
dino agreed to stop fighting and the next year was assassinated on Somoza’s orders.38

A contemporary, example of using combat troops as a life preserver for a client is
that of Afghanistan after 2001. As we will see in Chapter 6, the U.S. overthrew the Taliban
regime using a combination of its own air power, ground troops from the Northern
Alliance, a small number of special forces troops to act as target spotters, and CIA
operatives to serve as recruiting agents and go-betweens. Only after the principal cities
had been conquered were regular units of U.S. combat forces sent to Afghanistan, their
mission being to “pressure the Taliban” and “prevent Taliban and Al Qaeda terrorists
from moving freely about the country.” The first to arrive was a Marine detachment,
toward the end of November 2001; by early January 2002, there were almost 4,000
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troops, and the number continued to climb: 7,000 by June 2002, 9,800 by September 2003,
and then a jump to 18,000 by August 2004. At that point, deployments leveled off, so
that a year later, there were still the same number of U.S. troops, with an additional
2,000 “coalition forces” counted as part of the same Operation Enduring Freedom (OEF).
In addition, as we saw in Chapter 4, an International Security Assistance Force (ISAF)
of foreign troops (some 8,500 in August 2005) was created to play a peacekeeping role,
with NATO becoming the leader. All this was over and above Afghan government
troops (gradually replacing the warlords’ militias), who were paid for, equipped, trained,
and accompanied on combat operations, mostly by the United States: 25,000 in the
army and around 50,000 in the police, both as of August 2005. To round out the pic-
ture, the U.S. was also running Bolivian- and Colombian-style antidrug operations
with the Afghans and the United Kingdom.

The original mission of U.S. ground forces was to pursue the remnants of the Taliban
regime and to hunt down whichever Al Qaeda forces still remained in Afghanistan.
Thus, for the next few years, there was a series of operations in which U.S. troops, joined
by a smattering of coalition units and, increasingly, Afghan detachments, searched for
both enemy forces and information about them. Typically, these operations would
result in a certain number of casualties and prisoners, along with caches of weapons
and documents. By late 2003, the Taliban had reverted to guerrilla warfare and begun
targeting the Afghan government, the United Nations (which was providing various
forms of economic and political aid), and some nongovernmental organizations. To
respond to these new attacks and to lay the ground for the 2004 presidential elections,
the Pentagon doubled the number of its troops and moved into what the general in
charge of U.S. troops called “a counterinsurgency operation.” This involved a revival
of Vietnam-era efforts at joint security and development programs, now called “provincial
reconstruction teams” of soldiers and aid-givers, as well as sweeps by ever-larger numbers
of OEF troops (often, all 18,000 were said to be engaged). The Taliban, however, was
not beaten and as parliamentary elections approached in 2005 began to target OEF
and, to a lesser degree, ISAF forces directly. Although the U.S. intelligence estimate
was that the Taliban did “not pose a strategic threat” to the regime, they were, very much
like Sandino 70 years earlier, “a determined enemy.” By April of 2008, ISAF was up to
47,000 troops, including 15,000 U.S. forces; in addition, the U.S. had some 12,000
troops fighting separately from ISAF, with 3200 more marines on the way. Clearly, the
Taliban had not yet been defeated and it was an open question if Afghanistan would
end up more like Korea or like Nicaragua.39

Incompetent clients: easy wins: Node 8

Cuba (1906: text); Nicaragua (1912: text); Haiti (1915: text); Dominican Republic
(1916: text); Lebanon (1958: text); Dominican Republic (1965: website); Zaire
(1978: text); Lebanon (1982–83: website); Saudi Arabia (1990–91: text); Iraq (2004–
present: text)

Up to this point, we have been concerned with combat troop commitments on behalf of
clients who were either perceived as competent at the time of the commitment or seen
as becoming competent in a politically reasonable interval. The expected power of the
client’s enemy against U.S. soldiers, in turn, served as a kind of pointer to the magnitude,
in time and troops, of the U.S. commitment. However, when the client’s military is

136 Client maintenance by interventions



viewed as incompetent both at the moment of crisis and for the foreseeable future, the
enemy’s assessed strength in combat against the U.S. plays a different role. It affects,
not the magnitude of the troops which U.S. leaders commit but the nature of that
commitment, i.e., just who the troops are. To see this, we will reverse the order of pre-
sentation and begin with situations in which the client is deemed incompetent and the
enemy not formidable.

In these circumstances of dual weakness, policy makers estimate that almost any
deployment of combat troops will result in a rapid and low-cost victory, what we here
call an “easy win.” Hence, even more than with other troop commitments, there is no
reason to worry about the specifics of the political and tactical situation at that
moment; instead, deployments are simple adaptations of existing contingency plans or
precedents, based on whatever forces are ready-to-hand. Those forces may be large or
small, not because of the terrain or the estimated size of enemy forces but because the
forces are, in classic cybernetic fashion, pulled off the shelf. By the same token, although
it is not expected that troops will have to remain for years, there is no great concern
among policy makers at the thought of a 12- or 18-month commitment. Furthermore,
since the client is deemed to be as incompetent as the enemy is weak against the U.S.,
whatever training occurs is more a reflex and a symbol of commitment rather than a
serious effort at turning over combat operations to the client; this is the principal dif-
ference with the life preserver situations discussed above.

A good example of an easy win troop deployment is the action undertaken in
Lebanon in 1958. For several years, the U.S. had had good relations with the pro-
Western regime – an arrangement combining Christian and Muslim office-holders with
the avid pursuit of local and foreign business – in power since the mid-1940s. As we
saw in Chapter 3, Lebanon was the only Arab state openly to endorse Eisenhower’s offer
of 1957 to send U.S. armed forces to anyMiddle Eastern country facedwith “overt armed
aggression from any nation controlled by International Communism.” This alignment,
although rewarded by Washington, was challenged by foes of the country’s president,
Camille Chamoun: they were upset both on foreign policy grounds and because Cha-
moun had shut them out of the spoils they expected. Not surprisingly, Chamoun
labeled his opponents as communists and persuaded Washington to help him rig par-
liamentary elections to keep them out of power, a task vigorously undertaken by the
CIA with the aid of large sums of money (one officer regularly visited Chamoun late at
night and handed him briefcases full of cash for his preferred candidates). This opera-
tion was almost too successful, as so many pro-Chamoun legislators were elected that
Chamoun began to contemplate having parliament amend the constitution so that he
could serve a second term as president.

Chamoun’s ambitions triggered a strong reaction from his opponents. In May, the
assassination of an anti-Chamoun journalist sparked riots, street fighting, and, rapidly,
an armed uprising in the north and east of the country. Predictably, Chamoun raised
the possibility of U.S. troops; Washington, by now disenchanted with Chamoun,
understood that under the Eisenhower Doctrine it would have no choice if there were
to be a direct appeal for troops but was still not convinced that the Lebanese government
really needed troops, at least not enough for the U.S. to suffer the inevitable criticisms
of imperialism such a deployment would bring unless really necessary. For this reason,
Dulleswrote to the U.S. ambassador, telling him that troops could only be sent for purposes
of protecting Lebanon’s independence, that Lebanon’s “Western orientation” had to take
precedence over Chamoun’s possible reelection, and that if troops were to be sent, their
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mission would be to “release Lebanese forces” and, except in self-defense, not to attack
rebel forces. U.S. officials simply did not think that the rebels posed a significant military
threat – not only for U.S. troops but even for the small Lebanese armed forces. Hence,
as the crisis continued, the U.S. contented itself with shipping first tanks, then fighter jets,
to Lebanon. When the Lebanese armed forces saw fit to use this equipment (most of the
time, they were extremely cautious so as not to ignite a sectarian war and risk their own
disintegration), they were able to defeat the rebels in relatively short order.

For the next two months, the situation remained more or less the same. From time to
time, fighting would flare up enough to prompt panicked messages from Beirut or
intervention discussions in Washington, but with UN involvement, matters looked as if
they would come under control. Indeed, as time went by, Eisenhower and his top
advisers began to realize just how isolated Chamoun was and how little a threat to the
regime’s maintenance it would be for him to step down from power. This led the U.S.
to attach new conditions to a possible troop deployment, such as participation by other
Arab states; it also led to a joint démarche by the U.S., British, and French ambassa-
dors advising Chamoun to start the process of finding a successor to him as president
when his term ended. Suddenly, on 14 July, the pro-Western regime in Iraq was over-
thrown in a coup d’état, with both the prime minister and the king being executed.
Both Chamoun and King Hussein of Jordan (cousin to the Iraqi monarch) immedi-
ately requested U.S. military intervention, a request seconded by the governments of
Turkey, Iran, Pakistan, Israel, Saudi Arabia, Britain, and France – all U.S. clients and
one of them an Arab country. Although this agreement on what the U.S. should do
could not remove the imperialist taint of an intervention, it certainly reinforced the
arguments that a decision not to intervene would “lose influence” for the U.S. and
bring “into question throughout the world” the “dependability of United States com-
mitments for assistance in the event of need.” The one bright lining was that no one
expected the marines actually to have to fight the anti-Chamoun forces: the U.S. troops
were to be deployed mostly in Beirut and the surrounding areas, their objective being
“a show of force with psychological overtones.” In fact, to the extent that the troop
landings were directed against an enemy, rather than simply being a theatrical demon-
stration that the U.S. would stand by its clients, the enemy was not the anti-Chamoun
rebels but Nasserite and leftist forces who, in the future, might be tempted to overthrow
an entire regime, as in Iraq.

Eisenhower thus sent troops to Lebanon but used their presence as a means to work
out a political compromise. The troops were held in Beirut and not sent into rebel-
controlled areas; neither the Lebanese army nor the rebels engaged in serious combat
against each other (one observer described the action as “noisy shooting” instead of
“heavy fighting”); and the entire ambience, with heavily-armed marines wading ashore
among bikini-clad sunbathers while the U.S. ambassador persuaded the government
forces not to fire on them, was more Kabuki than combat. Almost immediately,
Eisenhower dispatched a top State Department official to Beirut and within a few
weeks, he had worked out a deal with the rebels and Chamoun’s erstwhile supporters
for electing the country’s top general as Chamoun’s successor. In the meantime, the U.S.
and Britain agreed not to intervene in Iraq and, against the wishes of Jordan’s king,
soon recognized the new regime. By the fall, when the marines finally departed, they
could claim never to have gone into combat.40 Several decades later, the U.S. sent
troops to Lebanon again, this time with a different outcome (see the book’s website for
a detailed discussion of the intervention in 1982 and its subsequent escalation).
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One of the regions in which marines have often been sent in anticipation of an easy
win is Central America and the Caribbean. The first intervention of this sort was in
Cuba in 1906, with the U.S. going so far as to set up a provisional government. We saw
above that there was a similar intervention in Nicaragua in 1912; there was another, in
Haiti, in 1915 (the marines remained until 1934, putting down rebellions along the way
in 1918 and 1929), followed by one in 1916 in the Dominican Republic (there, the
marines remained for eight years). One of the lessons that U.S. policy makers learned
from these interventions was the desirability of organizing a constabulary, typically a
National Guard, for the client so that, in the future, there would be a competent force
to put down insurgencies. This is why the intervention in Nicaragua in 1927–33 was
more in the nature of a rescue: the U.S. expected, correctly, that the National Guard
would be able to take over from the marines in relatively short order. By the early
1930s, a number of the formerly chaotic U.S. clients in the region had powerful Guard-
like militaries, thereby providing an armed forces backup for Franklin Roosevelt’s
Good Neighbor policy of not sending the marines. That policy held for over 30 years,
although, as we will see below and in Chapter 6, it did not stop the U.S. from various
covert military or paramilitary operations. What finally was the coup de grâce for the
policy was the intervention, in 1965, in the Dominican Republic (see the book’s website
for a detailed discussion).

Thus far, we have been discussing easy win interventions of between 2,000 and
20,000 troops. A more recent instance involved a considerably greater deployment and
is interesting because it illustrates the means-driven way in which situations are assessed
as likely to be easy wins. On 2 August 1990, Iraq invaded Kuwait, easily overrunning
the country. To officials in Washington, this immediately raised the prospect that a
long-time U.S. client and neighbor of Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, could also be attacked
and its oil fields seized. Within 12 hours, a meeting of the National Security Council
was taking place, with participants from the president to the CIA director worrying about
Saudi Arabia and the commander-in-chief of Central Command, General Schwarzkopf,
presenting a reworked contingency plan for defending the Arabian peninsula. Two days
later, Bush decided to push the Saudi king to accept the large numbers of American
troops it was anticipated would be necessary to defend his regime. Schwarzkopf and the
secretary of defense were duly dispatched to Jiddah and, following a briefing about the
number of Iraqi troops and the danger they posed to the kingdom, permission was
granted. Rapidly, tens of thousands of U.S. troops began arriving in Saudi Arabia, leading
U.S. officials to begin to breathe more easily.

Practically from the beginning of the crisis, even before Bush stated that “this
aggression” against Kuwait “will not stand,” it was assumed by almost all U.S. policy
makers that Iraqi forces could not be permitted to stay in Kuwait. There were several
reasons for this, ranging from concern over Iraqi control of petroleum reserves to the
longstanding U.S. antipathy to the Ba’athist regime in Iraq (notwithstanding the tactical
alliance of the two countries against Iran in the 1980s); but one important motivation
was the understanding that the Saudis could not be safe with the Iraqis “only forty
kilometers from the Saudi oil fields.” Moreover, the U.S. could not maintain 200,000
troops in Saudi Arabia indefinitely: quite apart from logistical and financial con-
siderations, a permanent or even long-term troop deployment was politically impossible
for the Saudis. Hence, almost immediately, policy makers began to discuss “warfighting”
that would go beyond simply “deterring” an Iraqi invasion of Saudi Arabia. Schwarzkopf
began planning for a massive air war to force the Iraqis out of Kuwait, even before
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Bush had told the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff that UN economic sanctions were
unlikely to work (this six days after they were voted at U.S. urging) and long before the
“Y in the road” meeting at the end of October in which it was decided formally that if
Iraq did not withdraw from Kuwait, the U.S. would use force to do so.

Schwarzkopf initially focused on an air campaign because the troop deployments
planned to defend Saudi Arabia were, he thought, inadequate for a short and low U.S.-
casualty ground war in Kuwait; he also saw Iraq as “target rich” for air strikes. After
some bureaucratic maneuvering, Schwarzkopf produced a ground war plan relying
lavishly on U.S. troops and equipment in Europe, now available for use in the Middle
East because of the end of the cold war. This new plan, which involved over half a
million troops and the latest planes, tanks, and “smart” bombs, was projected to result
in a rapid ground victory in Kuwait with low U.S. casualties, especially in conjunction
with the punishing air strikes which would both precede and accompany it. The expected
ease of the U.S. victory was increased still further when, shortly before Christmas, it
was decided not to aim at removing the Ba’athist regime from power in Iraq; this meant
that U.S. forces would not be required to invade Iraq and face guerrilla warfare. In
fact, although policy makers had expected an easy win, the actual war went even faster
and resulted in fewer U.S. casualties (137 killed) than had been anticipated; ground
combat was ended in under 100 hours (leaving the regime in Baghdad free to repress
domestic uprisings) because the wholesale slaughter of Iraqi forces was so great that
Bush and his advisers feared damage to the image of the United States.41

Not all easy win interventions involve U.S. troops. If, for various reasons, the U.S.
lacks forces in the vicinity of a client and, in the recent past, an alternative policy
instrument was used on behalf of that client, then attention will focus on reviving that
alternative instrument. A good example of this is Zaire in 1978. The year before, the
country had been invaded by long-time foes of the Mobutu regime. Washington,
skeptical about both the seriousness of the threat and its supposedly communist char-
acter, contented itself with sending “nonlethal” military aid; and neither the former
colonial power, Belgium, nor the Organization of African Unity were much more
forthcoming. However, as Zaire’s army, never very competent, began to disintegrate,
Morocco stepped into the breach, sending a 1,500-man paratroop brigade, assisted by
Egyptian pilots and mechanics, paid for by Saudi Arabia, and flown in by France,
which added additional weapons and paramilitary advisers. This tipped the balance
and the invasion was quickly repulsed. It is impossible to know just what the U.S. role
was in the operation: although Carter was criticized by Mobutu and former U.S. offi-
cials, such as Kissinger, for not helping, Paris apparently “informed” Washington
beforehand and coordinated with it, including on intelligence matters; the Saudis were
a long-time U.S. client; the Egyptians had lengthy discussions about Zaire with the U.S.;
by law, the Moroccans could only use their U.S. weapons abroad if they had prior U.S.
support; and the U.S. made it clear that it hoped the operation could “stabilize the
military situation.” There were also unconfirmed reports that the CIA was trying to
find mercenaries to send to Zaire, as it had in fact done during an earlier proxy war
(see below).42

The next year, in precisely the same province (Shaba), precisely the same group of
invaders repeated their feat. This time, Mobutu’s forces were even less competent than
before, and the rebels managed to take the major mining center of the province, where
Americans, French, and, in larger numbers, Belgians, lived and worked. Quickly, policy
makers in the three countries worked on plans to evacuate their citizens; but when the
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relatively small number of U.S. nationals were ferried out by their own employer,
Washington changed tack, instead reworking the 1977 troop lift by itself supplying
large aircraft to ferry 700 French (mostly Foreign Legion) and 1,700 Belgian para-
troopers for rescue missions. By the time they landed, the invaders had already begun
to retreat and brief skirmishes led to the remaining ones being killed, captured, or
expelled within two days. At this point, the Belgians began to withdraw, but the French
stayed on, hunting for insurgents until such time as an international force could replace
them (in the words of the French commander, “Zaire does not have the means to
secure the region. There is no other way”). Within a week, such a force had been put
together, composed of Moroccan troops and soldiers from several of France’s former
colonies. The U.S., which had coordinated closely with Paris on all these decisions,
then ferried out the French troops and ferried in the international force. In the mean-
time, drawing on both its standard repertoire of policy instruments and those countries
which had participated in the previous year’s rescue, the U.S. arranged for Zaire to
receive IMF-supervised loans, Saudi-supplied U.S. weapons, and Egyptian (and other)
military advisers.43

A final, and at the time of this book’s writing, ongoing, example of an intervention
intended as an easy win is that which began in Iraq after the regime of Saddam Hussein
was deposed (see Chapter 6 for a discussion of the 2003 war). Soon after, it became
apparent that various fighters, whether former soldiers or new volunteers, were carry-
ing out a guerrilla war against the U.S. occupation. Bush’s instantly famous response
was, “There are some who feel like that, you know, the conditions are such that they can
attack us there. My answer is bring them on. We’ve got the force necessary to deal with
the security situation.” This view was hardly unique: the secretary of defense referred
to the insurgents as “dead-enders” and said that they would be defeated; the next
spring, by which time the insurgency had spread widely, U.S. generals still said (at least
publicly) that there was no need “for more [U.S.] troops in the region, nor in the
country” and that U.S. “combat power”was so “overwhelming” that the insurgents would
surely be defeated, even before economic development projects would demonstrate to
the population that the U.S. was not an enemy. Ideally, counterinsurgency operations
would be carried out by the forces of the newly sovereign Iraqi state, but, at that point,
there were so few of them and they were so poorly trained and equipped that they were
for all practical purposes absent from Pentagon strategic plans. Ironically, this did not
worry the U.S. military, which, as late as July 2004, “still seemed to live in a fantasy-
land. … Its spokesmen were still talking about a core insurgent force of only 5,000”
when “experts on the ground in Iraq saw the core as at least 12,000 to 16,000.” The
expectations of an easy win persisted, with the vice president claiming in 2005 that the
insurgency was in its “last throes,” a claim which he repeated a year later. By the end
of 2006, with the fighting into Iraq having metastasized into intra- and inter-communal
war as well as continued anti-U.S. attacks, Bush decided to “surge” U.S. forces by some
33,000 troops in order to tamp down on violence and provide breathing room for
political reconciliation. Since the total number of troops even at the height (no more
than a few months long) of the surge was less than during the 2003 invasion, and far
less than U.S. military doctrine held necessary to fight an insurgency, it appears that,
even several years into the conflict, U.S. leaders still anticipated no difficulties in
snuffing out military threats to the Maliki regime. Their presumption continued to be
that, faced with the practical impossibility of defeating the U.S. in battle, insurgents of
various stripes would eventually make their peace with the regime.44
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Incompetent clients: basket cases: Node 9

Laos (1962–73: text); Congo (1964–65: website); Cambodia (1970–73: website);
Liberia (1991–92: text)

One of the striking features of a number of the life preserver and easy win interventions
is how badly mistaken U.S. policy makers turned out to be. We will discuss some of the
reasons for this in Chapter 7; here, we would simply indicate that in a number of those
cases, situation estimates derived, in classic cybernetic fashion, from the policy means
adopted in the preceding phase of decision making. Thus, in Korea, Iraq, and Leba-
non, the fact that U.S. forces had earlier been committed to deal with a particular
problem meant that those forces, and the Washington agencies that keyed off of their
activities, looked and planned for additional manifestations of that specific problem,
even though it was no longer the most important threat to the regime. It would, how-
ever, be incorrect to think that only in the case of the 1965 decisions in South Vietnam
did a more pessimistic view prevail. There is a fourth category of combat commitments
in which American officials had a considerably more lucid view, namely, those in which
the client was deemed incompetent and the enemy formidable.

In these situations, the U.S. could count on neither a sure nor a rapid victory. Since
there were no local forces on which to build, any troop commitment was likely not only
to be open-ended but to necessitate the assumption of a colonial-style role by the
United States. A role of this sort would pose a political problem, both for public opi-
nion in the U.S. and elsewhere, and, interestingly, for U.S. policy makers themselves.
For whom would they be fighting? In effect, on behalf of a basket case, incapable of
being healed. However, since the U.S. was committed to defending its clients, doing
nothing was not acceptable. The solution was to use proxy forces, operating at the
behest of the U.S. and perhaps under direct U.S. control. This was a centuries-old
imperial technique, but one which required organizational innovations if it was to be
carried out by the U.S.

Throughout history, empires have used foreign troops, both to make up for man-
power shortages and because the foreigners were deemed particularly appropriate for
certain kinds of imperial policing tasks. In ancient Rome, for example, the army had
for many years relied on foreign auxiliaries who would receive citizenship upon dis-
charge, but as time went on, they were considered too civilized to be of value in the
most hostile terrain. Instead, emperors began to recruit numeri from the provinces
considered especially barbarous and these, because of their supposedly tougher qualities,
were stationed in frontier areas of other provinces and, logically, did not become citizens
after their discharge. In more recent times, the Russians used the Cossacks for similar
purposes, as did the French with Moroccans and tirailleurs sénégalais (in fact, soldiers
from various colonial possessions in Africa). The Cossacks were used systematically
along the southern and eastern borders of the expanding empire; the Moroccans and
“Senegalese” throughout the colonies, including during the Indochina campaign after
World War II. The French also had an additional unit of proxies, the Foreign Legion,
which served in a number of colonial campaigns; it still is in existence and, as we saw
above, is used from time to time in operations, especially in Africa.

In the era of formal colonies, proxies were considered an effective instrument of
imperial rule. However, in a sovereign state, a garrison of foreign troops who are
commanded and paid for by a third party is anomalous (for both the country in which
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they are stationed and the one providing them) and seen as a kind of return to colonial
rule. If there is an emergency and if the third party is the United Nations, this may be
acceptable for a limited period of time. Otherwise, the situation is simply too awkward
to maintain, and this is one reason that standing proxy forces have tended to dwindle
or simply disappear, replaced by special forces or other, shorter-term, arrangements. A
case in point is the fate of the famous Gurkhas. These troops, from Nepal, have been used
by the British since 1815. They were sent throughout the Empire for various counter-
insurgency operations, including Iraq in the 1920s, Malaya, and Borneo. Since the
advent of independence for most British possessions, the Gurkhas have continued to be
used, including in the reconquest of the Falklands and in the UN-sponsored mission in
Sierra Leone. However, as the Empire shrank, then disappeared, the need for standing
regiments of Gurkhas diminished and other forces were seen as substitutable for them
(a similar story can be told of the French Foreign Legion); hence they have dwindled in
size from some 16,000 at their non-World War peak to 3,300 today.45

For the United States, the fact that its empire was comprised of independent client states
meant that, even if it had been politically possible to station garrisons from colonial
possessions, there were practically no such places from which troops could regularly be
drawn. From time to time, in emergency situations where the U.S. had already committed
its own troops, other U.S. clients did offer soldiers either from a sense of solidarity or in
hopes of a political or financial payoff, but the number of troops in these offers was
small by comparison with those already furnished by the U.S. and there was no evidence
that the other clients could in fact substitute their forces for those of the U.S. Hence, in
basket case situations where the use of U.S. troops was ruled out, it was necessary to
come up with ad hoc, situation-specific proxies for U.S. ground troops. Such proxies,
though, were only worth sending if they could be effective, something which the for-
midable nature of their enemy and the case-by-case nature of their recruitment called
into question. The U.S. would therefore have to help them by providing equipment,
advisers, and, above all, tactical support during their battles. This latter implied the use of
air power, a policy instrument developed for use against insurgencies back in the 1920s.
(The marines, as we saw, used bombing against Sandino’s forces; they were preceded by
the British in Iraq, who also used poison gas.)46

The dilemma for U.S. officials is that the only means by which they could have some
confidence that ad hoc proxy forces might succeed is if they were to accompany those
forces with American advisers and support them with bombing from planes flown by
American pilots. A policy along these lines would be sure to raise political hackles,
as it would raise the specter of an eventual U.S. ground troop commitment. The solu-
tion to the dilemma was to keep the U.S. role secret, if not from the client or its ene-
mies, then from the American public; only in this way could the circle be squared. This
meant that the U.S. would have to develop policy instruments for covertly recruiting,
training, equipping, transporting, advising, and supporting with bombing not one, but
a series of, proxies.

In fact, the U.S. developed two policy instruments for these purposes. The first was what
became the paramilitary branch of the CIA. As we saw above, in 1947, the Office of
Special Operations (OSO) was given the responsibility for carrying out covert psycholo-
gical warfare. However, by the following spring, U.S. officials began broadening their
sights towhat was then called “organized political warfare,”which would include agitation,
sabotage, and other activities. Within a short time, a new agency was born, the blandly
named Office of Policy Coordination (OPC), responsible for “covert operations”:
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[A]ll activities … conducted or sponsored by this Government against hostile for-
eign states or groups or in support of friendly foreign states or groups but which
are so planned and executed that any US Government responsibility for them is
not evident to unauthorized persons and that if uncovered the US Government can
plausibly disclaim any responsibility for them. Specifically, such operations shall
include any covert activities related to: propaganda, economic warfare; preventive
direct action, including sabotage, anti-sabotage, demolition and evacuation measures;
subversion against hostile states, including assistance to underground resistance
movements, guerrillas and refugee liberation groups, and support of indigenous
anti-communist elements in threatened countries of the free world.

OPCwas placedwithin the CIA, although it would be several years before the CIA director
would acquire power over it. In the meantime, it grew quickly: from 300 employees in
1949 to almost 6,000 in 1952, and from a budget of $4.7 million to one of $82 million
over the same period. Finally, it was merged with OSO and became the CIA’s Directorate
of Plans (later, the Directorate of Operations [DDO]; still later, the National Clandes-
tine Service).47

Within a short time, the OPC and its successors had developed a significant para-
military capacity. Arrangements were worked out with the military to provide person-
nel and training facilities as well as equipment when needed for specific operations.
(This cooperation was subsequently mandated by the National Security Council.) The
CIA also ended up buying an airline in Asia, Civil Air Transport (later renamed Air
America), thereby permitting OPC to transport equipment and troops without having
to rely on the air force or, as in Europe, on the British RAF. Over time, the CIA acquired
other airlines, notably Southern Air Transport and Intermountain Aviation, although
in the 1970s most of these were sold. At present, the CIA’s paramilitary capacities are
concentrated in what had been DDO’s Special Activities Division and in spite of bud-
getary and political ups and downs over the last half-century, those capacities still
follow along more or less the same lines as set up by the OPC.48

Initially, covert paramilitary operations were focused in Eastern Europe and China
(see Chapter 6). The military had slowly been moving to create its own covert units for
use in time of war, with the intention of complementing the OPC (which would be used
in nonwar situations). With the outbreak of the Korean War, these units, the core of
the second policy instrument for working with proxies, were greatly expanded, in
keeping with policy makers’ desire to mount large numbers of operations in North
Korea. Even though the military enjoyed obvious logistical and budgetary advantages
over the OPC, the urgency of the situation meant that the latter, too, was called on to
participate in these missions. Conversely, the military’s units were not dissolved at the
end of the Korean War and by the late 1950s, all three services had “special forces”
capabilities, thereby creating institutionalized resources upon which the CIA could
draw and against which it could compete. When Kennedy became president, his con-
cern to find a way of combating what he saw as communist insurgencies gave addi-
tional impetus to this development: special forces units were beefed up and assigned
responsibility for what had been CIA operations in Vietnam. In 1987, Congress created
a Special Operations Command, bringing most of the military’s units under a single
umbrella and facilitating Defense-run covert operations.49

Both the CIA’s paramilitary capacity and the Pentagon’s special forces have been
used in basket case situations. Typically, one or more proxy forces have been developed
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or shipped in and then supported with weapons, advisers, and, not least, with bombing.
A good case in point, involving mercenaries and other proxies, is the Republic of the
Congo (later renamed Zaire; later still, the Democratic Republic of the Congo) in
1964–65 (see Chapter 4 and, for a detailed account; the book’s website). Around the time
of the Congo intervention, the U.S. was also confronting another basket case situation.
This was in Laos, where since the late 1950s, the U.S. had been backing the rightist
part of a collapsed coalition in a war against their former partners, namely neutralist
forces and communist insurgents. Although Washington tried to build up its allies,
sending them both overt and covert aid (the latter with special forces advisers), U.S.
officials, who saw the rightists as “mush,” without strength, and unwilling to fight (the
British agreed, the prime minister describing them as “incompetent”), were dubious about
their chances of success. Under these circumstances, it was hopeless to send U.S. troops
and every time the prospect was brought up, it was either rejected or watered down
into a contingent warning across the border in Thailand. Instead, U.S. leaders pursued
a two-track strategy: one was to neutralize Laos, the other to construct a proxy which
could do the fighting for the rightists. A neutralization agreement was signed in July
1962; prior to that date and subsequent to the agreement’s slow-motion collapse in
1963–64, the U.S. avidly pursued the proxy option.

The most important proxy efforts revolved around a non-Lao ethnic group living in
the highlands around the area most fiercely contested by the insurgents. This group, the
Hmong (or Meo, as they were then widely called), was seen by U.S. officials as con-
siderably more willing and able to fight; they were supplied by the CIA through Air
America and trained and advised by a combination of CIA officers, special forces, and
units of Thai soldiers who had themselves been organized by the CIA to put down an
insurgency in their own country. By the mid-1960s, the CIA had built a Hmong army
of some 30,000 soldiers. They were assisted by tactical air power, with U.S. T-28s
operating from Thailand (where the CIA officer in charge of the Hmong program had
his office) and flown by Thai, Lao, or U.S. pilots. Later, the T-28s would be assisted by
U.S. jet fighters based in Thailand, South Vietnam, or the South China Sea. Similar,
though smaller, programs were run with other non-Lao ethnic groups elsewhere in the
country, as well as in the highland areas of South Vietnam.

The Hmong’s principal task was to fight against the Laotian communist forces, not
with the aim of eliminating them from the entire country but simply “of preserving
[the] integrity and stability” of the zone between the country’s royal and administrative
capitals. Insofar as the Laotian communists were assisted by the North Vietnamese, the
Hmong would need greater fire power, but it was assumed by U.S. officials that any
North Vietnamese aid would be limited so as not to provoke a stronger U.S. reaction.
This was in the northern part of the country; starting in late 1964, the U.S. also began
a pair of systematic bombing campaigns in the southern “panhandle” of Laos, the
region used by the North Vietnamese to transport men and equipment into South
Vietnam. These campaigns, although controlled as to pace and targets by the U.S.
ambassador to Laos, were distinct from the CIA’s counterinsurgency efforts with the
Hmong. Gradually, however, as the U.S. infiltration war intensified, the North Vietnamese
began to get more heavily involved against the Hmong, which in turn led to higher
casualties and a greater reliance on air power. This reached its apogee in the early
1970s, when the U.S. began using B-52s to bomb entire map grids in the northern part
of the country. Almost all of these operations, in both northern and southern Laos,
were kept secret for years, partly to preserve the fiction of a neutral Laos (the North
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Vietnamese had the same incentive to keep their troop activities secret) and partly out
of concern that if U.S. activities were to be acknowledged, a Congress fearful of esca-
lation would begin to interfere.50

The operations by and in support of both the Hmong in Laos and the mercenaries in
the Congo involved the full array of features characteristic of basket case interventions:
the organization, equipping, training, and deployment of proxy infantry; the use of
tactical air power in support of those forces; and the covert direction of both of the first
two elements by CIA and special forces personnel. In Cambodia, the U.S. began its
intervention with all three elements but then, within a short time, found that the proxy
troops had disappeared so that the war became a massive bombing campaign by the U.S.
against communist troops (for a detailed account, see the book’s website).

The three basket case interventions we have mentioned all occurred during the
heyday of U.S. counterinsurgency operations. However, the logic behind proxy wars is
just as valid now as decades ago, even if the enemy is different. To see this, consider the
case of Liberia from 1990–92. As we saw in Chapter 3, the country had been a U.S.
client since 1942. Up through 1980, the situation was calm, with the descendants of
American slaves monopolizing power and the U.S. using the extensive air and com-
munications facilities it had constructed. Nothing much changed when an army sergeant
from outside the elite, Samuel Doe, seized power, disemboweling the then-president and
staging a public execution of cabinet ministers on the beach. The wealth was shared a
bit more broadly but there was more of it, since Doe let the Reagan administration use
Liberia as a staging ground for its anti-Libyan crusade (see Chapter 6) and was
rewarded with large amounts of aid. Doe, however, was both thuggish and inept, and
in late 1989, insurgents led by a former government official, Charles Taylor, entered the
country and began advancing toward the capital.

Once the Bush administration realized that the rebels were likely to overwhelm Doe’s
forces, it was faced with a decision. The State Department advocated dropping Doe
and arranging for Taylor to take power, with assurances that an election would then be
organized. However, concern that Taylor was backed by Libya and that his coming to
power would endanger U.S. facilities in Liberia led to a rejection of that policy: the U.S.
would not do anything that might lead to Taylor’s victory. Logically, this meant that
some military force had to be found to block, or if possible, push back Taylor’s forces;
but the thought of U.S. forces being involved beyond a standard evacuation operation
in such a chaotic situation was anathema. Instead, U.S. officials encouraged proxy forces
to act. The first of these was one of Taylor’s commanders, who broke with him on the
grounds that he was too close to Libya and interposed his own forces between those of
Taylor and Doe. The second proxy was a West African multilateral force (ECOMOG)
led by Nigeria and the other U.S. client in the region, Ghana. This force was bitterly
opposed by Taylor, all the more so when it began advancing into his territory. The U.S.,
claiming to be neutral, supported ECOMOG politically and financially, while closing
the door on a ceasefire as the multilateral force was on the offensive.

Over the next year, political and military maneuvers took place. The U.S. paid for
Senegal to contribute experienced troops to ECOMOG as a way of strengthening the
force and weakening Taylor’s francophone African support; it also put pressure on
another francophone source of weapons to Taylor, Burkina Faso. When Taylor launched
a new offensive in the fall of 1992, the U.S. strongly supported ECOMOG’s aggressive
response: it provided target spotters for a bombing campaign by Nigerian aircraft and
tactical advice for a shelling campaign by the Nigerian navy; it called for “full support”
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to ECOMOG as the only way to avoid “direct United States or United Nations inter-
vention”; and it engineered a Security Council resolution imposing “a general and
complete embargo on all deliveries of weapons and military equipment to Liberia”
except those destined for ECOMOG. All this led to alternate rounds of fighting and
political agreements until, in 1995, a coalition executive was formed with Taylor as its
key member; two years later, elections were held and an intimidated population voted
Taylor into the presidency (his supporters’ slogan was, “he killed my ma, he killed my pa,
but I’ll vote for him”). It is estimated that some 200,000 civilians (out of a total
population of 2.5 million) died between the start of Taylor’s insurgency and the day he took
office. Taylor’s rule, it should be noted, lasted six years, until another U.S.-brokered
intervention occurred (discussed in Chapter 4 and in node 15 below).51

Liquidating a troop deployment

As we have seen, there are no fewer than four situations in which U.S. policy makers
opt to send combat troops, whether their own or proxies, to take over some of the cli-
ents’ military tasks. Since prior to the U.S. decision the state in question had been
either a client maintained by routine means or by noncombat forms of intervention, or
else a nonclient, the U.S. troop commitment represents an escalatory step from existing
policy (even if that policy continues). Furthermore, given the U.S. commitment implied
in the very fact of a state’s being a client and the ease with which existing policy
instruments can be scaled up, there tends to be a built-in bias toward expanding the
scope and magnitude of combat operations if it turns out that the U.S. or its proxies
are not making progress. In Vietnam, for example, Johnson sent in several hundred
thousand more troops than those he had originally decided to deploy in July 1965. In
Laos, the U.S. greatly increased the size of the Hmong, while intensifying air support
bombing; this latter also occurred in Cambodia and, albeit to a much small degree, in
Lebanon in 1983–84 (see below). In Nicaragua in the 1920s and in Afghanistan more
recently, the U.S. stepped up the pace of patrols and began larger-scale military
operations, something which was also the case in Iraq.

However, when there is a radical change in circumstances, it has the effect of placing
U.S. policy makers before a quandary. They now find themselves faced with a situation
quite different from that for which the combat commitment was intended and therefore
must choose between an entirely new kind of intervention and scaling down or liqui-
dating combat operations by U.S. or proxy forces. The first of these two possibilities is
the one which initially tempts policy makers, not least because it represents one more
move in a policy of saving the client. To escalate in this sense, though, is both difficult
and dangerous. Difficult, because the necessary policy tools – for example, significant
numbers of new troops, whether U.S. or proxy – may not be available quickly or even
for several years. Dangerous, because some of the necessary tools, such as transforming
a small or proxy force into a major troop commitment, or calling up the reserves, or
increasing taxes, would be massively unpopular at home; other tools, such as an invasion
of another country or the use of nuclear weapons, would run risks of a world war,
something far beyond what policy makers had committed to in even open-ended
intervention situations. Hence, although it is possible for the U.S. to move from a
noncombat form of intervention to a combat one as well as to escalate within a given
combat situation, escalation across combat nodes (say, from a life-preserver interven-
tion to an open-ended one, or from an easy win intervention to a proxy one) is out of
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the question. (The same also applies, as we shall see, to escalation from an open-ended
combat situation to a world war-type situation.)

If escalation of this sort is ruled out, then the only alternative to current policy is to
reduce the number of U.S. troops. Ideally, this would not be done until the client’s
capabilities had been built up; to gain time for that to happen, negotiations would have
to be undertaken with the enemy. In principle, the client should also be a party to these
talks but as it is likely to see them as an American betrayal, the U.S. will probably to
take over entirely the task of negotiations. (A consequence is that, when an agreement
is reached, the U.S. has to apply great pressure to the client for it to be accepted, going
so far as to contemplate a coup d’état against the country’s president.) If, however,
there is no domestic political support for a slow withdrawal, then the above strategy is
untenable and the U.S. might have to pull out without having been able to arrange
a backup.

It is important not to interpret these situations of liquidating troop commitments as
indicative of some kind of constraint on the bloodiness or duration of combat inter-
ventions. The Korean and Vietnam Wars, for example, show clearly that U.S. officials
are able to initiate and maintain high levels of fighting, often for years on end. (We will
see below that even the liquidation of these commitments in the face of growing public
disaffection involved from two to four years of additional war. The same can also be
said of hostile interventions, as will be discussed in Chapter 6.) Rather, the point is that if
things worsen enough so that the basic situation – the combination of a geographically
contained conflict, a client either competent or incompetent, and an enemy either for-
midable or not – changes, then, and only then, U.S. policy makers will be led to scale
down, perhaps very rapidly, their activities.

In terms of the pseudo-decision tree, these nodes are branched onto from the ques-
tion asked higher up the tree about whether or not the client has sufficient manpower
to put down a rebellion or invasion without foreign troops. If the answer is yes, then, as
we saw, the situation indicates sending emergency aid and advisers. But if the answer is
no, then the question that arises is whether the U.S. has already sent combat troops,
whether its own or those of one or more proxies. If the answer to this question is no,
then we end up with one of the four combat intervention nodes discussed above. If,
though, the answer is yes, then, depending on whether or not there is political support
for a drawn-out troop reduction policy, there are two ways in which the troop deploy-
ment can be liquidated: slowly, accompanied by a policy of building up the client and
(over the client’s objection) negotiating with the enemy (node 10); and rapidly, by a
precipitate end to the combat intervention (node 11).

Political support: drawdown and negotiation: Node 10

South Korea (1951–53: text); South Vietnam (1968–73: text and website); Laos
(1973: text)

Even when a disaster occurs, presidents often retain political support for a gradual
liquidation of a troop deployment. This may be due to the well-known “rally round the
flag” effect; but it also occurs because much of the public is susceptible to arguments
about sunk costs and preserving national honor. Both of these factors were at work in
the first of the really major combat interventions to be liquidated, that of Korea. In late
November 1950, the Chinese attacked U.S. and allied forces “in great and ever
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increasing strength.” MacArthur, shaken, reported that, “We face an entirely new war”
and declared that he did not have enough force at his disposal to repel the attack. This
led to a somber meeting at the White House in which it was reported that there were
“no more ground troops which we could now send” and that escalation risked general
war with China and/or the Soviet Union. Although there was some discussion of
withdrawing from Korea, both Truman and his secretary of state, Acheson, expressed a
determination to fight in Korea as long as was possible. A series of talks with the British
prime minister several days later (occasioned by panic over a remark by Truman on the
possible use of nuclear weapons) reaffirmed this policy, effectively ruling out some of
the ideas MacArthur – and, it should be added, leaders in the U.S. – had begun putting
forward about extending the war into China. By 11 December, Truman had accepted
the idea of a cease-fire in Korea, adding publicly several days later that he was willing
to negotiate. (This meant negotiations with the Chinese communists, whom the U.S.
had boycotted for several years.) That same day, Acheson specified that a cease-fire
should establish a demilitarized zone “following generally the line of the 38th parallel,”
which is precisely what was finally agreed to some two and a half years later.

First, however, the negotiations had to start. This itself took six months of heavy
fighting until both the U.S. and Chinese were satisfied that no major military gains or
losses were likely. Although there was resistance from both MacArthur – who persisted
in his calls for attacking China and was finally fired by Truman – and the South
Korean president, Rhee – who still wanted to reconquer North Korea and was violently
opposed to any talks with communists – most of the bureaucracy, much of Congress,
and almost all the U.S. allies were in favor of negotiations. Such support was crucial for
the U.S., because the negotiations rapidly became stalemated. Some of the stumbling
blocks were predictable: disputes over the location of the demilitarized zone between
the two Koreas; the ability of the U.S. to maintain troops after an armistice was signed
(to protect its client, viewed as too weak to withstand another invasion); and other
issues pertaining to U.S.-Chinese relations. In order to force agreement, the U.S. esca-
lated the air (and also sea) war, bombing cities, power complexes, and dams (which
resulted in catastrophic floods and the destruction of the rice crop); the Chinese
responded by launching huge infantry offensives. Since Rhee opposed any concessions
to China, U.S. officials gave serious thought to overthrowing him as well.

The most important stumbling block, however, had to do with prisoners of war.
Early in the talks, the U.S. decided to insist on voluntary repatriation of prisoners,
something which the Chinese and some of the U.S. commanders strongly opposed and
which may have violated the Geneva conventions. This contributed in no small way to
the stalemate, since on most other issues, progress was being made when talks resumed
later in 1951 at Panmunjom. Truman, though, would not budge, and on this he was
supported by most of his advisers and, critically, by Congress. The talks thus dragged
on for over another year, during which the U.S. was able to start rebuilding the South
Korean military in preparation for the armistice. Finally, with a flurry of last-minute
moves – a new U.S. bombing campaign, a new Chinese offensive, a promise to Rhee
that the U.S. would expand his army and offer him a mutual defense pact, and a
decision to ride roughshod over South Korean objections and to agree to keep Rhee
from sabotaging the armistice – an agreement was reached between China, North Korea,
and the United States (South Korea did not sign). The war had been liquidated, South
Korea preserved as a U.S. client with the same boundaries as before the war, and millions
of soldiers and civilians had been killed.52
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The ending of U.S. ground combat in Vietnam followed a logic similar to that in
Korea, although, given the nature of the war, both the liquidation of the U.S. role in
fighting and the eventual outcome diverged in important respects from the Panmunjom
policy. By the end of 1967, U.S. ground troops had been fighting in South Vietnam for
almost two and a half years. Their numbers had grown to over 500,000, although only
a portion of those forces were “maneuver battalions,” i.e., infantry units engaged in
routine ground combat operations. In addition, the U.S. was engaging in extensive
bombing operations over both South Vietnam and North Vietnam (and, as we saw, in
Laos). “Progress” in the war was very much a matter of dispute: to the Johnson
administration and its senior advisers (the “Wise Men”) who had served presidents as
far back as Franklin Roosevelt, the numbers showed that the U.S. was turning the
corner; to the critics, now including the secretary of defense and growing numbers of
citizens, the situation was as bad as ever, since communist recruitment, infiltration, and
logistical support continued. This debate was recast when, at the end of January 1968,
the communists launched a major offensive during the Tet lunar new year. Although
they were beaten back, the scale of the offensive and its tactical successes (holding the
former imperial capital for several days; attacking the U.S. embassy in Saigon) set off
shock waves in Washington and among the general public. The military, worried about
the prospect of being stretched thin if attacks were to resume, pushed for more troops,
with General Wheeler, the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff going so far as to press
the commander in South Vietnam, General Westmoreland, to indicate that new
deployments were urgent. At first, Johnson was told that 25,000 additional combat
troops were needed, then 10,500 (a deployment he approved); and then, after Wheeler
had visited South Vietnam, the president was presented with a request for no fewer than
206,000 new forces as a reserve for Westmoreland, whose “margin” had become “paper
thin.” Indeed, Wheeler told Johnson that “without the reserve, we should be prepared
to give up the two northern provinces of South Vietnam. This … would, I believe,
cause the collapse of the ARVN [the South Vietnamese army].”

The enormous numbers of troops requested and the highly pessimistic way in which
the situation was now being described provoked sharp debate in the administration.
Within a week, a task force led by the new secretary of defense, Clark Clifford, had
posed the question of why the communists (by now, principally the North Vietnamese)
would not simply match a U.S. troop increase with one of their own; it pointed out that
even with “200,000 additional troops … we will not be in a position to drive the enemy
from SVN or to destroy his forces” and that the result would instead be “the total
Americanization of the war.” In the end, the task force recommended to Johnson that
he send only 22,000 additional troops and defer a decision on the bulk of the Wheeler
request. During the meeting in which this recommendation was presented, Clifford
made clear that the U.S. was now at a fork in the road: if the full request was approved,
the U.S. would either have to deplete its forces around the world or else call up the
reserves; U.S. casualties could be expected to increase; and, within a year, Westmore-
land would probably be asking for yet another 200,000 troops. In effect, granting the
request would be tantamount from transforming the intervention into something
resembling the scale of the U.S. commitment in a world war.

Over the next few weeks, pressures grew for a change of course. One important factor
was domestic politics: Johnson was challenged in his own party by two presidential
candidates, one of whom was his predecessor’s brother; public opinion polls showed that
almost half the country thought that Johnson had made a mistake by sending troops to
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fight in Vietnam; and Johnson’s top political adviser told him that many of his
staunchest supporters desperately wanted him to start peace negotiations. In addition,
senior advisers began to turn against the troop request. The secretary of defense and
his principal civilian officials were opposed; so too was the State Department (“all of us
in this building are against a troop increase,” one newspaper story reported); and perhaps
most significantly, many of the Wise Men, hitherto staunch defenders of escalation,
now felt that “we can no longer do the job we set out to do in the time we have left and
we must begin to take steps to disengage.” Stunned and drained, Johnson buried the
troop request, announced that he wanted peace negotiations and as an incentive was
suspending bombing operations over most of North Vietnam, and indicated that he
would not stand for reelection.53

The U.S. reaction to the Tet offensive is a classic example of how a changed situation,
in the context of a combat intervention, can lead to the liquidation of that intervention.
Johnson’s reaction, though, was only the start of the reaction to Tet. Although, by the
end of 1968, negotiations had begun and the bombing suspension had been extended to
all of North Vietnam, the U.S. still had over half a million soldiers in South Vietnam.
Nixon, who succeeded Johnson as president, was determined to eliminate U.S. ground
combat operations but without losing South Vietnam as a client (for a detailed dis-
cussion of Nixon’s prolonged withdrawal of U.S. combat forces, see the book’s website.)

The end of the U.S. ground war in Vietnam drastically changed the situation of the
U.S. proxy war in Laos. As the negotiations between the U.S. and North Vietnam reached
their conclusion, both sides agreed that there should be a cease-fire in Laos shortly
after the one in Vietnam. Although this was not part of the formal peace accord signed
between the United States and the Vietnamese parties (Article 20 merely referred piously
to recognition of Laotian and Cambodian rights and an end to foreign military activ-
ities there), both the U.S. and North Vietnam were able to pressure their respective
clients to conclude a cease-fire before the end of February 1973. Some months later, a
coalition government was formed. In the meantime, the U.S. began to withdraw its
advisers and support personnel, and to send the Thai forces it had used back to their
homes. The Hmong, who by the terms of the ceasefire were to have been demobilized,
were incorporated into the Royal Lao Army, although in smaller numbers and at
reduced pay from their days as a CIA-sponsored force. Military aid was also reduced
and bombing eliminated, even before Congress wrote this latter into law. The proxy
war had been liquidated, and for the next two years, Laos slumbered.54

At the time of writing (spring 2008), there was mixed evidence pointing to Iraq as
another country in which a combat intervention was being transformed into a drawdown.
By almost any objective standard, the insurgency in Iraq had increased enormously
since its early days, with violent communal conflicts accompanying it; and certainly this
was reflected in the lengthening time lines being put forward in the Pentagon for how
long U.S. ground combat forces would have to remain. On the other hand, the insurgents
had not as of yet been recognized – at least publicly – by the Bush administration, or,
for that matter, many of the Democratic critics in Congress, as having become suffi-
ciently formidable that the choice had become one of escalation or a combination of
drawdown and negotiated settlement with the U.S.’s principal adversaries. The range of
alternatives seemed to extend from holding the line to slowly withdrawing some number
of combat troops if the situation permitted. If the Korean and Vietnam cases are any
guide, it would take some high-profile event, like the Chinese or Tet offensives, to change
policy makers’ positions.
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Lack of political support: rapid liquidation: Node 11

Cambodia (1973: website); Lebanon (1983–84: text)

Political support for a gradual liquidation of a troop commitment is most likely to exist
when there is a large contingent of U.S. troops, especially if fighting has been going on
for a while. This is not to say that the war is popular but simply that the public is
susceptible to arguments against a rapid and nonnegotiated end to the deployment. If,
however, relatively few troops are involved or if the intervention is being carried out by
proxy means, then there is less of a political cushion to liquidate a combat commitment
in a drastically worsened situation. An example of this is Cambodia in 1973 (see dis-
cussion on the book’s website). Another combat intervention which was terminated
rapidly due to a collapse in political support is that in Lebanon in the 1980s. In Sep-
tember and October of 1983 (see the discussion on the book’s website), the U.S. began
escalating its combat forces and operations on behalf of the Lebanese government. In
late October, massive truck bombs hit the barracks of the U.S. marines and the French
paratroops in the multinational force, killing over 200 soldiers. The French response
was to carry out reprisal air strikes against the Iranian-backed forces thought to have
been responsible for the truck bombing. Washington, however, was focused above all
on strengthening the Lebanese government against what it saw as Syrian threats. A few
days after the barracks bombing, Reagan loosened the rules of engagement to permit
fire support to the Lebanese Armed Forces in additional situations. On 1 December,
the rules were broadened further to order “a policy of vigorous self-defense against all
attacks from any hostile quarter” (emphasis in the original); if it was unclear where
those attacks stemmed from or if there were too many civilians around, “destructive
fire” would be “directed against discrete military targets in unpopulated areas which
are organizationally associated with the firing units,” in other words, against forces
deemed solely to be allied with those doing the shooting. This new policy had an
almost immediate effect: three days later, after U.S. jets flying reconnaissance over
central Lebanon were fired on by Syrian antiaircraft batteries, the Navy carried out an
air strike on those positions, with two of the planes being shot down. On background,
U.S. officials described the bombing as “a political signal to Syria” to withdraw its
forces from Lebanon; Reagan, speaking with reporters, said that the U.S. would con-
tinue reprisals against Syria “until all the foreign forces can be withdrawn and until the
Government of Lebanon can take over the authority of its own territory.” Ten days
later, the battleship New Jersey began using its 16-inch guns to shell other Syrian anti-
aircraft positions.

The reaction to the U.S. escalation was anything but supportive. None of the other
members of the multinational force in Lebanon had planned for a war against Syria
and calls began to be heard for reducing their contingents or withdrawing them com-
pletely. At home, the military, shocked by the shooting down of two U.S. planes, began
reevaluating just how formidable a foe Syria was; within a few days, leaks (subse-
quently disavowed) from the Pentagon began criticizing the reliance on air and naval
power and describing plans for withdrawing the marines. Congress also became
alarmed, fearing that the U.S. was moving toward a larger war. By January, Repub-
licans as well as Democrats were criticizing U.S. policy as both pointless and danger-
ous, with one representative, asked if he agreed with the administration’s optimistic
depiction of events, responding, “It all depends on whether you believe in fairy tales.”
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Faced with this barrage of criticism, Reagan stood firm rhetorically while shifting his
policy behind the scenes. He tried to negotiate an agreement with Syria; he also (secretly)
began to encourage planning to shift the marines back onto ships, coupling this with a
further broadening of the rules of engagement to permit “naval gunfire and air support
against any units in Syrian-controlled territory in Lebanon firing into greater Beirut” and
an increase in the number of advisers and equipment for the Lebanese army. This
policy of what might be called “Lebanonization” was not yet put into effect, since the
secretary of state, by then in a distinct minority among Reagan’s advisers, was con-
cerned that it would send a signal of U.S. weakness.

In early February, the anti-government forces launched fierce attacks. Rapidly, the
army lost ground, hemorrhaging its Muslim soldiers along the way. Although after several
days the U.S. carried out shelling and air strikes, they were of little consequence: the
Lebanese cabinet resigned and the government’s control was soon limited to the pre-
sidential palace and parts of East Beirut. At this point, with the secretary of state out
of the country, Reagan implemented the late-January plans, ordering the marines to leave
Beirut for their own safety, the new rules of engagement to be followed, and training
and equipment deliveries stepped up. Congress rejoiced; but then, after several days of
fierce bombardment, voices began to be raised (again, similar to what happened in
Indochina) that with themarines leaving, there was no longer any legal basis for the shelling
and air attacks. In response, the administration began to describe the shelling as only for
protection of U.S. forces and the U.S. embassy, and the number of salvos fired declined
markedly. Meanwhile, newspaper stories began quoting unnamed officials to the effect
that the Lebanese army was not in any shape to take over from the marines (in fact,
when they left, it was the rebels who occupied their former positions). By late February,
with the army having collapsed completely, it was clear that unless the U.S. wanted to
widen the air and naval war extensively, as the Lebanese government was desperately
urging, the only possible way for that government to survive was for it to work out a deal
with Syria. That deal would have to have as its centerpiece the abrogation of Lebanon’s
1983 U.S.-brokered agreement with Israel. This soon came to pass and with State
Department officials bitterly comparing the situation to the collapses of South Vietnam
in 1975 and the Shah’s regime in Iran in 1978–79, the Sixth Fleet sailed away.55

There are two ways to view the cases of rapid liquidation in this section. One is to
see them as examples of democracy at work: illustrations of how public opinion, at least
as expressed through Congress, constrains the executive on matters of war making.
However, what is striking is how rarely combat interventions are liquidated rapidly – or,
for that matter, at all. Only when a situation changes drastically do policy makers begin
to try cutting down on fighting byU.S. forces; and only when the number of those forces is
relatively small do policy makers succumb to political pressure and liquidate rapidly.
This points, yet again, to the strongly inertial quality of U.S. foreign policy making we first
discussed in Chapter 1 and suggests that unless repeated disasters occur, the U.S. is
more than likely to continue resorting to combat interventions when its clients face military
problems and have manpower shortages. We will return to this point in Chapter 7 when
we discuss whether, and if so, how, U.S. officials learn from intervention disasters.

Military defeat: Node 12

China (1949: text); France-Indochina (1954: website); Cuba (1958: text); Laos (1975:
website); Cambodia (1975: text); South Vietnam (1975: text); Zaire (1997: website)
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As we have seen, most of the situations in which U.S. clients are facing military pro-
blems are responded to by military intervention. That intervention may take the form
of emergency aid and advisers or, under some circumstances, of committing U.S. or
proxy combat troops. In all these situations, however, the presumption by U.S. officials
is that the client can hold on long enough for some type of American intervention to
make a difference. Clearly, this is not always the case, and there are situations in which
policy makers rule out either new or further intervention as pointless, deciding that
there is nothing to be done that might stave off the client’s military defeat. In these
circumstances, escalation of any sort makes no sense: the policy that had been in
place – whether one of routine maintenance or of some type of intervention – continues
and the focus is on arranging what is usually termed a “soft landing,” either in hopes
of keeping a foothold for future action or as a means of rescuing key members of the
soon-to-be defeated regime. The problem is not to liquidate an intervention (nodes 10
and 11) but to salvage bits and pieces from an imminent defeat.

A classic example of the U.S. watching a client go down to defeat without even
sending emergency aid and advisers occurred in Cuba in 1958. For several years, the
country’s dictator, Fulgencio Batista, had been facing an insurgency in the island’s
eastern mountains. Batista was widely unpopular in the United States and the State
Department from time to time restricted deliveries of certain types of weapons he had
bought in the U.S. However, most U.S. policy makers were also “deeply worried” over the
“orientation” of the leader of the rebellion, Fidel Castro and of the 26th of July movement
(named after the date of an assault on Batista’s forces) he headed. This was not because
Castro was then considered a communist but because his movement had “given no
indication of political or moral responsibility.”Nonetheless, at least into November, U.S.
officials did not see Batista as in any military danger from the insurgents. Although
there was dissent within the U.S. government on whether or not arms shipments should
continue to be suspended (the Joint Chiefs of Staff wanted to keep ties with the Cuban
military; the embassy to encourage Batista to hold elections), the policy held: the U.S.
would simply wait for Batista to end his term as president in February and try to
assemble a wider and more democratic government to replace him.

Suddenly, the Washington bureaucracy began to perceive that Batista was in trouble.
A new rebel offensive had begun and it now seemed unlikely that the army could hold
out until February. In response, the State Department and the CIA sent a business
executive who had been active in the overthrow of Guatemala’s Arbenz regime (see
below) to meet with Batista and try to persuade him to step down and go into exile in
Florida; Batista refused. By mid-December, a special intelligence estimate was describing
the regime’s position as having “deteriorated even more rapidly,” with there being
“mounting apprehension that Castro may soon come to power.” The estimate went on to
say that “a military junta would be the most effective means of breaking the existing
political impasse,” but that such a junta “would require, on a large scale, military equipment
and supplies such as have been denied to Batista, and the issue would remain [for] some
time in doubt.” This pessimistic outlook did not provide much of a basis for putting
together a junta plan and when the idea was broached to Eisenhower two days later,
discussion still revolved around persuading Batista to resign rather than encouraging a
coup against him. In the meantime an alternative plan was being hatched, in which the
CIA’s paramilitary division would make air drops, starting on 2 January, to a third
force which would be “both anti-Castro and anti-Batista.” This idea was brought up
before Eisenhower at the next meeting of the NSC, during which the director of the
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CIA stated unequivocally that if “Castro takes over in Cuba” – an eventuality which
now seemed likely, given that the Army did “not appear to have the stomach” for a
coup – “Communist elements can be expected to participate in the government.”
Eisenhower approved the third force solution, receiving a special briefing on it the day
after Christmas.

By then, however, the Batista regime was in its final hours. A major interdepart-
mental meeting on 31 December was held, with the participants returning repeatedly to
where a third force might exist and how it could be helped. Although Pentagon repre-
sentatives complained about the suspension of weapons to the army, the State
Department retorted that even when the army had received weapons, they “had put on
a disgraceful performance with the arms given them, and in fact the rebels actually had
gotten arms by buying them from the Cuban Army.” In any case, aid at this point
would lead to major political damage to the United States. When, at the end of the
meeting, news arrived that Batista would step down in favor of a junta (in fact, he
seems to have been forced to this by pressure from the army and business leaders), there
was general agreement that “because of his power,” Castro “must be a member” of
whatever junta would take over. As it turned out, the next day, while the CIA was still
getting ready to support its third force, Batista fled and the 26th of July movement was
immediately handed power.56

Twenty years later, a remarkably similar sequence played out in Nicaragua (a
detailed description is on the book’s website). In both that country and Cuba, the U.S.
had to acquiesce in the loss of its client because of a rapid military collapse. This left
no time for a proxy intervention by an internal “third force” and the regime was so
unpopular that no other state, including the U.S., wanted to commit troops to save the
client. Nonetheless, even if the collapse were slower, it is doubtful that the outcome
would have been much different. The reason is that years of dictatorship had elimi-
nated what Washington considered a moderate opposition, while also making outside
military intervention politically taboo. To see this, consider a slower collapse during
which the U.S. had time to consider alternatives: that of Mobutu in Zaire (see the
book’s website for a detailed description).

Thus far we have been discussing situations in which clients were defeated without
military intervention by the United States. In all three cases, dictatorial behavior by the
client had eliminated any possible third force which could be given military support
before the rebels took power; this meant that the only other way to save the regime
militarily was to organize an emergency combat intervention on behalf of the very
dictator whom the U.S. had until then been denouncing. By this logic, what was “too
late” about the cases of Cuba, Nicaragua, and Zaire was not the fact that the rebels’
final offensive lasted only a few weeks but that alternative possibilities had long before
been stamped out. By extension, this same situation could exist in a country with an
even lengthier military collapse and prior, or existing, U.S. military intervention. This
was the case with China in the late 1940s. As we saw above, the United States had been
supporting the Nationalist regime of Chiang Kai-shek against the communists. U.S.
policy had been to work out a political settlement and thereby avoid a new civil war
since, it was thought, the economy was too weak and Chiang’s forces too extended to
hope to prevail in direct combat. Chiang rejected this advice, grabbing cities in Man-
churia and reigniting the civil war. Although the U.S. lavished aid on Chiang’s armies,
they were so poorly led that when the communists passed to the offensive in 1947, they
rapidly lost enormous chunks of territory and abandoned or surrendered large numbers
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of weapons. By March 1948, the “political and military disintegration” was sufficiently
advanced to make it clear that if the war continued, the Nationalists’ only hope was to
withdraw their troops from Manchuria and other exposed regions. This advice, strongly
pressed on Chiang by the senior U.S. military officer in China, was of course dis-
regarded, leading to communist control over most of the north by the end of the year.
The next month, Beijing fell; three months later, the capital, Nanjing, and the principal
commercial city, Shanghai; and on 1 October, while Chiang’s forces were still retreat-
ing, Mao Zedong proclaimed the People’s Republic of China.

During this time, the U.S. continued to send economic and military aid to Chiang
Kai-shek. The legislative vehicle for this was the China Aid Act of 1948, requested by
Truman in February and approved by Congress in April as part of the Marshall Plan
legislation. At that time, although it was evident that Chiang could not win, the U.S.
still hoped for a third-force solution (Truman spoke of widening the government to
include “liberals”) for which, it was thought, aid might buy time; in addition, no one
wanted to be accused of acquiescing in a communist military victory. However, it was
well understood by everyone that the U.S. would not go beyond aid and advisers: for
Marshall, who had passed a hellish year as Truman’s envoy in China, a deeper invol-
vement would be “an unending drain upon our resources.” The Senate had the same
point of view, the chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee arguing that

China is too big. … this process must be completely clear of any implication that
we are underwriting the military campaign of the Nationalist Government. No
matter what our heart’s desire might be, any such implication would be impossible
over so vast an area.

The debacle that then ensued did nothing to change this estimate. In November, the
embassy’s senior military personnel agreed that “short of actual employment of United
States troops no amount of military assistance could save the present situation in view
of its advanced stage of deterioration.” As the end drew near, the U.S. position
remained unchanged, one diplomat reporting he had responded to a “desperately”
expressed plea for additional aid by “our axiom ‘God helps him who helps himself.’”
Chiang never did, and, after he had withdrawn the remnants of his forces to Taiwan, it
was only the outbreak of the Korean War that saved him from the alternatives of a
third-force coup or a communist invasion of Taiwan.57

What the example of China shows is that, in a situation of rapid collapse, combat
intervention is not seriously considered. In the case of China, this was due both to the
enormous size of the country and to Chiang’s notorious venality, incompetence, and
autocratic nature. The size argument – that China was just too big – was in fact a
political concern: had there been a World War II-type situation, perhaps the U.S.
would have considered committing a million troops; but since the U.S. itself was not
militarily endangered and its ally was so grotesque, sending even a small number of
combat troops was politically out of the question. This is precisely the situation that
arose in Cuba, Nicaragua, and Zaire. Interestingly, the fact that the U.S. was already
intervening militarily in China by providing emergency aid and advisers counted for
nothing in the U.S. acceptance of Chiang’s defeat.

A similarly dispassionate attitude toward sunk costs is also evident in U.S. policy
toward Indochina in 1954 as well as toward Laos in 1975, on behalf of whom the U.S.
had earlier run a proxy war (see discussion of both cases on the book’s website). Much
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the same occurred next door in Cambodia, where the U.S. also accepted a client’s
military defeat on the basis that it was too late to make a difference, with just as much
bitterness as in Laos but considerably more bloodshed. On the book’s website, we dis-
cuss how U.S. combat operations in Cambodia ended in 1973; after that, the Lon Nol
government’s principal source of U.S. support was military and economic assistance. In
December 1974, Congress cut the administration’s aid request by about a third, leading
the Pentagon to forecast that ammunition supplies would run out by April. In the
meantime, the Khmer Rouge insurgents had begun another offensive. Within days, supplies
carried on the government’s principal lifeline, the Mekong River, were severely restric-
ted and soon the U.S. launched an emergency airlift from Thailand and South Vietnam.
At this point, the Ford Administration asked Congress for supplemental funds for
Cambodia (and South Vietnam; see below), arguing that with “adequate assistance”
Lon Nol’s forces “could hold their own” and thereby force negotiations on the enemy.
As Congress debated the issue, the administration increased the pressure: the secretary
of defense said that without new aid, the Lon Nol government would “absolutely”
collapse and the U.S. would acquire a reputation for being “perfidious,” comments
echoed two days later by Kissinger and Ford.

To a remarkable degree, Congress stood up against the pressure. Although senators
and representatives were unhappy about the prospect of a communist victory, particu-
larly in light of the horrifying stories that were already surfacing about the Khmer
Rouge, they thought that the Lon Nol government was hopeless and that aid could at best
buy a few months’ time while at the same time prolonging the bloodshed. Even staunch
Republican conservatives like Senator Barry Goldwater shared this view, remarking
that “Cambodia will fall about anyday now and probably should.” Legislators also
suspected strongly that Ford and Kissinger had already written off Cambodia and were
looking to put the best face on a loss: if Lon Nol fell even as the U.S. voted new aid,
then the U.S. would be seen by other states “as a loyal ally and the fault would clearly be
put on the Cambodians.” If, however, Congress refused to vote more aid, then it could
be blamed for the loss (this finger-pointing was already well underway) and thereby
shamed into approving aid for South Vietnam. This, and not simply the complete lack
of a third force, is why the administration seemed uninterested in pushing Lon Nol out
of power, or pressing negotiations with the exiled Prince Sihanouk (Kissinger sarcasti-
cally referred to the U.S. ambassador who pushed this idea as “that genius in Phnom
Penh”), or pursuing a compromise aid bill with Congress. In the end, the aid request
was not approved; the next month, the regime collapsed; and 24 years later, Kissinger
still blamed the Khmer Rouge victory on the actions of Congress.58

What we have seen thus far is that when it is too late to stave off military defeat, the
U.S. contents itself with continuing existing policy while trying to arrange a political
settlement that might weaken the eventual enemy takeover. When even this latter is not
possible, then all that is left is to put a good face on things domestically, whether by
keeping the issue low-key (Laos), defending itself publicly (China), or blaming Congress
(Cambodia). In Vietnam, not surprisingly, it was the third option that was chosen. On
the book’s website, we discuss how Nixon’s liquidation of U.S. ground combat opera-
tions was followed in short order by the collapse of his plans for bombing North
Vietnamese troops and targets. Hence, U.S. policy toward South Vietnam became one
of providing emergency military aid (the peace agreement had drastically reduced the
number and activities of U.S. advisers), although Congress had gradually been reducing
the amount of this assistance. Nonetheless, by late 1974, the situation still seemed
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relatively stable: although the communist forces were “more powerful than ever before”
and would likely be “in a position of significant advantage” in anticipated fighting, it
was not thought that they would launch “an all-out offensive” during the coming dry
season. There was thus no sense of urgency and when the predicted communist attacks
took place, Ford coupled his supplemental budget request for Cambodia (see above)
with a similar request for South Vietnam, asking for the amount that Congress had cut
the month before. Refusal, it was reported, would mean that the North Vietnamese
would “take over little by little.”

Over the next month and a half, the question of aid for South Vietnam receded from
view. The principal political battle was over the Cambodian aid request and the
administration did not make much of Congress’s equal reluctance to grant more money
for the Thieu regime. When a congressional delegation returned from Indochina, its
members, who largely favored the Vietnam request, saw the money as a way of spurring
negotiations; they expected that the fighting would continue for several years, with
some disagreements among them as to the regime’s long-term prospects. Ford and his
advisers largely agreed: although they were deeply troubled by what Kissinger called
“the most serious consequences” that they saw would arise from “losing South Vietnam,”
they did not see such a loss as either imminent or inevitable and for this reason were
open to fallback solutions, such as an agreement to eliminate aid after three years, or to
forget the supplemental request and concentrate on longer-term financing, or simply to
give up on Congress and obtain funding from other countries, such as Saudi Arabia.

Suddenly, in mid-March, the situation changed drastically. The North Vietnamese
conquered a provincial capital in South Vietnam’s central highlands; as the city was
falling, President Thieu decided to withdraw troops from other capitals in the region in
the hopes of massing them for a counterattack. This order, which may have been war-
ranted on purely tactical grounds, provoked a disaster: armies streamed to the coast,
disintegrating as they went and leaving vast quantities of U.S.-supplied military equip-
ment. Civilians, panicked, began fleeing along with the soldiers. Several days later, as
the scale of the disaster was becoming apparent, Thieu ordered another withdrawal,
this time from the country’s northern provinces. Again, chaos resulted. In Washington,
officials were stunned, expecting a South Vietnamese counterattack that never materi-
alized. However, with Thieu’s forces facing a “catastrophic” situation, little could now
be done. Ford duly sent the Army Chief of Staff to Saigon, who returned with a report
in which he duly advocated increased aid, not because it would make much of a mili-
tary difference but on the off-chance that it might raise South Vietnamese morale and
thus encourage them to keep fighting. The report also wistfully raised the prospect of
U.S. air strikes, an action which was expressly forbidden by a 1973 law.

General Weyand wrote his report on 4 April. It took almost a week to be debated in
the National Security Council, suggesting that everyone thought the situation was now
hopeless and that the only decision was how to react to the approaching defeat of the
Thieu regime. In the end, although furious with the South Vietnamese for not having
fought harder (Kissinger wanted Thieu to have made the North Vietnamese “bleed”),
Ford decided to shift the blame to Congress: over the objections of his secretary of
defense and his principal political advisers, he asked for almost a billion dollars in
military and economic aid which, he added, should be approved within nine days.
Predictably, Congress massively opposed the request which, again predictably, led to a
number of finger-pointing speeches by both Ford and Kissinger. At last, Thieu resigned
(with bitter complaints at U.S. betrayal); Ford declared the war “finished – as far as
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America is concerned” (when he uttered the word “finished,” his audience burst into
applause); and on 29 April 1975, Saigon fell to the communists, thereby putting an end
to a quarter-century of U.S. military intervention.59

Interventions against unacceptable leaders

Up to this point, we have been focusing on two “subfamilies” of intervention situa-
tions: those in which the client is facing a nonmilitary problem and those in which the
problem is military. Early in the chapter, we indicated that there is a third subfamily of
situations: those in which the top political leaders of the client’s regime are unac-
ceptable. There are a number of reasons why this might be the case – the leaders could
be insufficiently repressive, or conversely, gratuitously violent; they could also be too
corrupt, or even too strange, to keep the rest of the regime in hand – but what matters
is that the leaders are considered by U.S. policy makers as incompetent at basic tasks.
The logical U.S. response in these circumstances is not to take over those tasks them-
selves but to find others in the client who can do so and to transfer executive power to
that new set of leaders.

Notice that we are focusing here on political leaders, not regimes. If the regime, i.e.,
the configuration of political and economic arrangements that give formal and infor-
mal power in the country to certain types of actors, is seen by the U.S. as not worth
maintaining, then the state is not a U.S. client; moreover, depending on whether or not
that regime is seen as choosing systematically to differ with the U.S. on key issues of
foreign and domestic economic and political policy, then the state may even be con-
sidered in Washington as an enemy. In such situations, as we will discuss in Chapter 6,
the United States will try to intervene and overthrow the regime. However, in this sec-
tion, we are concerned with U.S. client states in which the regime’s leaders are unac-
ceptable but in which the configuration of political and economic power is, at least for
the time being, satisfactory. In fact, it is precisely when leaders are seen as endangering
the maintenance of the regime (e.g., by threatening the military or major private
investors) that U.S. officials become alarmed and decide to act. Note that in light of the
numerous reasons why leaders may be seen as bad for a regime (similarly as to why
states may be seen as enemies), there is no ideological litmus test used by the U.S. for
determining whether leaders of client states are unacceptable.60

For U.S. policy makers, the difficulty with unacceptable political leaders is that they
risk remaining in power for a long enough time to pose serious problems for the
maintenance of the client. The issue is thus not simply one of waiting until they leave
office on a voluntary or forced basis but of intervening to force their exit. Here there
are, broadly speaking, four possibilities, with the critical question being whether or not
the regime’s leaders are backed by important segments of the country’s military (see
Figure 5.4). If the answer is no, then the course of action is obvious: the U.S. will try to
persuade the military to carry out a coup d’état, either by simply deposing the leaders
or by triggering the imposition of martial law (node 16). If, however, the military is
neutral toward or weakly supportive of the regime’s leaders, then a coup is either
impossible or at least considerably more difficult to engineer and the U.S. will have to
act by other means, ranging from psychological warfare to sponsoring invasions. These
means may be harnessed to induce a sufficient state of fear (of chaos; of punishment) in
key officers that they break with the regime’s leaders (node 15). Conversely, if it is
clear – after having tried to foment a coup or otherwise eliminate the leaders – that an
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important segment of the military strongly supports the leaders, then neither of the
above policies will work. In these circumstances, U.S. officials will, if they think it militarily
feasible, opt for intervention by U.S. combat forces aimed at decapitating the client’s
military (node 13). If, however, U.S. troops would face a militarily difficult task, then
longer-term pressures will instead be applied (node 14). We will discuss these possibi-
lities beginning with the third and fourth situations.

It should be noted that all four situations of clients with unacceptable leaders will be
responded to, at least initially, by policies that are necessarily covert in nature. Most of
the time, U.S. officials cannot publicly admit to encouraging coups d’état, or facilitating
assassinations, or carrying out psychological warfare, or sponsoring paramilitary opera-
tions aimed at replacing the leaders of sovereign states. This means that the documentary
record on such operations will, of necessity, be far more limited than for the various

Figure 5.4 Client intervention situations, 4: Unacceptable Leaders
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overt interventions we have been discussing throughout this chapter. We will signal
these limitations and discuss in detail only those cases for which we have independent
and concordant information; but, so as not to leave the misleading impression that
these kinds of interventions are rare or unusual, we will also list other cases for which
there is convincing evidence, even if the details are still obscure.

Military supportive, fighting feasible: overthrow by U.S. combat forces: Node 13

Honduras (1911: text); Dominican Republic (1912: text); Dominican Republic (1961:
text); Panama (1989: text); Haiti (1994: website)

Long before the CIA or most other instruments of intervention were created, presidents
had at their disposal the U.S. Marines. It stands to reason, then, that some of the earliest
cases of overthrowing unacceptable leaders in client states involve landings and combat
operations by the marines. Early examples of this occurred in Honduras in 1911 (see
Chapter 3), as well as in the Dominican Republic in 1912, when U.S. commissioners,
accompanied by marines, weighed in on behalf of a revolt against a particularly nepo-
tistic set of leaders (the president had been installed by his nephews, one of whom was
Minister of War; the other was commander of the army) and deposed the lot. However,
with the development of National Guards and constabularies in the region, the U.S. was
able to rely on military-led regimes in which it had confidence, and so for some decades,
Honduran- and Dominican-style interventions became uncommon.61

During those years, the U.S. was able to use contacts with its clients’ militaries to
foment or at least encourage coups d’état in cases where particular leaders were unac-
ceptable. There were a number of such cases (we will discuss a few of them below) and
attempts at fostering a coup seem to have become the default procedure for U.S. offi-
cials in other situations, notably those in which the military backed the leaders. In fact,
it was only when coup attempts failed that policy makers in Washington began to
understand that leaders were supported by the military and that other policy instruments
would have to be used. This was all the more true in situations where top military
officers enjoyed a revenue stream outside the control of the U.S. government (e.g., because
of narcotics trafficking), thereby rendering them even less susceptible to pressure for a
coup. A good case in point is Panama, in which a military leader associated for decades
with the U.S. was overthrown by U.S. troops. Manuel Noriega was the head of military
intelligence and later the head of the Panamian Defense Forces (PDF), from which post
he essentially ran the country. Noriega had worked closely with various U.S. agencies,
including the CIA (which paid him from time to time), the DEA, and the Defense
Department; he provided intelligence information and helped in the U.S. proxy war against
Nicaragua (see Chapter 6). Although it was known that Noriega himself was involved
in trafficking and arms smuggling, the U.S. was willing to look the other way because of
the services Noriega provided. Thus, in 1979, the Carter administration stopped federal
prosecutors from indicting Noriega; in 1984, the U.S. acquiesced in vote fraud that
resulted in Noriega’s hand-picked candidate being “elected” as the country’s new president.

The next year, the relationship began to sour. Opponents of Noriega within the
regime began to speak out against him but they were forced out of office or tortured
and murdered. The U.S. began to distance itself from Noriega, a process accelerated in
1987 when Noriega’s own deputy denounced him, triggering massive protests and a
crackdown in response by the PDF. The U.S. Senate then called on Noriega and his
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top officers to resign, which led to a mob attack on the U.S. embassy in Panama City, a
suspension of U.S. military aid to the PDF and contacts with it, and a public call by
the State Department for the PDF to remove Noriega from power. In addition, over
the next six months, the U.S. tried and failed at least three times to negotiate Noriega’s
resignation. The situation then intensified when U.S. prosecutors, supposedly acting
without “adequate consultation,” indicted Noriega on criminal charges. This led to a
U.S.-backed, but unsuccessful, coup against Noriega, the first of at least four that
Washington either supported or tried to foment over the next 20 months. Negotiations
aimed at trading Noriega’s exile for dropping the indictments failed when junior offi-
cers in the PDF balked, fearing that without Noriega they would no longer be safe.
The U.S. also imposed economic sanctions on Panama and mounted a covert opera-
tion to aid the opposition candidate in the May 1989 presidential elections; the former
had too many loopholes to affect the PDF’s revenues and the latter failed when Nor-
iega, once again, stole the elections and put down protests by force.

By the end of 1989, it was clear that the only way of removing Noriega from power
was to go after the PDF itself. The U.S. military was already preparing plans to use its
armed forces in the Canal Zone to seize Noriega, but those plans looked unlikely to
succeed and raised the prospect of subsequent PDF retaliation against U.S. forces and
their dependents. Accordingly, the plans were reworked, principally by adding an
11,000-man force and removing most U.S. dependents. When in early December clashes
broke out between PDF and U.S. soldiers and the Panamanian legislature appointed
Noriega to head the government, declared him “maximum leader of national liberation,”
and declared that Panama was in a state of war with the United States, Bush finally
acted. Operation Just Cause was launched on 19 December: 27,000 U.S. troops fought
for six days against the 3,500 combat troops of the PDF. Noriega was eventually cap-
tured and shipped off to Florida to stand trial; and the PDF, shorn of its top officers,
was transformed into a new Fuerza Publica de Panama.62

In Panama, the U.S. was targeting a former ally whom it had come to see as unac-
ceptable. A similar situation, though from the other end of the ideological spectrum,
occurred in Haiti several years later (see the discussion on the book’s website). In both
countries, the U.S. tried unsuccessfully to provoke a coup before deciding to send its
own troops. By contrast, in the Dominican Republic in 1961 it was able to use other
means to overthrow the country’s leader and his family, though sending U.S. troops
was under active consideration at several key moments. The leader in question was the
country’s long-time military dictator, General Rafael Trujillo. For years, the U.S. had
accommodated itself to Trujillo, but by the end of the 1950s his repressiveness was
coming to be seen as both embarrassing and contributing to leftist revolutions, such as
had occurred nearby in Cuba with the fall of Batista. In February 1960, U.S. officials
began discussing covert political assistance to some of Trujillo’s opponents; two months
later, Eisenhower approved the first steps in the direction of “political action to remove
Trujillo from the Dominican Republic as soon as a suitable successor regime can be
induced to take over with the assurance of U.S. political, economic, and – if necessary –
military support.” Soon afterward, the deputy chief of mission, Henry Dearborn, was
designated as the principal communications link between the CIA and anti-Trujillo
dissidents. Within several months (during which time the U.S. suspended diplomatic
relations with the Dominican Republic), Dearborn and his superiors had come around
to the dissidents’ view that Trujillo’s control of the armed forces made a coup unlikely
unless and until Trujillo was killed. Nor was there any hope that Trujillo might step
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down on his own or that, if he was induced to do so, the situation would improve: “he
will devote his life from exile to preventing stable government in the D.R., to over-
turning democratic governments and establishing dictatorships in the Caribbean, and
to assassinating his enemies.” Instead, Dearborn continued:

If I were a Dominican, which thank heaven I am not, I would favor destroying
Trujillo as being the first necessary step in the salvation of my country and I would
regard this, in fact, as my Christian duty. If you recall Dracula, you will remember
it was necessary to drive a stake through his heart to prevent a continuation of his
crimes. I believe sudden death would be more humane than the solution of the
Nuncio who once told me he thought he should pray that Trujillo would have a
long and lingering illness.

Thus, when the dissidentswith whomDearborn wasmeeting asked for weaponswith which
to assassinate Trujillo, the U.S. agreed and duly arranged for shipments. Although later
Kennedy and his aides got cold feet (both because of fear that an assassination could be
pinned on the U.S. and because of uncertainty over Trujillo’s successor), the Domini-
cans’ plans went ahead and Trujillo was ambushed and shot to death on 30 May 1961.

It quickly became clear that the military’s backing of Trujillo was such that his death
by itself would not end the policies which the U.S. found so repugnant. Trujillo’s son
Ramfis had taken over the armed forces, who immediately began to carry out retalia-
tory killings and, in anger against the United States, were rumored to be flirting with
Castro’s Cuba. Two days after the assassination, a high-level meeting was convened in
which leading officials discussed the prospect of sending U.S. troops into the Domini-
can Republic. In preparation, a naval flotilla was ordered to the coast with 12,000
marines abroad and consideration was given to creating an incident (blowing up the U.S.
consulate) that would serve as an excuse for landing the troops. The recommendation
was not agreed to, partly because information was still limited and partly because of
strong State Department reluctance to pay the international political costs of sending
marines to the Caribbean for the first time in over 30 years. Within a few days, Ramfis
had given assurances of democratic and pro-U.S. tendencies, and the immediate crisis
subsided. However, as months went by and Ramfis not only failed to relinquish power
but was joined by other Trujillo family members, U.S. officials once again grew agitated
at the thought that this situation could lead to a shift leftward in Dominican policies.
The U.S. responded by making extremely strong statements in public and private, and
by moving ships into sight of land in order to support the civilian government. This led
the chief of the air force to back that government and the Trujillo family members to
leave the country. Although Washington’s intention was not to send troops, refusal by
the armed forces to break with Ramfis might well have embarrassed the U.S. into fol-
lowing through on its implicit threats, in much the same way that embarrassment led
Bush and Clinton to send troops to Panama and Haiti.63

Military supportive, fighting not feasible: long-term pressures: Node 14

Chile (1971–73: text); Venezuela (2002–present: text)

The interventions carried out in both Panama and Haiti, as well as the intervention
discussed for the Dominican Republic, aimed at removing the top layer of the military
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as a way of toppling each country’s leaders. In Panama, we know that the U.S. tried
other ways of removing Noriega before settling on an invasion; in Haiti, it was only the
leaders’ obduracy which led the U.S. to the brink of an invasion; in the Dominican
Republic, sending troops was clearly a last resort. Once troops did land and the leaders
in Panama and Haiti were deposed, each country’s military was, at least initially,
reconstituted, very much along the lines of the creation of constabularies in the 1920s
and 1930s. In the meantime, both before and after the actual and recommended inva-
sions, the U.S. maintained close ties with the economic elite of each country. All these
points suggest that policy makers in Washington saw at least a portion of the military
in the three countries as a potential ally and did not believe that the remaining portion
would pose much of a combat challenge to U.S. troops. The expectation was for a
rapid and quick victory akin to the easy win situation discussed above.

All of the combat overthrow cases, from the early 1900s until the present, have
involved countries in the Caribbean and Central America. Although the interventions
prior to World War II may have been due in part to the relatively few policy instruments
then available, what both the older and the more recent examples have in common is
not so much the proximity to the U.S. as the small size of the countries involved. This
means that the U.S. would not face a difficult military problem if and when it sent its
own combat troops; but it also means that if a much larger U.S. client, especially one
with a large surface area and difficult topography, were to have a leader considered to
be like Noriega, Cédras, or Trujillo, the U.S. would be much less likely to send its own
combat forces. (The situation is different, of course, when it is a question of intervening
on behalf of a client’s military: in those cases, as we saw above, the U.S. is willing to
send combat troops into much larger countries.) For example, although it seems evident
that U.S. officials were eager to depose the president of Venezuela, Hugo Chávez, their
first inclination was to back a coup d’état. Only when that failed, due to support for
Chávez among key segments of the military, was a longer-term policy adopted of
applying economic and political pressure. As we will see below in the case of Chile, this
is similar to the policy the U.S. resorted to for several years after the failed efforts of
1970, when the military proved itself unwilling at that point to break with the country’s
elected president.64

Military neutral: proxy forces and psychological warfare: Node 15

Costa Rica (1919: text); Guatemala (1954: text); British Guiana (1963: website);
Liberia (2003: text); Haiti (2004: text)

In operations Just Cause and Restore Freedom (Haiti), the leaders were backed by the
top levels of the military and so the point of sending U.S. forces was to neutralize or
destroy those levels. By contrast, when the military had a more neutral stance toward
the regime’s leaders, then U.S. policy could be less direct and more economical, with the
aim being to turn the military against the leaders. An early example of this occurred in
Costa Rica in 1919, as we saw in Chapter 3. But a more recent, and now canonical,
example of this type of intervention is Operation PBSUCCESS, through which the U.S.
induced the Guatemalan military to turn against the country’s elected president (and
former military officer), Jacobo Arbenz. The story began in 1944, when Guatemala’s
long-time dictator was toppled by popular unrest. Eventually, elections were held and
an exiled opposition figure was elected president; he soon implemented democratic and
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labor reforms, thereby incurring the hostility of the country’s upper classes, the Catholic
Church, and the U.S.-headquartered United Fruit Company, which had vast Guatemalan
holdings. On the other hand, the army was hostile to the government and was moving
in the direction of a coup when its leading officer was murdered. This mixed picture led
the United States to place its hopes in Arbenz, whom it predicted correctly would win
the next presidential elections, in late 1950, and whom it also predicted, incorrectly,
would, once he took office, be “an opportunist,” not “an honest leftist,” and would “rid
Guatemala of its leftist penetration.”

Arbenz was inaugurated in March 1951. Within a few months, U.S. diplomats and
journalists were voicing worries about communism and continuing the policies that
they had already begun of restricting Guatemala’s access to European armaments and
World Bank loans. In April 1952, Arbenz introduced an agrarian reform bill which
infuriated his opponents and provoked a lobbyist for United Fruit to approach the
CIA; around this same time, the Nicaraguan dictator Somoza visited Washington and
began lobbying for the U.S. to back an invasion of Guatemala by a former military
officer, Carlos Castillo Armas. The CIA, which for some months had been keeping tabs
on Castillo Armas and compiling lists of communists to be executed if and when Arbenz
was overthrown, apparently was told to ship weapons to Castillo Armas, an order
countermanded several months later by the top officials in the State Department. This
revocation, however, was only temporary, and once the Eisenhower administration was
installed, pressure once more began building to get rid of Arbenz. Formal authorization
was given on 12 August 1953 and planning began immediately. Soon, a CIA special
project office nearMiami was running a multi-pronged operation: training and equipping
a new force under Castillo Armas; creating and disseminating anti-Arbenz propaganda
both inside Guatemala and elsewhere, including the U.S. news media; attempting to
suborn officers of the Guatemalan army; and, the one public aspect of the plan (and
the only one known to most U.S. diplomats), isolating Guatemala from other states in
Latin America. Each of these activities represented a policy instrument which the U.S.
had already developed and employed elsewhere; during its early stages, PBSUCCESS
was simply a collection of efforts by the CIA to do what it could against Arbenz.

Gradually, it began to dawn on senior officials that Castillo Armas would never have
enough troops at his disposal to win pitched battles against the Guatemalan military. It
also became clear that few if any officers could be recruited for fifth column operations.
On the other hand, the propaganda and diplomatic campaigns were making it clear
that the U.S. was unremittingly hostile to Arbenz and that no other state, both in Latin
America and elsewhere, was willing to confront the U.S. over Guatemala. These facts
were stapled together into a new policy logic when, realizing that it could no longer
hold off Castillo Armas, the CIA gave him permission to “invade” Guatemala. Almost
immediately, the rebels bogged down, leading both the officer in charge of the opera-
tion and the U.S. ambassador to plead frantically (“Bomb repeat Bomb”) for permis-
sion to launch bombing raids (by ex-U.S. pilots, in cast-off planes furnished to Castillo
Armas) on the capital and elsewhere. The reply by the CIA director’s special assistant
was instructive: bombing would “consolidate army’s loyalty to regime and we still
believe defection of army is best chance.” This rationale was expanded on later the
same day in a memowhich was sent to Eisenhower, specifying that the “controlling factor
in the situation is still considered to be the position of the Guatemalan armed forces”
which, if they “should move within the next few days against the Arbenz regime,” had
“the capacity to overthrow it.” The memorandum continued:
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The action of Colonel Castillo Armas is not in any sense a conventional military
operation … The entire effort is thus more dependent upon psychological impact
rather than actual military strength, although it is upon the ability of the Castillo
Armas effort to create and maintain for a short time the impression of very sub-
stantial military strength that the success of this particular effort primarily depends.
The use of a small number of airplanes and the massive use of radio broadcasting
are designed to build up and give main support to the impression of Castillo
Armas’ strength as well as to spread the impression of the regime’s weakness.

This analysis was to prove prescient, although the “impression of very substantial military
strength” pertained not to Castillo Armas but the United States: apparently Guatemalan
officers thought that if they defeated the rebels, as they could easily have done, then the
U.S. would be angered and would use its own armed forces to crush the Guatemalan
army. The military thus refused to fight and Arbenz, abandoned, resigned, thereby
triggering celebrations in Washington and decades of massacres in Guatemala.65

Half a century later, a similar operation seems to have been carried out in Haiti. As
we mentioned above, the U.S. had overthrown the country’s military leaders in 1994
and reinstalled the elected president, Jean-Bertrand Aristide. However, some of Aris-
tide’s policies (on economic matters and on the army, which he dissolved) irritated the
Clinton administration, thereby adding to the hostility already evident in the CIA and
segments of the military. Fast forward to the elections of 2000, in which Aristide’s
party gained control of the legislature and Aristide, after having sat out the preceding
term of office, was returned to the presidency. At this point, several factors came together:
a boycott of the election by anti-Aristide forces, a friendly policy toward Venezuela and
Cuba by Aristide’s government, and the inauguration of a new U.S administration,
which quickly named virulently anti-Aristide figures to run policy making toward the
Western hemisphere. Soon, bilateral and multilateral development loans to Haiti were
being blocked and a “Haiti Democracy Project” was funneling resources to Aristide’s
internal opponents (who were for the most part the same “small economic elite” that
had dominated the country for decades). Behind the scenes, the U.S. appears to have
begun equipping and training former Haitian army soldiers, by now in exile next door
in the Dominican Republic.

In February 2004, the exiles invaded Haiti. Their numbers, their weapons, and their
training made it easy for them to overwhelm the National Police forces, which had
replaced the army in 1995; in some cases, the police or local militias (e.g., the “Can-
nibal Army” in the city of Gonaives) joined the rebels. Various intermediaries attempted
to work out a compromise between Aristide and his political opponents, but the latter
repeatedly refused any solution short of Aristide’s leaving office. Ostensibly, the U.S.
supported a compromise but its arm-twisting efforts were noticeably half-hearted (the
principal State Department negotiator spent only four hours with the opposition), not
least because it repeatedly ruled out the use of force to back Aristide against the
“criminal gangs,” as it called the armed exiles. Within days, the U.S. formally switched
position, calling on Aristide to “examine his position carefully.” Two days later, Aris-
tide was induced by the U.S. ambassador and his deputy to go to the airport; there, he
was made to understand that his life was in danger from the rebels and that he could
no longer be protected by the private U.S. security service he employed. He resigned
andwas flown in a U.S. military jet to a French client state, the Central African Republic.
Several hours later, Bush sent U.S. troops to Haiti to restore order (they were soon
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joined by French and Canadian soldiers) and the police miraculously reappeared,
patrolling pro-Aristide neighborhoods together with the armed exiles. As U.S. con-
gressional representatives bitterly denounced what they referred to as a coup d’état, the
U.S. vice president announced, “I’m happy he is gone. He’d worn out his welcome with
the Haitian people.”66

In both Guatemala and Haiti, the outside invading force had only limited military
strength. Its success was due to a more general campaign of psychological warfare and
political destabilization in which the regime’s security forces – the army, in the case of
Guatemala; the national police, in Haiti – were frightened into passivity or, indeed,
deserted to the side of the exiles. Much the same process took place in British Guiana,
although in this case, the United States did not even need to sponsor or wink at an
invasion (see the discussion on the book’s website). A similar intervention, relying on
proxy forces for varous countries, was used to expel the leader of Liberia in 2003 (see
Chapter 4 for a discussion); in this case, too, the point of the operation was not to fight
the leader’s faction but to intimidate it into acquiescence.

The array of policy instruments used to induce a regime’s military to drop its neu-
trality and turn against the country’s leaders is in fact a standard set of tools which can
also be used when the military is already hostile to the leaders (see the next section) or,
indeed, when the state in question is an enemy which the U.S. wishes to overthrow (see
Chapter 6). This “off the shelf” quality to the policy instruments is why, yet again, it
makes more sense to talk about policy as means-driven rather than crafted in pursuit of
a goal. In Guatemala, the techniques employed by the U.S. had been developed in other
circumstances (e.g., operations in Italy and Iran, and against Albania; as well as dip-
lomatic isolation techniques employed as far back as the early 1930s), and it was only
when the officers in charge of the operation realized that there would not be either a
military coup or a domestic uprising that they focused on using those instruments to
frighten the army into believing that the U.S. would soon send its own troops. In British
Guiana, the CIA’s efforts were again standard and succeeded only indirectly. In Liberia,
well-established instruments (UN, British, and regional troops) as well as a small
number of marines, were used. Finally, in Haiti, the denial of economic aid was both an
attempt at pressuring Aristide and, along with the funneling of resources to the oppo-
sition, an instrument that had been used in many other places to weaken the government
for the upcoming elections; but when the exiles invaded (which the U.S. seems to have
abetted), the police had been so weakened by the government’s budgetary problems (a
direct result of the U.S. aid cutoff) that they were unable to resist. This is not to deny
that in all four cases, the U.S. set out to get rid of the country’s leader; but it is to point
out that in practice, the policy instruments adopted triggered this consequence via
sequences quite different than had been planned in Washington. It is also possible that
the U.S. could have failed and thus been forced to coexist, at least for a while longer,
with the leaders.

One implication of policy being means-driven is that there may have been other cases
of attempts to topple leaders in a context of military neutrality. If policy instruments
are standard tools easily employable if leaders are disliked, and if their effects are often
different, in practice, than intended, then there may well be other client states in which
the U.S. tried but failed to end the military’s neutrality. Since in those cases there would
be no deposed leaders to cry scandal, documents or other inside information would be
less likely to surface. For example, there are bits of evidence to suggest that in 1976 the
U.S. tried unsuccessfully to depose the prime minister of Jamaica, Michael Manley, but
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the documentary record on this is almost nonexistent and is likely to remain so even
when the FRUS volumes for 1976 are published.67

Military opposed: coups d’état: Node 16

Guatemala (1920: text); Cuba (1934: text); South Korea (1961: text); South Viet-
nam (1963: website); Brazil (1964: text); Chile (1970: text)

From the discussion above, it is clear that if a client’s military is either supportive of the
country’s leaders or neutral toward them, the process of deposing those leaders involves
the U.S. acting to counter or sway the military. If, however, the military, or at least a
segment of it, is opposed to the leaders, then paradoxically, the U.S. task becomes more
complicated. At least since World War II, overthrowing leaders of American clients by
sending in U.S. troops only occurs or is contemplated in circumstances where the lea-
ders can be accused of gross malfeasance; similarly, the methods used to depose leaders
such as Arbenz or Aristide lend themselves to claims that the overthrow was effected
by ordinary citizens or neutral administrators who were unhappy with the situation. By
contrast, if the military carries out a coup d’état which results in the exile, or perhaps
even the death, of the leaders, then either of the above arguments are harder to put
forward. Harder, but not impossible: the deposed leaders must be presented as having
been corrupt, or subversive, or woesomely incompetent; and the military must be seen
as responding to broad civilian demands. Early examples of coups justified by the U.S.
along these lines are the removal of the Guatemalan dictator in 1920 (see Chapter 3)
on grounds of his “insanity” and the overthrow of the Cuban president in 1934 (pres-
sured diplomatically, and with U.S. ships anchored in Havana harbor) on grounds that
he did not enjoy the “confidence” of “the Cuban people.”68

Several decades later, the president of Brazil, João Goulart, was deposed by the military.
This was not the first time that the country’s military had meddled in presidential politics –
it had overthrown Goulart’s mentor on two occasions and had intervened unsuccess-
fully to prevent two other presidents from taking office – but on this occasion the United
States played a particularly significant role. Although initially suspicious of Goulart’s
“past associations with Communists and his anti-US positions,” the U.S. finally decided
to back Goulart and offer both long-term development aid and limited short-term
financial assistance to Brazil. Over the next twenty months or so, relations oscillated.
Goulart alternated between moves to the left and reassurances to U.S. officials (including
Kennedy’s brother, sent as a special envoy for talks at the end of 1962); the U.S., now
seeing Goulart as a “clever opportunist” with enough military support to make a coup
“highly unlikely” and covert action in pursuit of that as not “feasible,” opted to “seek
to change the political and economic orientation of Goulart and his government.”A new
financial agreement was thus reached in the spring of 1963, leading officials in
Washington first to describe themselves as “encouraged” by Goulart’s actions and then,
as his anti-inflation program “began to sag,” as “gravely concerned about the dete-
rioration.” This in turn triggered new cycles of warmth and coolness.

By January of 1964, the U.S. had begun to consider the prospect of an “interim
military takeover” in Brazil. There was “in the military a very considerable reservoir of
good will toward the United States and sympathy toward U.S. objectives and policy”;
to protect against further “political erosion” in the armed forces, it was of “high political
importance” to cultivate them, including by lending money to buy U.S. planes and
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other material. This attitude sharpened after Goulart expropriated land and oil refineries
and, the same day, held a rally in which he called for constitutional amendments, among
them the legalization of the communist party. The U.S. mission characterized these
actions as “rapid deterioration of situation,” with the prospect that “substantial amounts
of ground may be lost irrevocably.” Within a week, the ambassador, Lincoln Gordon,
was reporting that the Brazilian military was discussing conditions under which a coup
could be triggered and appealing for U.S. assistance. Two days later, Gordon sent an
emergency telegram through the CIA, requesting that it be passed to the top policy
makers in Washington. “My considered conclusion,” he wrote, “is that Goulart is now
definitely engaged on campaign to seize dictatorial power, accepting the active colla-
boration of the Brazilian Communist Party, and of other radical left revolutionaries to
this end.”Gordon went on to argue that unless the U.S. was willing to have Brazil end up
like China, it should support the main group of coup plotters in the military by clan-
destinely furnishing them weapons of non-U.S. origin and by providing them fuel and
lubricants, again without U.S. markings. In the meantime, he continued, the U.S. mis-
sion was providing “covert support” for street rallies, discreetly making it clear that the
U.S. was “deeply concerned at events,” and encouraging anti-Goulart sentiment “in
Congress, armed forces, friendly labor and student groups, church, and business.”

Gordon’s message set off a flurry of high-level meetings. It was agreed that day (28
March) to send fuel and lubricants and, two days later, to ship arms, although, in the
absence of an airlift, none of these supplies could arrive for another week. In Rio de
Janeiro, the mission maintained its contacts with leading generals. On 31March, the coup
began. Gordon contacted state governors, encouraging them through intermediaries
to join the coup to give it the “color of legitimacy” and if possible to engineer a cov-
ering vote by the Brazilian Congress. The pro-coup forces quickly gained ground and,
on 2 April, Goulart fled the country. That same day, Johnson sent his “warmest good
wishes” to Goulart’s successor, stating that the “American people … have admired the
resolute will of the Brazilian community to resolve [its] difficulties within a framework
of constitutional democracy.” The military, as it turned out, would remain in power for
a quarter of a century.69

We have discussed this case in some detail because it illustrates the combination of
reaction and approval that is evident when the U.S. supports coups d’état. Brazil, as Rusk
pointed out to Gordon, was a country “of over 75 million people, larger than con-
tinental United States” and to depose its president was “not a job for a handful of
United States Marines.” U.S. intervention would therefore have to take the form of sup-
porting “those elements” of the military who would themselves “move.” This, however,
does not only mean that if Brazil had been smaller, the U.S. would have contemplated
intervening with its own troops. Rather, the point is that the military’s hostility to
Goulart provided a lever to get rid of him and that until that hostility was manifest, the
U.S. had little choice but to accept him. Only when the military turned against Goulart
and voiced its alarm to the CIA station and the military attachés could U.S. officials,
with impeccable cybernetic logic, characterize the situation as rapidly deteriorating.
Had the military maintained a neutral posture, then the only basis on which Gordon
could have drafted a “sky is falling” cable would have been reports from the right-wing
forces from whom the U.S. was already distancing itself or from the major industrialists
or landowners whom the U.S. had already been willing to sell out. Similarly, had seg-
ments of the military supported Goulart after his 13 March rally, then the U.S. would
have had to claim malfeasance by the top officers to have even imagined sending
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troops, something that would have been difficult in light of Goulart’s constitutional
legitimacy. In short, the U.S. did not have multiple alternatives for dealing with Gou-
lart: its ties with the military meant that the situation was defined, and U.S. policy set,
in terms of the military’s reactions. A coup was in effect the only possibility at that
point, and this is what we mean by the U.S. as reacting.70

On the other hand, the Brazilian military definitely sought U.S. approval, and indeed
assistance, for the coup. Does this mean that if Washington had not given its blessing,
the coup would not have taken place? There is no way of knowing; but certainly U.S.
opposition, accompanied by a threat of an even more stringent aid cutoff, would have
given pause to the generals. Of course, a policy of this sort is rarely carried out, not
least because most coups seem to offer the prospect of strengthening client regimes, at
least by comparison with the predecessor leaders now overthrown. Undoubtedly, U.S.
officials feel “repugnance” for certain military takeovers, as in Argentina in 1966; but
just as clearly, “cool analysis” militates in favor of uninterrupted collaboration after a
“decent interval.” In effect, the U.S. has the power to stop, or at least hinder, coups,
but rarely bothers to do so.71

Why this policy? To answer this question, it is important to keep in mind two facts.
One is that, for a variety of reasons, the military in many states already played an
important role in government before those states were acquired as U.S. clients. The
second fact is that routine U.S. surveillance and maintenance of clients involves close
contact with their militaries. Hence, since situation reports from the field will tend to
stress threats to stability (see Chapter 2), those threats will often be defined through the
military’s perspective. This does not mean that U.S. officials agree with everything their
military informants say or that they have a preference for military rule; but it does lead
to a sense that a coup may be (or may have been) useful, even if regrettable. This, we
think, is why the U.S. so rarely takes active steps to prevent coups from taking place
and why so many U.S. clients have at some point during their status as client either
continued as a client after experiencing a military coup that overthrew the countries’
leaders or became a client by a coup. By our count, all but one Spanish-speaking
country in Latin America (plus Brazil and Haiti) fall into this category, as do most U.S.
clients in Asia and Africa. Only in Europe and the Middle East have U.S. clients gen-
erally escaped this fate.72

These considerations help to decipher the U.S. role in a particularly notorious coup
d’état, that carried out in Chile against the country’s elected president, Salvador Allende,
on 11 September 1973. The story, as we saw earlier in this chapter, began with the 1964
elections, in which the U.S. used the CIA to give emergency political assistance to the
Christian Democrats so that their presidential candidate, Eduardo Frei, would defeat
Allende. By 1970, though, the left had become stronger and in the election of 4 Sep-
tember, Allende received a plurality, though not a majority, of the popular vote. Under
the constitution, this result threw the election into the hands of the Chilean congress,
and the U.S. decided on a covert operation with political, economic, and propaganda
components aimed at inducing the congress to elect someone other than Allende or,
failing that, to create a sufficient degree of panic that the military would feel compelled
to stage a coup. Neither goal was achieved.

However, even as the covert operation was being launched by an interagency group,
Nixon ordered a second, deeply secret intervention. The director of the CIA, Richard
Helms, was summoned to the White House the next day and told that Allende was
“unacceptable” and that the CIA should do whatever it needed to prevent him from
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taking office. Nixon made clear that no other agencies of government were to be informed,
including the State Department, the Defense Department, and the interagency group
that was in charge of the other operation. Helms thus cabled his station chief in San-
tiago that “Purpose of exercise is to prevent Allende assumption of power. Parliamen-
tary legerdemain has been discarded. Military solution is objective.” In pursuit of this
“Track Two” strategy, the CIA contacted Chilean officers and let them know the U.S.
would support a coup. When the officers asked for weapons without serial numbers,
the CIA obliged, sending them by diplomatic pouch. Nonetheless, the staunch con-
stitutionalism of the army’s top officer, Rene Schneider, made a coup unlikely at that
time and Kissinger decided that although it was still “firm and continuing policy that
Allende be overthrown by a coup,” the plotters be advised to suspend their activities
for the time being. They refused (perhaps being encouraged by the delivery two days
later of U.S. machine guns) and tried on two occasions to kidnap General Schneider.
During a third attempt, Schneider was killed while trying to defend himself. Although
this triggered martial law and the appointment of the chief plotter to a key position,
the army refused to budge and Allende was elected by the congress.

At this point, the U.S. embarked on a longer-term effort at pushing Allende out of
office (node 14 above). Economic aid from the U.S. and, as we saw in Chapter 4, from
multilateral development banks, was cut, even as military sales and training increased
sharply. Money was passed to opposition parties, to supposedly independent groups
opposed to Allende, and to anti-Allende communications media, notably the newspaper
El Mercurio. In the meantime, close intelligence ties were maintained with the Chilean
military, and even though the CIA station was told that the U.S. would not support
instigating a coup, it was clear to the military that the U.S. would take a benevolent
attitude in such an event. Thus, on 10 September 1973, a Chilean officer reported to his
CIA contact that a coup was being planned and asked for U.S. assistance. Although he
was duly told that none would be provided, “because this was strictly an internal Chilean
matter,” he was also told that the request “would be forwarded to Washington.” The
next day, the coup took place and Allende, defending himself in the presidential palace,
seems to have committed suicide.73

As these examples show, the degree of U.S. involvement in a coup can vary con-
siderably. At the high end of the scale (Chile Track Two), the CIA and other agencies
can initiate contact with military officers, offering them political, financial, and weap-
ons support. Not far below this comes U.S. receptivity to coup requests (Brazil 1964),
in which the military first raises the prospect of a coup, asking for and receiving U.S.
support. A somewhat lower-key posture is also possible (Chile 1973), with U.S. hostility
to the leader being clear, covert support being given to opposition movements, and
friendly contacts being maintained with the military.74 A further limitation in the U.S.
role comes in situations where, although the leader may be minimally acceptable to
Washington, other segments of the regime – with whom the U.S. has good relations –
are extremely worried, and, after indicating their intentions to the embassy, launch a
coup. This occurred in Thailand in 1957, in Pakistan in 1958 (afterward, the U.S.
ambassador congratulated the leader of the coup, saying that it was a “most pleasant
task” to do so), in Turkey in 1960, and, it appears, in Ecuador in 1963. It is noteworthy
that in these, as in all the other cases, of coups d’état, the new leaders quickly call in the U.S.
ambassador to explain why a coup was necessary and how friendly they are to the U.S.
(in Thailand, the ambassador was told that the new prime minister “would be pleasing
to U.S. and to me personally”). Finally, the least active way in which the U.S. supports
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coups is what we might call the “lesser of two evils” strategy, in which the military acts,
against U.S. advice, to head off a situation where a truly unacceptable leader risks
coming to power. In these circumstances, Washington’s preference is for some action
short of a coup (e.g., significant changes in policy, or coalition rule); it therefore con-
demns the seizure of power but without going any farther and, within a few weeks,
works out a modus vivendi so that relations continue. One example of this is in Argen-
tina in 1962, where the U.S., alarmed at the prospect of elections which might bring
supporters of Juan Peron back to power, decided to “let events take their course” and
not interfere with the military-induced resignation of the country’s president. Another
example is in Greece in 1967, where the U.S., deeply worried that elections in May
would result in the eventual rule of Andreas Papandreou, did not use its extensive
contacts with the military coup plotters to warn them off and contented itself with a
“fairly starchy posture” toward the new government.75

We do not mean by this discussion to suggest that all coups d’état in U.S. client states
result either in getting rid of leaders disliked by American policy makers or in imposing
new leaders preferred by those policy makers. Clearly, some coups are considered by U.S.
officials as resulting in governments with leaders worse than those who were over-
thrown. Nor dowe mean to suggest that every coup that occurs is known about in advance
by the U.S. or that the U.S. can simply let its wishes be known for a coup to take place.
Nonetheless, given that the patron–client relation involves active surveillance of the
regime (the government, the military, prominent business leaders, and so forth) by U.S.
officials, it should be expected that when coups are planned, the U.S. is more often
than not aware of plots well beforehand. Recently declassified communications to and
from military attachés and CIA station officers bear out this expectation. Such fore-
knowledge is asymmetrical in its power: the U.S. can encourage fearful coup plotters
by making it clear that they will receive support both before and after the event; but, as
we saw in the case of Chile in 1970, the U.S. has less power to prevent the coup, since
both sides are aware that there is no enthusiasm for confronting its own client’s military
or other influential sectors of the regime. The same logic applies even more strongly
after the coup and helps explain why the U.S. almost always reconciles itself even to
those coups it opposes (e.g., that in Pakistan in 1999).76

One additional observation. As the above discussion makes clear, the United States
has nearly a century of experience in dealing with client states having undergone coups
and also has close ties with the military of most of its clients. This means that the
possibility of encouraging a coup is always a policy instrument available to U.S. officials
whenever they are confronted with unacceptable leaders in a country. From a cybernetic
point of view, it becomes easy to push the coup button in such circumstances, regard-
less of whether the military is indeed opposed to the leaders. If it is, the chances of a
coup are increased; if not, then the U.S. will (perhaps after several more efforts) be led
to recategorize the situation and opt for one of the other overthrow strategies discussed
above. In this sense, the resort to coup encouragement as a default policy instrument
serves in itself as a surveillance and information-gathering mechanism.

These aspects of coup plotting are particularly noteworthy in cases where there is an
active military enemy. In such circumstances, U.S. ties with the client are likely to be
even more concentrated on the military parts of the regime. One classic example, dis-
cussed at length on the book’s website, is the coup which resulted in the deposition and
murder of South Vietnam’s president Ngo Dinh Diem. Another, less well-known case,
is South Korea, where the U.S. had kept a significant number of troops; there, the 1961
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coup by Park Chung Hee was reported on by the CIA a month in advance, with no
message of discouragement being passed on to the plotters. On the day of the coup, the
Korean chief of staff was constantly in touch with the commander of U.S. forces,
General Magruder, pleading with him to use American soldiers to block Park’s troops.
Magruder refused, although both he and the U.S. chargé d’affaires, Marshall Green,
issued statements condemning the coup and reiterated this position during a three-hour
meeting with the country’s president. This activism alarmed Washington, which was
distinctly cool to the South Korean prime minister (who, with his cabinet, was the real
target of the coup, being disavowed by his own president) and which issued a wait-and-
see statement of its own, adding conspicuously that Magruder’s and Green’s comments
were made solely “within the scope of their authority in their posts.” Magruder, who in
fact commanded one of the South Korean armies and could have ordered it to suppress
the coup, realized which way the wind was blowing and refrained from further action.77

Maintenance interventions in perspective

Over the past century, the United States has often resorted to one or another type of
intervention in order to address problems which might threaten the loss of a client
state. Of course, there are far fewer of these interventions than there are routine main-
tenance operations, since the former take place only in dire situations, whereas the latter
occur year-in year-out, in clients around the world. Interventions, however, can easily
end up leading to many deaths and costing considerable sums of money, and since the
very possibility of their occurrence is part of the definition of a client state, we have
spent considerable time discussing them. What, apart from their situation-specificity,
have we learned about them?

It is useful to begin with a few totals. Over the course of this chapter, we have either
mentioned or presented narrative accounts of some 68 interventions in 35 different
countries (out of 89 current or former clients), spread across 16 different nodes (three
of emergency assistance [nodes 1–2, 5], four of combat forces [nodes 6–9], five of
overthrowing or jettisoning leaders [nodes 3, 13–16]). That is, not counting situations
where the client was being lost and the U.S. finally decided that intervention was not
feasible (nodes 4, 12), or in which the U.S. liquidated an ongoing troop deployment
(nodes 10, 11), in at least 68 times over the past century, the U.S. has taken over a vital
task, whether economic, political, or military, from one of its clients in order to maintain
that client in power. These numbers, it should be pointed out, are conservative: they do
not cover every instance of emergency financial, political, or military assistance; they
exclude cases in which the U.S. role was merely one of encouraging others to act (e.g.,
Shaba I in Zaire); they only refer to coups d’état which the U.S. explicitly aided or
attempted to trigger, and even then not to more than two instances or so per country;78

and, as we indicated above, they likely omit some lower-profile covert operations.
Nonetheless, even with this undercounting, a general pattern to U.S. maintenance
interventions still emerges.

Of the 68 interventions, 33 were nonmilitary, while another 8 involved emergency
military aid and advisers. That leaves 28 cases in which U.S. or proxy combat forces
were the principal policy instrument; and of those, 24 in which the U.S. overtly
employed its own ground combat forces on behalf of the regime. Thus, although the
chances are slim that the United States is engaging in an intervention on behalf of a
given client at a given moment in time, when that eventuality does occur, it is more
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likely to be military than nonmilitary, almost as likely to involve combat forces as other
means, and reasonably likely to involve U.S. ground troops. This is quite emphatically
not the kind of inverted pyramid we would expect from simple notions of escalation
ladders in which force is a last resort and therefore quite rare. Certainly in some cases,
Vietnam being the most prominent example (also Panama and Haiti), American policy
makers were reluctant to commit ground troops (air power was less of a concern) on
behalf of a client; but in most of the instances where U.S. ground troops were sent, that
policy instrument was decided on quickly and with few or no lower-level means being
tried first. What mattered was the situation: when the problem was military, the regime
seen as able to hold on but as lacking sufficient manpower, and the enemy not judged
as formidable, the U.S. moved rapidly to committing troops. In a purely formal sense,
these decisions can be seen as escalation, if we take as our baseline the status quo ante
(in some cases, a policy of emergency military aid and advisers); but the point is that
once the situation was identified as being of a particular sort, a troop commitment was
seen as the appropriate policy, rather than as the last resort, to be tried only after every
other measure had failed.

How to explain this relatively high percentage of client maintenance interventions
involving U.S. ground combat forces? In part, it has to do with the reporting bias dis-
cussed above: there were certainly additional instances of emergency economic assis-
tance, and most likely of emergency covert political assistance as well. However, even if
there were more nonmilitary interventions than we discussed, it remains true that
military problems were both common and more likely to be dealt with by U.S. combat
forces than by other means. A second explanation has to do with perceived or expected
U.S. dominance. Officials in Washington, and usually in the field as well, expected that
most of their clients’ enemies would prove relatively easy to defeat (nodes 7, 8); the
same also applied if it was the client’s own military that stood in the way of removing
an unacceptable leader (node 13). Of course, this expectation was flagrantly wrong in
several cases, but as we will discuss in Chapter 7, such disasters did not significantly
hinder subsequent life preserver and easy win U.S. troop commitments. The problem
with U.S. dominance as an explanation is that it is applicable only to the particular
situations listed above. When the client’s military was deemed incompetent and the
enemy formidable (node 9), policy makers opted for proxies, not U.S. ground troops;
when there was not a manpower shortage, they instead turned to emergency military
aid and advisers (node 5); and when the regime’s military collapse was either rapid or
massive, they tried simply to arrange a third force solution (node 12). In other words,
the relatively high number of U.S. ground troop interventions on behalf of clients has
relatively little to do with either a general condition of U.S dominance or a simple
comparison between the U.S. and the forces it opposes.

A better explanation has to do with the cybernetic quality of U.S. policy making. In
essence, there are five types of policy instruments available to the U.S. for interven-
tionary client maintenance: (1) emergency economic aid, mostly in the form of emer-
gency loans and advice; (2) emergency covert political aid, mostly in the form of
propaganda, material assistance to political parties, and encouragement of coups and
insurrections; (3) emergency military aid; (4) U.S. ground troops; and (5) proxy military
forces (perhaps aided by U.S. air power). Two of these instruments – U.S. ground
troops and emergency economic aid – date back to the early years of the twentieth
century and have long had a particular organizational form: military units, on the one
hand, and the ESF and IMF, on the other. Two other instruments – emergency covert
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political aid and emergency military aid – were developed and given organizational
form after World War II, with further development still occurring in the 2000s. By
contrast, the final instrument, proxy military forces, needed not only an organizational
form (which it received with the OPC and its successors) but the proxy forces them-
selves. As we will see in the next chapter, the U.S. actively searched for proxies in its
various hostile interventions, but they were considerably more scarce when it came to
intervening on behalf of clients. The closest the U.S. ever came to acquiring a standing
proxy force like the Gurkhas was the Cuban exiles it relied on in the Congo, hardly an
all-purpose tool.

Thus, when all was said and done, the United States had only a handful of policy
instruments available for intervention. These tools could certainly be adapted to the
specifics of the situation and they were often cumulated (for example, continuing with
emergency military aid even after combat forces were sent) but they were what economists
call “lumpy”: there were no hybrid tools available and very little possibility of crafting
something novel, especially in light of the pressing nature of many of the problems
faced by U.S. clients. As we have emphasized throughout this chapter, policy making
involved matching situation descriptions to the tools in the U.S. repertoire. Since there
were relatively few tools available overall, and for military problems even fewer, it is
not surprising that quite often, Washington’s solution was to send U.S. combat forces.

How often does U.S. intervention succeed in maintaining the client? By our count, as
of early 2008, ten states were lost to the U.S. as clients, eight of them without being
regained. Of the ten, one was lost in an uprising (Iran), another in a coup (Ethiopia), and
eight more by military defeat. (Another U.S. client was defeated – France in Indochina –
but was not lost as a client.) Of those eight, four losses occurred without the U.S.
sending any military forces (China, Cuba, Zaire, Nicaragua), two more after the U.S.
had sent proxy forces (Cambodia, Laos), and the last two after the U.S. had sent ground
troops (South Vietnam, Lebanon). Thus, from Washington’s perspective, if most inter-
ventions succeed, nonmilitary instruments tend to work out considerably better than
military ones, and among the latter, emergency aid is more likely to succeed than
combat forces. There is of course a selection bias here, since insurgencies tend to be
more immediately dire than other problems and the odds may still be in favor of win-
ning (almost three-quarters of all insurgencies in U.S. clients are crushed), but what is
striking is (1) that U.S. military power is unable to prevent a significant number of
client regimes from being defeated by rebellions and (2) that nonetheless the U.S. con-
tinues to intervene militarily on behalf of clients.

One final note. In the preceding section, we have mentioned or discussed 18 cases (in
13 countries) where the U.S. set out to get rid of the top political leaders of its clients,
and four more cases in which the U.S. jettisoned the leaders in the face of popular
discontent. In almost all of these cases, the U.S. succeeded, though it is pointless to
come up with exact percentages in light of the numerous other coups we have not
mentioned. What is striking is just how often the U.S. made the attempt. In other
words, with some regularity, American officials decided that the top political leaders of
a client themselves posed a problem to the continued maintenance of the regime and
intervened to depose those leaders. We would therefore expect that when it comes to
enemies, the U.S. would act with at least equal energy to overthrow their regimes. This
was in fact the case, as we will now see.
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6 Hostile interventions against enemy states

The U.S. client state empire is large, expanding, and long-lived. As we saw in Chapter 2, it
stretches around the globe, accounting for over 40 percent of the world’s countries, over
a third of its population, and over 80 percent of its economic output. As we saw in
Chapter 3, the empire began over a century ago and is still growing, with the latest
acquisition as recent as 2004. And aswe saw in Chapters 4 and 5, the empire is remarkably
robust, with most clients being routinely maintained in that status and those with pro-
blems being maintained through U.S. intervention. At first blush, this track record
would seem to be one of great success, leading U.S. policy makers to no small measure
of satisfaction. However, to be a client is to have the U.S. continually concerned with the
regime’s maintenance and hence highly attentive to any problems which it deems
potentially or actually threatening to that condition. A significant number of these pro-
blems involve real or imagined activities by those identified as opponents of the clients’
regimes. Some problems, though, are attributed to other states, with the majority of
such problems coming from states considered to be enemies of the United States.

In Chapter 3, we briefly discussed enemy states, which we defined as nonclients
whose regimes are seen as choosing systematically to differ with the U.S. on key issues
of foreign and domestic economic and political policy. These enemies, we pointed out,
come in various ideological hues and have nothing in common except the U.S. perception
that they have opted deliberately for across-the-board disagreements with Washington.
Those disagreements are seen as extending to U.S. clients: enemy states are pictured as
at the very least attempting to impede or disrupt U.S. policy regarding certain client
states, and quite possibly as attempting to subvert the regimes of those clients. Enemies
may also be perceived as posing a physical or ideological threat to the United States
itself, but this danger is usually seen as accompanying threats to clients instead of
substituting for those threats. Indeed, few of the enemies listed in Figure 3.1 were
viewed by U.S. officials as a military danger to the U.S. itself; and the level of those
officials’ concern with specific enemies was unrelated to that danger.

In using words such as “perceive,” “see,” “view,” “picture,” and “imagine,” we do not
mean to imply that states categorized as enemies by U.S. policy makers in fact do
nothing to undermine U.S. policy or aid domestic opponents of U.S. client regimes.
Certainly such acts do occur, as they have in the past against both imperial powers and
other states. Our point, rather, is to suggest that there is an important ideological and,
as we will see, cybernetic connection between the categorization of a state as having
chosen to differ systematically with the U.S., on the one hand, and its categorization as
a danger to the U.S., on the other. In a world of theoretically separate and independent
political units, a state that is seen as rejecting the norms proclaimed by existing or



rising imperial powers will tend to be seen by the latter as endangering other units, so
much so that there can be no genuine peace with that state unless and until it has
changed not only its foreign policy but above all its internal power arrangements.
Which of these – the nature of a regime or its foreign policy – comes first is a chicken-
and-egg question; but imperial powers assuredly perceive some sort of connection.
Thus, Philip II of Spain saw Elizabeth’s England as impelled to its anti-Spanish naval
raids and its support of Dutch rebels by the Protestantism it espoused, a faith that had
already led to Elizabeth’s condemnation by the Pope. Two centuries later, the British
prime minister, William Pitt the Younger, proclaimed revolutionary France “a system
which was in itself a declaration of war against all nations,” with security impossible
until “either the principle [of the system] has extinguished or its strength is exhausted.”
This rhetoric was repeated yet again after World War II, when one of the leading
thinkers of the State Department informed Truman that:

our free society finds itself morally challenged by the Soviet system. No other value
system is so wholly irreconcilable with ours, so implacable in its purpose to destroy
ours … and no other has the support of a great and growing center of military
power.1

A corollary of this point is that there is no necessary relation between enemy status and
war. Imperial states can oppose enemies by various means short of war and may even
decide that such attempts have so little chance of success and so many disadvantages
that some sort of truce is the only reasonable solution. This, however, does not mean
that genuine peace can be envisaged with the enemy: suspicions are dormant and can at
any time be rekindled into active hostility. The U.S. attitude toward the Soviet Union is
a good case in point, with periods of fierce animosity punctuating more relaxed inter-
vals. Conversely, it is possible to go to war against a particular state without that state
being seen as an enemy: there may be a specific dispute justifying war but not a per-
ception of the adversary as systematically choosing to differ. Examples of this are Spain
in the Spanish-American War, condemned only for its actions in Cuba and not as a
Pitt-style “system”; Austria-Hungary in World War I, whom Wilson qualified as “not
her own mistress but simply the vassal of the German Government” (Germany’s other
allies were described as “mere tools” not worth fighting unless they were to take up
arms against the U.S.); and Italy in World War II, which U.S. policy makers mostly
ignored before and during the war (even as they invaded it) and whose internal political
and economic system was mostly left alone once the leading Fascists were deposed.2

These considerations point to a fundamental distinction between U.S. policy toward
those whom it considers enemies and toward other states with whom it may be hostile.
Since, as per our definition, enemies are seen as having chosen to differ systematically
with the United States, only temporary agreements are possible with them and routine
relations (see below) involve a considerable measure of mistrust and perhaps of obses-
siveness (the Cuban case, which we will discuss later, is only the most prominent
example of this). On the other hand, U.S. policy toward nonenemy states is con-
siderably more limited in its scope, its duration, and, significantly, its emotional charge.
This can be seen for three sets of nonenemy states. The first set pertains to the period
prior to the establishment of the client state empire, when the U.S. fought wars against
foes such as Britain, Mexico, and Spain, even though none of those states were seen as
being ruled by regimes which had opted to oppose everything that the U.S. favored.
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Wars could end with territorial adjustments and without a sense that the only long-
term solution was for the foe to be destroyed. The second set covers states considered
by U.S. policy makers to be “tools,” as Wilson put it, or “satellites,” as certain clients
of the Soviet Union were described. The U.S. may have found it expedient to undertake
some type of hostile action against these states but only as part of its policy against
their patrons; if, as often happened, the hostile action failed, then the U.S. would move
on, no longer aiming at overthrowing the enemy’s clients. A good example of this is the
way in which, after a brief flirtation with “para-military operations against the Soviet
orbit, particularly those operations designed to weaken Kremlin control over the
satellites,” it was recognized that “Soviet domination of the Eastern European satellites
remains firm,” that “sustained resistance activities” had no chance of succeeding, and
that the best policy was to “encourage such national Communist movements where
we believe the effect will be to disrupt the tie between the satellite state and the USSR”
(see below). Finally, there have been other states which, although perceived as being
opposed to elements of U.S. policy, were also seen as dependent on Western aid and
therefore as incapable of differing systematically with the United States. These “steady
nuisances,” as one official described them, were not viewed as particularly worrisome
and, even when local U.S. officials were criticized or expelled, bilateral economic aid
continued.3

The differences between U.S. policy toward enemies and toward other types of
adversaries suggest that Washington surveils far more closely nonclients who are
already enemies than those with whom it has limited disagreements. Clients, of course,
are surveilled more closely still via the field apparatus discussed in Chapter 2. These
differing levels of observation point to basic cybernetic mechanisms by which U.S.
policy makers categorize states as entering or exiting enemy status. First, as we saw in
Chapter 5, when clients are “lost” through military defeat or the disintegration of the
military chain of command, the state is quickly perceived as an enemy. For nonclients,
who are observed less closely, the bar to being seen as an enemy is higher: a policy
perceived as anti-U.S. combined with a significant change in the reported internal or
external base of the regime (e.g., Japan, Syria, Ghana). The same mechanisms apply
when it comes to leaving enemy status. If an enemy switches sides (Chapter 3) and/or
throws its lot in with the United States, it automatically becomes a U.S. client. How-
ever, if the regime does not agree to align itself with the U.S., then the only other ways
of losing its enemy status are, as we will discuss below, to make an explicit agreement
with Washington to change a broad array of policies and/or its internal or external
political base (e.g., Angola, Libya); to change regimes for reasons other than U.S.
pressure (e.g., the fall of the Communist Party in the Soviet Union); or, ironically, to
become the client of another U.S. enemy (e.g., Cambodia). Note once more that we are
focusing on policy tools and reporting mechanisms, not ideological or strategic criteria.
Enemies are every bit as diverse as are clients.

It might be asked whether nonstate actors can be enemies as we are using the term.
Certainly some of those actors, such as narcotics trafficking organizations, national
liberation movements, and networks specializing in acts of terror against particular
states, are often seen as rejecting systematically many or all U.S. policies. However,
what distinguishes enemies from other adversaries is not only the choice they are sup-
posed to have made to differ systematically with the U.S., but the sense that this choice
is that of a regime, i.e., of an arrangement of political and economic power in a parti-
cular society. This is what makes it possible for policy makers to think of deposing an
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enemy or having it switch to the U.S. side: namely, that the citizens of the country can,
in principle, be governed by a very different regime, perhaps even a U.S. client. Indeed,
U.S. policy makers routinely consider enemies to be in the grip of regimes which
oppress their populations and which the latter ought to be encouraged to overthrow.
Here, for example, is an appeal by one secretary of state in words which, changing the
proper nouns, could have used by his predecessors going back to the early 1900s and
by his successors up to the present day:

The needless prolongation of your suffering and moral slavery rests in your hands.
The United Nations demand your honorable surrender, your unconditional mili-
tary surrender. Overthrow Hitler and his corrupt colleagues, turn your arms
against their Gestapo and their SS. Thus you will speed the day of Germany’s
restoration to a position of respectability in the family of nations.

Rhetoric of this sort is common and corresponds to the operational logic of many
forms of hostile intervention which, as we will see, are premised on an attempt at cut-
ting the ties between the enemy regime and the population of its country. Enemies,
hence, are imagined capable of being transformed into nonenemies. By contrast, the
various nonstate adversaries listed above cannot, it is thought, be so transformed: they
either can be destroyed completely or else are seen as representing a danger that will
last forever. Hence, the objects of U.S. enemy policy, as of its client policy, are states.4

Whatever their ideological complexion or even the resources they command, enemies
are seen as dangerous to U.S. clients (and, in rare instances, to the U.S. itself). This
danger is both specific and general. Particular enemies may be perceived as threatening
individual clients by subversion or, less commonly, invasion. These threats, as we saw in
Chapters 4 and 5, are addressed by various policy instruments ranging from routine
forms of resource transfers and other assistance to different types of intervention on
behalf of the clients. The general danger is structural in character: even if enemies are
certified as being on good behavior and not trying to subvert U.S. clients, the sys-
tematic nature of the policy choices they are supposed to have made means that they
represent – if only by their continued existence – an ongoing potential threat to various
clients. To counter this, U.S. policy makers have been led over the years not only to act
on behalf of clients but against enemies. There are two sorts of anti-enemy actions,
analogous to those used for client maintenance: routinely hostile activities and hostile
interventions.

What routinely hostile activities have in common is the displeasure they express. The
point is not to overthrow an enemy’s regime (although this would be welcome) but to
act on the basis that the enemy is in some sense abnormal and unfit for regular
state-to-state relations. Hence, the U.S. may withhold diplomatic recognition, block
UN membership, decree or intensify a trade embargo, vote against multilateral loans,
forbid normal travel by citizens of either country, offer asylum to immigrants from the
enemy, attempt to restrict weapons and technology transfers, verbally support exiled
opposition leaders, electronically broadcast propaganda, and, of course, denounce the
enemy as illegitimate and a violator of basic norms (e.g., human rights). Most of these
policy instruments can be carried out in tandem and are, from a symbolic perspective,
mutually substitutable; this makes it possible for some of them to be repealed as part of
a limited agreement with the enemy, even as others are maintained or perhaps imposed.
Note further that there is nothing special or even, for the most part, contrary to
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international law, about these instruments: several of them presume the backing of
other states, or indeed of international organizations such as the United Nations or the
Organization of American States (OAS), indicating that much of the time, the U.S. is
leading multilateral opinion even when it comes to expressing anger at enemies. For
example, when Japan was condemned by the League of Nations for its actions in
Manchuria, the League’s action was instigated by the United States, which was only an
observer in Geneva. Similarly, as we saw in Chapter 4, the U.S. has for decades admi-
nistered export controls aimed at the Soviet Union and other enemies through a mul-
tilateral agency, COCOM, and its successor. This international backing for hostile
activities extended even against enemies on whom it was acknowledged that the U.S.
had a particular fixation: China, whose seat in the UN the General Assembly voted to
deny to Beijing for 20 years; Cuba, against whom the OAS decreed a trade embargo
and banned diplomatic relations (this policy stood for over a decade), and, as of 2008,
was still excluded from participation in the organization; and Iran, target of a U.S.-led
investment boycott and anti-nuclear campaign.

For the most part, policies of routine hostility are maintained toward enemies
regardless of what the enemies do. If an enemy persists in acting contrary to U.S. wishes,
American policy makers take this as indicative of virulent opposition and therefore as a
license both to continue routinely hostile activities and, if the situation warrants it, to
engage in hostile intervention (see below). If the enemy negotiates an agreement with
the U.S. on a specific matter of disagreement, that is usually seen in Washington as a
sign that its policy is paying off and hence as grounds for continuing or even escalating
most forms of pressure except for the points on which accord was reached (see below,
on negotiations). As mentioned above, it takes really major changes by the enemy
(typically the subject of a lengthily negotiated package deal) or else a significant change
in the international environment for U.S. officials to end routinely hostile activities;
even then, bureaucratic resistance goes hand in glove with those activities and makes it
difficult for them to be scrapped. A classic case in point is the Roosevelt–Litvinov
agreement extending diplomatic recognition to the U.S.S.R. in 1933 and negotiating a
solution to a host of outstanding disputes. This agreement necessitated a new U.S.
president, the exclusion of the State Department from policy making, significant policy
changes on the part of the Soviet Union, and a common recognition by both states that
Japan’s actions in Manchuria and elsewhere in China signalled a threat to the area.
There are a handful of other cases in which the U.S. negotiated an end to enemy status;
we will discuss them at the end of the chapter.5

Routinely hostile activities are the background, the standard way in which the
United States deals with enemies. However, from time to time, these activities are sup-
plemented by specific operations directed against an enemy regime’s military support at
home or the maintenance of its forces in one or more geographical areas. These
operations are what we mean by the term hostile intervention, and several aspects of
this definition should be noted. First, hostile interventions are directed against one or
more of several related types of targets: the armed forces of an enemy in one of its
client states as well as the armed forces of the client state itself; an enemy’s occupation
of a particular province which it claims as part of its own territory; and the military
basis of the enemy regime itself. To policy makers in Washington, these various targets
are closely linked as alternative ways in which a given enemy might manifest itself, even
though the distinction between them may be seen as opening up space for diplomacy
(for example, as we will see below, the U.S. wanted to have North Vietnam cease its
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military activities in South Vietnam, while at the same time reassuring it that, unlike in
the Korean War, there was no intention of invading the north or overthrowing the
regime in Hanoi).

Second, hostile interventions are directed against the military of an enemy regime:
either its status as the key component of the regime at home or its presence in a pro-
vince or client. This does not mean that the authors of these interventions expect the
enemy’s military immediately to launch a coup, or to be destroyed in battle, or to
withdraw quickly from a province or client in the near future, but it does mean that the
operations are expected to impinge on the military at some point and thus to present
the possibility of the regime’s overthrow or of its retreat from some location. In this
sense, hostile interventions are the mirror image of interventions on behalf of clients. If
policy makers think that a given operation has no chance of affecting the regime’s
military anywhere or at any time, then the operation is purely expressive or symbolic
and hence falls into the category of routinely hostile activities. It should also be noted
that even though initial authorizing orders may refer to more limited goals, those goals
typically expand, with both high level policy makers and their subordinates soon pro-
claiming far more grandiose ambitions.

Third, there is a strong connection between hostile intervention, as we have defined it,
and acts of war against a state. If an act of war is carried out against an enemy, then,
unless it is purely punitive or symbolic, it is at the same time an intervention. (The
definition of hostile intervention in terms of enemies means that, as we discussed above,
acts of war against nonenemies are not interventions.) However, this link is not just a
matter of overlapping situations: even when the intervening state does not use its own
armed forces, its proximate target is the armed forces of the enemy, so as to make it
impossible for them to maintain themselves in a given territory or to support a given
regime. In this sense, hostile intervention shares some of the same aims as traditional war,
though in its frequent targeting of the enemy regime, it is considerably more far-reaching.
Put differently, just as client intervention is a means of maintaining clients, so hostile
intervention is a means of undermining, if not outright overthrowing, enemies.6

Although routinely hostile activities differ significantly from hostile interventions, the
policy that the U.S. follows toward any given enemy may be a combination of both. We
pointed out above that routinely hostile activities are a sort of baseline carried out against
enemies year after year. On top of that baseline, the U.S. may also engage in hostile
interventions, depending, as with client interventions, on the type of situation it per-
ceives. Although, as we will see, a failed hostile intervention will lead to a change in the
situation and thus indicate an end to that particular operation, if another promising
situation should later arise, the U.S. would in that case initiate a new hostile interven-
tion appropriate to the changed circumstances. Just as various types of intervention are
always possible as means of maintaining clients, so too are various types of interven-
tion possible against enemies. The only limitations on such repetitions are practical: for
example, if exile raids fail, it is unlikely that an internal guerrilla movement will arise
any time soon or that the enemy will engage in some action which turns it into a
pariah, thereby justifying U.S. overt intervention of some sort (see below). In this sense,
as we will discuss later, there are similarities between escalation constraints on inter-
ventions against enemies and those on behalf of clients.

Consider now the different types of hostile intervention situations (see Figure 6.1).
Using the pseudo-decision tree approach introduced in Chapter 5, we can start with the
top-level questions: is the country a current client state and if not, is it a nonenemy? If
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the answer to this latter question is also no, then hostile intervention is a possibility
providing that actions against the enemy’s military are assessed as having some chance
of success, i.e., of leading to the overthrow of the enemy regime or its withdrawal from
a province or client. (This assessment, it should be noted, is made cybernetically, i.e.,
by determining whether proxy or multilateral policy instruments exist; see below.)
Should success be seen as out of the question, then policy reverts to the default posi-
tion, i.e., routinely hostile actions. (Such actions may, on rare occasions, be interrupted
by attempts at negotiation, a possibility we will discuss at the end of the chapter.) If, on
the other hand, hostile intervention is indicated, the issue is then the form of that
intervention. Here, the basic question is whether or not the enemy is perceived by U.S.
policy makers as having some degree of international legitimacy (see below): if the
answer is yes, then hostile intervention must be covert in nature; if not, then intervention
will be overt.

Figure 6.1 Hostile intervention situations, 1: Overview
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Covert intervention situations

Since the 1990s, the United States has widely come to be perceived as violating inter-
national law. The examples most frequently cited of these violations are the bombing of
Serbia in 1999 and the invasion of Iraq in 2003, both of which we will discuss below.
However, it must be recognized that actions of this sort are fairly rare, and that the U.S.
has, in the vast majority of cases, refrained from the overt use or support of force in

Figure 6.2 Hostile intervention situations, 2: Covert
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cases where the enemy is a sovereign state or where the legal status of U.S. combat
units or trainers is in question (e.g., because they are not present at the invitation of a
sovereign state). If these conditions do not apply, then only if the enemy in question is
seen internationally as committing barbaric or uncivilized acts and hence as politically
illegitimate will the U.S. feel free explicitly to violate international law. Otherwise, the
U.S. will intervene against the enemy covertly, i.e., without acknowledging its actions.7

Of course covert interventions are hypocritical, in the famous definition of François
de la Rochefoucauld (“hypocrisy is the homage which vice pays to virtue”). None-
theless, constraints on overt military action revolve around the maintenance of the U.S.
self-image as a state which does not lightly (or at all) infringe on the sovereignty of
other states and which does not bully weaker states. Policy makers take this self-image
for granted, only bothering even to mention it when a subordinate puts forward a plan
which violates it. For example, when, during the deliberations over the collapse of the
French in Indochina (see the book’s website), the official in charge of foreign aid pro-
posed that the U.S. send combat troops even if the French, as the colonial power,
refused to act, Eisenhower reacted sharply, saying that action of this sort would lead to
a loss of “all our significant support in the free world. We should be everywhere
accused of imperialistic ambitions. … Without allies and associates the leader is just an
adventurer like Genghis Khan.” Some years later, when the CIA’s initial plan for using
U.S. forces to land an exile army in Cuba was being presented (see below), the secre-
tary of state warned that “such an operation could have grave effects upon the U.S.
position in Latin America and at the U.N.” Covert operations offer the possibility of
avoiding these kind of difficulties because they are “plausibly deniable,” to use the
standard paraphrase of the original order authorizing such operations (see Chapter 5).8

Covert intervention situations are distinguished from each other by two criteria (see
Figure 6.2). First, it matters considerably whether or not the enemy’s military is seen as
capable of being detached from the regime’s leaders. If so, then coups d’état or other
violent action can be plotted against those leaders, similar (though, as we will see, more
difficult) to the actions undertaken against unacceptable leaders of U.S. clients (node
17). However, if U.S. policy makers assess the military as unlikely to be separated from
the regime’s leaders, then the military itself will be combated by some kind of larger-
scale action. The question in this case is whether an internal front is either nonexistent
or difficult to establish. If so, then the U.S. will opt for punctuated military operations:
landings, airdrops, and brief raids (node 18). On the other hand, should an internal
front be judged possible, then American policy will aim at supporting continuing
armed opposition operations within the enemy’s territory (node 19). In both these cases
of larger-scale action, the ones doing the actual fighting will of necessity be proxies
which are organized, paid, equipped, and trained by the United States.

Coups d’état: Node 17

Syria (1949: website); Iran (1953: website); Egypt (1956–57: text); Syria (1956–57: web-
site); Iraq (1963: text); Indonesia (1965: text); Ghana (1966: website); Iraq (1996: text)

For U.S. policy makers to have a chance of fomenting a coup d’état against the regime
of an enemy state, they need at the minimum to have some contacts with the enemy’s
military. However, the U.S. has relatively limited connections of this sort, whether in
the form of training, arms transfers, or even military observers. This contrasts sharply
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with the extensive links (see Chapters 2 and 4) between Washington and the militaries
of its client states. Of course, on purely prudential grounds, it might be rational for the
U.S. to cultivate such ties with the military of each enemy, but in the vast majority of
cases, it is unlikely that this would occur. U.S. officials would not want to take the risk
of strengthening an enemy and the latter would be loath to provide an opening for fifth
column activities. Hence in general, the odds are slim that the U.S. would even try to
set off a coup against an enemy.

There are, however, two situations in which a coup is likely to be pursued. First, if
the regime has only recently come to power, there may still be ties from the period
before it was a U.S. enemy. One example of this is Egypt, where it appears, first, that
the U.S. helped Nasser and his military colleagues come to power and fend off internal
foes; and then, that the U.S. tried to induce the military to overthrow Nasser after he
had turned to the Soviet Union for arms.9 Another example, for which considerably
more internal documents are available, is Syria, where the United States moved from
having splendid relations with the regime to full-fledged enemy status in just a few
years (for a discussion, see the book’s web site).

Another enemy state in which the U.S. attempted to foment coups d’état shortly after
the regime had come to power is Iraq. Up until the summer of 1958, Iraq was a British
client state, ruled by a staunchly pro-Western regime. A coup in July led to considerable
turmoil, including U.S. intervention in Lebanon (see Chapter 5) and British interven-
tion in Jordan. Soon, disaffected military officers were asking the U.S. to fund a coup
and passing on information about plans for an uprising and an assassination attempt
on the regime’s strongman, Abdel Karim Qassim. Although the U.S. did not appar-
ently participate in these efforts, it moved toward “preliminary contingency planning”
for covert action of its own. Soon after, the CIA was privy to information on another
assassination attempt (carried out by the young Saddam Hussein), meanwhile devel-
oping its own plan for sending Qassim “a monogrammed handkerchief containing an
incapacitating agent.” Although this plan did not work out, Qassim’s days were num-
bered: the CIA worked with Ba’ath party militants in the army and in February 1963,
Ba’ath soldiers overthrew and executed Qassim. (In the words of the party’s secretary
general: “we came to power on a CIA train.”) As we saw in Chapter 4, the CIA also
transmitted names of those it considered leftist sympathizers and the new regime killed
at least hundreds, and perhaps thousands, of them over the next weeks. While this
was happening, the U.S. secretly supplied the Ba’ath regime with military equipment.
Nonetheless, the regime did not survive and before the year was out, it was overthrown
in another coup, this time by officers then sympathetic with Nasser. It would take five
years for the Ba’athists to rebuild their networks among the military and stage a pair of
coups in 1968 that would bring them back to power; once back in, they shifted to the
left and, with the help of Soviet and East German advisers, purged the military and put
it under tight party control, thereby reducing drastically the possibility of future coup
attempts against them (see below).10

A second type of situation in which the U.S. is likely to pursue a coup against an
enemy state is when the regime of that state is judged to be a rickety coalition of ele-
ments at odds with each other. In these circumstances, it makes sense for the U.S. to try
and peel away the military from other components of the regime. The classic example
of a coup attempted under these conditions is Operation TPAJAX, the CIA-sponsored
overthrow of Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadeq in Iran (see Chapter 3 for the
coup’s consequences, and the book’s website for a detailed account of the coup).
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The coup against Mossadeq could only be envisaged, much less carried out success-
fully, because of his loss of support among the military. Much the same situation was
perceived as holding, and as justifying a coup, in two other U.S. enemies, Indonesia
andGhana (on this latter case, see the description on the book’s website). In Indonesia, the
U.S. had for a number of years been hostile to the regime of Achmed Sukarno. When a
CIA-supported rebellion fizzled out in 1958 (see the book website), the U.S. began
focusing its efforts on establishing ties with “the strongest anti-communist force in
Indonesia,” the country’s army. These were above all personal, with top army officers
being trained in the United States at military institutions and younger officers, as part
of “civic action” programs, at leading U.S. universities. Small armswere also provided for
internal security purposes. Although at this point the odds of a coup taking place were
still “less than even,” the expectation was that when Sukarno died or retired (his health was
supposed to be bad), there would be a struggle for power among the regime’s other main
components – the Communist Party (PKI) and the military – and if the U.S. main-
tained close ties with the military, it might turn out to have bet on a winning horse.

The pro-army policy was inherently unstable. If, as most in Washington thought, the
PKI was continuing to gain in power, then unless Sukarno were to fall from power
quickly (his assassination was “contemplated”), the army risked being sidelined. How-
ever, broadening U.S. support beyond the army would only help to “consolidate an
essentially unacceptable regime.” This was the hardliners’ view; but in fact Kennedy,
who flirted with the idea of extending aid, found it impossible to break with the policy
of routinely hostile activities. The reason was the regime’s foreign policy. In the summer
of 1963, Indonesia launched a bitter attack on Britain’s plans to create a Malaysian
federation that would include territories in the north of Borneo, the rest of which
belonged to Indonesia. Relations with both Britain and the newly formed state of
Malaysia rapidly worsened and, very much as had been the case with Iran in 1953, the
U.S. found itself compelled to choose. In this case, there was no hesitation and Kennedy
suspended his plans for economic aid. Relations rapidly went downhill, the U.S. gra-
dually reducing its nonmilitary assistance and Indonesia taking foreign policy positions
increasingly at odds with those of the United States (e.g., defending North Vietnam
and recognizing North Korea). Nonetheless, lacking any alternative, the U.S. main-
tained its ties with the Indonesian military, continuing its civic action program, having
detailed talks about delicate subjects (e.g., “Indonesian paramilitary” efforts against
Malaysia), and giving “obvious hints of U.S. support in time of crisis.” This policy was
noticeably supported by the Indonesian military as an “investment” in the “future.” In
addition, the U.S. expanded its existing covert programs of “assistance to individuals
and organizations prepared to take obstructive action against the PKI” and of “black
and grey propaganda” against the PKI. Around this time, the U.S. ambassador was
also contacted by an Indonesian about the prospects of a coup d’état and “conveyed
clearly [his] own sympathy.” Nothing materialized at that point, and U.S. policy
remained one of “playing for the breaks.”

At the end of September 1965, the situation changed drastically. Several anticommunist
generals were kidnapped and killed by forces sympathetic to the PKI, although whe-
ther this was a coup attempt or a feint by the army was unclear. In any case, the army
reacted ferociously, launching a campaign of repression against the PKI involving legal
actions, propaganda, arrests, and killings, both by the military and by civilians allied
with it. The U.S. response was to keep a low profile so as not to provide a target for
Sukarno; at the same time, the embassy would “indicate clearly to key people in the
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army … our desire to be of assistance where we can” and would “spread the story of
PKI’s guilt, treachery and brutality” through the Voice of America and various covert
channels. Shortly after the propaganda campaign was launched, various figures con-
nected with the military contacted the U.S. army attaché and the deputy chief of the
CIA station and asked for communications equipment so that top officers could stay in
touch with each other and, presumably, so that anti-PKI militias could commu-
nicate with the army. The U.S. supplied this equipment; it was also agreed to fur-
nish small arms, again presumably for the militias. In addition, it appears that
subsidies were given to an important militia which was carrying the “burden of current
repressive efforts targeted against PKI.” Finally, at the height of the hunt for the PKI,
the U.S. embassy passed to the military a list containing the names of PKI leaders and
senior cadres (see Chapter 4); this list, the ambassador indicated, was “used by Indo-
nesian security authorities who seem to lack even the simplest overt information on
PKI leadership.” The net effect of these contributions was to facilitate not only the
removal of the PKI from power but its physical destruction as well: the ambassador
reported afterward that between 300,000 and 400,000 persons suspected of being PKI
members had been killed, with other estimates ranging far higher (travelers reported
roads strewn with headless bodies and rivers clogged with corpses). Several months
later, the army stripped Sukarno of his powers, thereby clearing the way for the U.S. to
send aid overtly to the new regime and establish a patron–client relationship (see
Chapter 3).11

In all of the above examples, the U.S. became involved in coup attempts when offi-
cials thought that the enemy regime was shaky. This perception may have stemmed, as
in the first set of cases, from the fact that the regime had not been in power for long
and thus had not yet had a chance to establish itself; or, as in the second set of cases,
from the fact that the regime was seen as made up of disparate components very much
at odds with each other. In both sets of cases, U.S. links to the regime’s military made
it possible to encourage or at least aid a coup if and when the opportunity presented
itself – something which might not occur for several years, even with economic and
diplomatic pressure being applied. However, if U.S. officials neither saw the regime as
shaky nor had close ties to its military, they would be much more reluctant to involve
themselves in any kind of coup attempt. A classic example of this reluctance is the U.S.
campaign against Iraq’s Saddam Hussein in the 1990s. As we saw above, after the 1968
coups, the country’s military was purged and put under tight party control, thereby
ruling out other coup attempts for the foreseeable future. For the next 20 years, U.S.
intervention efforts were confined to aiding a guerrilla war by the Kurds in the early
1970s (see below); outside of that, U.S. policy was one of routinely hostile activities,
interspersed with tactical collaboration during the Iran-Iraq war. Even when Iraq
invaded and annexed Kuwait, U.S. combat forces were sent to defend Saudi Arabia
(see Chapter 5) and not overthrow the Ba’athist regime:

LOWELL BERGMAN: I thought we had two interests. One was to evict the Iraqi army from
Kuwait. But the other really was to get Saddam out of power.

BRENT SCOWCROFT: No. No, it wasn’t.
LOWELL BERGMAN: Well, either covertly or overtly.
BRENT SCOWCROFT: No. No, it wasn’t. That was never – you can’t find that anywhere as

an objective, either in the U.N. mandate for what we did or in our declarations, that
our goal was to get rid of Saddam Hussein.
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This did not mean that the U.S. had become friendly toward Iraq, but simply that
the use of U.S. combat forces was not a policy tool which then corresponded to the
situation. As Bush and Scowcroft presciently put it in their joint memoir, although “we
hoped that popular revolt or coup would topple Saddam,” to have converted the Gulf
War into a hostile intervention would have led to the U.S. to “be an occupying power
in a bitterly hostile land.”

Bush’s decision was strongly criticized, all the more so as the U.S. stood by and let
the regime crush uprisings in both the north and south of the country. To relieve the
political pressure on himself, Bush ordered the CIA to try and get rid of Saddam by
giving money to anyone (including family members or close aides) who could pull off a
coup d’état, whether triggered by a Kurdish uprising or by economic sanctions. This
was an extremely limited program, presupposing that the regime would most likely
continue in power; Bush also refused to support a larger-scale guerrilla campaign such
as the U.S. had done in Afghanistan (see the book’s website). Even with these restric-
tions in mind, U.S. actions were desultory. In 1995, for example, officials in Washington
distanced themselves from a plan combining a Kurdish offensive and actions by mili-
tary units near Baghdad. In 1998, Congress passed legislation proclaiming the over-
throw of Saddam to be explicit U.S. policy, but little more was done. Only for a brief
moment, when disaffected military officers and Ba’ath members contacted British
intelligence and when the CIA had direct access to Baghdad through the UN’s weap-
ons inspectors, did the U.S. decide, rather half-heartedly at that, to try for a coup. The
attempt (in 1996) did not get off the ground and was not renewed. Thus, in spite of the
fact that Saddam had become an American obsession, the fundamentals of the situa-
tion – lack of dissent among most components of the regime and few U.S. contacts
with the military – led to a policy during the 1990s almost identical to that followed for
the preceding two decades. Only when the situation changed in 2001 did intervention
move back onto the agenda (see below).12

Punctuated military operations: Node 18

Soviet Union (targets: Baltic Republics, Ukraine, Poland, Albania; 1948–54: text);
China (targets: Yunnan and Fujian provinces; 1951–54: text); China (target: Tibet;
1958–74: web); North Vietnam (1961–68: website); Cuba (1961–65: text); South
Yemen (1980–82: website); Libya (1985–?: website); Nicaragua (1982–88: website);
Iran (2005–present: text)

Until 2003, Iraq was a rather typical American enemy, at least as regards its perceived
lack of suitability for a Washington-backed coup d’état. Most enemies are seen by U.S.
policy makers as enjoying considerable backing by their military, which means that
any hostile intervention against them must involve an assault on that military. For
enemies deemed to enjoy some degree of international legitimacy, this in turn implies
that the U.S. must participate in some kind of covert military operations, i.e., opera-
tions in which the U.S. role is plausibly deniable. Hence the importance of proxy forces:
Americans can train, fund, equip, and even accompany them into combat, but a sig-
nificant number of U.S. combat troops would make it impossible to keep up the fiction
of noninvolvement. There are two types of covert operations with proxy forces: situa-
tions where the proxies are implanted within the country, carrying out a protracted
campaign of armed resistance (see below) and those in which, lacking any such
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implantation, proxy forces are restricted to raids by sea, land, or air, what we have
called punctuated operations.

The difference between the two types of proxy force interventions is not simply a
question of whether or not indigenous armed opposition forces are already in place. On
the one hand, U.S. control over raiding forces is considerably greater than with an
indigenous armed opposition: the latter is usually only supplied with weapons and
money, whereas the former are also recruited, trained, and advised by U.S. operatives.
This has important implications for the U.S. response to failure and the “disposal
problem” raised by an unsuccessful proxy force. In addition, the situations that tend to
trigger one versus the other type of U.S. intervention also differ. As we will see in the
next section, where there are indigenous armed opposition forces present inside an
enemy’s country or the territory it occupies, the U.S. will support them, provided their
level of activity triggers their being assessed as having some chance of success. Punc-
tuated operations, however, require considerably less manpower: what matters is simply
that there be some exiles who can be trained and transported to enemy territory with at
least a slight possibility of succeeding. Such assessments are necessarily speculative and
there are two kinds of situations in which organizational mechanisms tend to induce
them. The first are those in which a U.S. client is carrying out operations against one of
its enemies; the second, similar to the “recent enemy” cases of coup attempts, are those
in which the enemy had been lost as a client not long before. In both these types of cases,
the paramilitary instruments available to U.S. policy makers will be focused on indi-
cations that exiles can be or are being transformed into raiding parties capable of
triggering an enemy withdrawal or defeat. To see this, let us take a look backward at
the CIA’s early history.

In Chapter 5, we discussed the development of U.S. proxy force activity, starting
with the Office of Policy Coordination (OPC) of the CIA. As we saw, the OPC’s initial
efforts were very much along the lines of its World War II predecessor organization, the
Office of Strategic Services (OSS), and involved various types of punctuated operations
in areas of enemy control. The earliest of these overlapped extensively with OSS
activities and in many ways look as if they could have taken place during the Second
World War. We refer here to the raiding programs carried out against the Soviet Union
in its recently acquired provinces and in countries deemed to be its puppets. As Soviet
armies swept toward Berlin, they reconquered territories, such as Ukraine and the
Baltic states, which had been occupied by the Germans during the war; they also
installed regimes centered around the Communist Party in most of the East European
states. In several of these places, insurgencies broke out against Soviet control, with
fighting usually lasting from a year to 18 months before the inevitable happened and
the uprisings were crushed. What then occurred was a westward flow of exiles, a number
of whom contacted the British Secret Intelligence Service (MI6), with whose agents
they had collaborated in wartime resistance efforts against Germany and, prior to 1941,
the Soviet Union. Unlike the OSS, MI6 had never been dismantled and was marked by
strong anti-Soviet sentiments. The result, in Ukraine, Poland, and the Baltic republics,
was the launching of raiding programs designed to train, equip, and most importantly,
transport small groups of exiles back home in order to run sabotage campaigns and if
possible to serve as a nucleus for a new uprising.

During this time, the U.S. played almost no role. In part, this was because, as the CIA’s
first Soviet Division chief put it, “In 1946 Washington knew virtually nothing about the
U.S.S.R.” and it was natural for the British to take the lead. In addition, the OPC had
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not yet come into existence and the U.S. had no organization capable of carrying out
paramilitary activities. It was only in 1948, after OPC had been created, that the British
turned to the U.S. for help in running their anti-Soviet raiding operations, much as they
had done the year before regarding their activities in Greece (see the book’s website). In
each case, an important motive was financial: to get the U.S. to defray the cost of the
exiles (Ukraine and Poland) and of amphibious operations (the Baltic states). The U.S.,
which by this time had begun to develop ties of its own with different groups of exiles
and which was in the process of working with a pre-existing German intelligence net-
work, was ready to agree. Soon, the U.S. had adopted as a goal “the gradual retraction
of undue Russian power and influence from the present perimeter areas around traditional
Russian boundaries and the emergence of the satellite countries as entities independent
of the USSR” and the OPC was participating actively in training exiles and organizing
raids. These operations almost always failed, being not only several years too late to make
any difference but also betrayed by double agents. Nonetheless, they continued for many
months, ending only when the supply of cannon fodder ran out or when show trials
made it clear that the operations were fatally compromised. In the words of Kim Philby,
the MI6 officer (and Soviet double agent) who served as the liaison with the CIA,

[The] operation now takes on an independent existence…Money that was allocated
for it has already been partially spent, people have been recruited and continue to be
recruited, equipment is being supplied … You can’t turn back the clock – it would
mean a colossal scandal.13

This triggering by MI6 of U.S. support for anti-Soviet exile raiding operations reached
its high water mark regarding Albania. During World War II, the British had worked
closely with various anti-German resistance groups in the country but were unable to
prevent the communists from taking over after the Germans withdrew. Over the next
few years, as the regime cracked down and as state-to-state relations with Britain wor-
sened, MI6 maintained contact with various of its wartime allies, now mostly in exile.
By late 1948, senior civil servants were considering an operation against Albania, the
hope being that it would lead to removing the country from Soviet control. Given a paucity
of resources (“church mice do not start wars”), it was expected that the U.S. would
have to be brought in. Once approval had come from the top, the British immediately
flew to Washington, where they presented their plans to the State Department and the
OPC. The response was positive, an Albanian operation offering the chance of “slicing
off” a satellite of the Soviet Union, and the OPC began both working with the British
on paramilitary matters and with Albanian exiles on setting up a government in exile.
By the autumn, operations were ready to proceed, even though there were no clear
ideas about what would happen if raids should indeed trigger the regime’s fall (for
example, the British foreign secretary asked if there were “any kings around that could
be put in”). The first raid – a British-planned landing by nine men – took place several
weeks later. It was followed by other landings, then by U.S.-sponsored parachute drops
(using Polish pilots), each at intervals of several months. None of these succeeded, the
reasons including Philby’s treason, security lapses among the exiles, lack of secrecy (e.g.,
articles in the New York Times), and general incompetence as compared with the Alba-
nian regime; and in spite of high levels of funding and energy, Operation BGFIEND
was finally terminated in 1954, when show trials, torture and executions of agents, and
a wave of repression made it impossible to continue (the British side of the program,
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Operation Valuable, had in effect ended several years earlier). Nonetheless, even as the
operation was sinking, the CIA’s director defended it: “At least we’re getting the kind
of experience we need for the next war.” Forty years later, the officer in charge of
BGFIEND had not changed his mind: Albania was where the OPC “cut its teeth.”14

The OPC’s early anti-Soviet interventions illustrate clearly the cybernetic aspects of
punctuated operations programs. Although the U.S. had displayed some interest in the
internal situation in Poland toward the end of World War II and shortly afterward, this
had markedly faded by the time the OPC began its raids. U.S. interest in the Baltic
states and Ukraine was considerably more limited, and until the British brought up the
possibility of collaborating, there is no evidence that anyone in Washington gave any
attention to the Soviet role in Albania. Nor were the interventions an instrumentally
rational response: they occurred months or years after whatever uprisings had taken
place had been crushed, and the CIA persisted, for years, in running World War II-type
operations that patently failed to succeed on even the narrowest tactical grounds.
Instead, the interventions were means-driven: they took place only when the U.S. had
(re)developed a particular policy instrument, when that instrument had been triggered,
andwhen that instrument was still able to function on its own terms, e.g., training raiders,
transporting them, and so forth. The particular locales – Poland, the Baltic area,
Albania – were distinctly secondary compared with their being categorized as places
which the Soviets were occupying and from which there were exiles who were willing to
be trained. Note that there are other examples of exile raids being means-driven and
triggered by clients: North Vietnam, Libya, and South Yemen (descriptions of all three
cases can be found on the book’s website).

In addition to punctuated military operations triggered by U.S. clients, there is a
second set of enemies against whom the U.S. carries out such operations without any
encouragement by third parties. These are former U.S. clients which were “lost” and, as
we saw in Chapter 3, became enemies. In such cases, the U.S. policy making apparatus
will be particularly focused on remnants of the former regime who, if they have gone
into exile, will be natural candidates for some type of paramilitary operations against
their homeland. The earliest, and to a great degree paradigmatic, example of this is
China. We saw in Chapter 5 how the U.S. intervened with emergency military aid and
advisers in hopes of maintaining in power Chiang Kai-Shek’s Kuomintang (KMT). As
defeat loomed, the remnants of the KMT forces and of the U.S. supply effort tried to
preserve themselves. Most of the KMT army fled to Taiwan, though a few columns
headed southwest to Burma, where some 1000 of them established a strategic foothold,
and to Laos, where a larger number were captured and interned by the French colonial
forces. During the civil war, the KMT had been supplied by airplanes belonging to
Civil Air Transport (CAT), a company set up by a former U.S. military officer who was
linked to Chiang and had good connections in Washington. With the KMT collapsing
and CAT’s revenue sources drying up, the staunchly anticommunist owners of the air-
line managed to obtain cash advances from the CIA to keep operating, an arrangement
that, in the summer of 1950, was transformed into an actual purchase of CAT by the
CIA (see Chapter 5).

The stage was thus set to use CAT to supply the remnants of the KMT. Already in
April 1950, the Joint Chiefs of Staff were noting “evidences of renewed vitality and
apparent increased effectiveness of the Chinese Nationalist forces”; they called for a
“program of special covert operations designed to interfere with Communist activities
in Southeast Asia.” CAT accordingly began to supply arms to the KMT forces in
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Burma and to reinforce them with troops flown in from Taiwan; by 1951, their num-
bers had grown to over 4,000. This ongoing reinforcement operation was then folded
into a larger set of covert OPC missions approved by Truman after the Chinese entered
the Korean War: in June 1951, and then again in August, the KMT forces in Burma
launched an invasion of China, assisted by CAT resupply flights and with the support
of CIA embedded advisers. Both attacks failed. Undeterred, the U.S. launched a new
resupply effort and by early 1952, KMT forces in northeast Burma numbered nearly
13,000 well-equipped troops, whose weapons were paid for partly by CIA largesse and
partly by large-scale opium smuggling through Thailand to the international market.
In August 1952, another invasion took place, again without success. At this point, the
KMT forces gave up any idea of a major invasion, contenting themselves with minor
raids, gradually becoming enmeshed with local Burmese secessionist forces and
ensconcing themselves ever more deeply into the international opium trade. Evidence
suggests that throughout this time, they continued to be supplied with U.S. arms and
munitions. Finally, after repeated Burmese protests and a combined Burmese-Chinese
military operation, the KMT remnants left, some being shipped to Taiwan by CAT and
the others making their way to Thailand and Laos (where they were recruited by the
Lao government in its fight against the Pathet Lao).

At the same time as the Burmese operations were going on, the OPC also was using
other Taiwanese forces to carry out paramilitary raids on the China coast. Initially, the
idea was to train a group of raiders (200 men) to land and then head toward moun-
tainous regions, where they were supposed to form bases, be supplied by airdrops, and
link up with the numerous guerrillas who were thought to exist in the area. There were,
of course, no guerrillas, and the team was wiped out within a few days of its landing.
This led to a change of tactics in which units, now baptized as part of the Anti-Com-
munist National Salvation Army (NSA), would carry out hit-and-run raids up and
down the coast. All told, 55 of those raids took place over the next twelve months, with
several of them considered to be successes (though by what criteria is unclear). How-
ever, with time, China began to build up its capabilities along the coast and even go on
the offensive: by 1954, it had recaptured several islands from the NSA and the follow-
ing year, the U.S. Navy had to evacuate the remaining islands on which the raiders
were located.15 This, however, did not signal a final end to raiding operations against
Beijing, for three years after the NSA operations were wound down, a new, long-run-
ning, though ultimately unsuccessful operation was launched at the other end of the
country, in Tibet (see the book’s website for details).

It might seem as if the combination of long-term operations and meager results in
the Albanian and Tibetan operations was due to the relative isolation of those two
locations. In fact, exactly the same pattern arose much closer to home: in the CIA’s
various efforts to overthrow the Castro regime in Cuba. One of these operations, the
landing at the Bay of Pigs in 1961, is well known. However, Operation ZAPATA, as it
was called, was only one in a long sequence of punctuated military operations carried
out against the Castro regime. As we saw in Chapters 3 and 5, Cuba was one of the
earliest U.S. client states and the United States regularly intervened to try and maintain
the regime in power. With the fall of the Batista regime, a new era began. By October
of 1959, the State Department had concluded that by the end of the next year, there
should be a government in Cuba with drastically different “domestic and foreign poli-
cies” and that, to this end, the U.S. should in a non-overt fashion “encourage and
coalesce opposition” to the regime, above all by helping “suitable elements presently
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outside of the Castro regime.” Within a month, the CIA had developed a plan invol-
ving propaganda, paramilitary training, and the possible “elimination” of Castro; and
it was this plan, revised slightly (the explicit reference to Castro’s elimination was
deleted), which was put forward by a new branch of the CIA’s Western Hemisphere
Division (WH/4) and accepted by Eisenhower himself. The plan (JMATE) aimed at
overthrowing the Castro regime while avoiding “any appearance of U.S. intervention.”
Specifically, WH/4 would build up exile groups, broadcast propaganda, establish covert
networks inside Cuba, and train “an adequate paramilitary force outside of Cuba,” the
idea being to infiltrate it to the island as the nucleus of future resistance groups. Those
groups would presumably engage in guerrilla warfare and perhaps sabotage (which
exiles had been doing for some months) along the lines of other punctuated military
operations. Over the next six months, WH/4 vigorously pursued JMATE activities; in
the meantime, leading CIA officials began to contact U.S. organized crime figures
about assassinating Castro.

By the autumn of 1960, it was becoming clear that the underground opposition in
Cuba was either “virtually non-existent” or else “so amorphous as to be useless.” In
addition, the regime’s internal security was much better than had been anticipated, so
that half of all the agents infiltrated to that point “were picked up within 12 or 24
hours.” As a result, JMATE was refocused away from guerrilla warfare organized by
infiltrated exiles and toward a large-scale raid in the form of an “amphibious and air-
borne assault” which could serve as a “base for further ops.” The hope was that the
invaders would hold on, capture several nearby towns, and thus “help create the cata-
lyst necessary to trigger uprisings throughout Cuba.” This new concept, with some of
its tactical elements reworked, would eventually become the Zapata plan for the land-
ings in April 1961 at the Bay of Pigs.

As was the case with almost all the other OPC and CIA raids we have discussed in
this section, Zapata was a failure, though given its size and the long-standing U.S. role
in Cuba, the operation led to considerably greater policy making turmoil. Predictably,
the focus of the attention was tactical, for example on whether intelligence was accurate,
whether the landing site was flawed, and whether Kennedy was right to have called off
a second air strike. Just as predictably, plans immediately began to be laid for additional
raids: these began within two weeks of Zapata and by the summer were approved by
Kennedy to include consideration of “sabotage, terrorist and guerrilla activities”; in
November, Kennedy authorized a new and large-scale effort called Operation Mon-
goose. At the heart of this new plan was an entire CIA station, JMWAVE, employing
some 400 Americans and 2000 Cubans and with a fleet of speedboats at its disposal.
The boats would be used for running various types of missions both outside and inside
Cuba, with the aim being to train dissidents and eventually encourage them sufficiently
that “the people themselves” would “overthrow the Castro regime.” In the meantime,
assassination efforts continued, with the CIA officer in charge of JMWAVE reestab-
lishing contact with Mafia figures and with Kennedy himself being told about other
“opportunities … worth vigorous development.”

By the spring of 1962, the inherent limitations of jump-starting a guerrilla war by
infiltrating exiles were once more coming to the fore. Although the CIA was duly
infiltrating agents into the island and recruiting potential guerrillas, progress was slow
and limited. At first the head of JMWAVE, then the head of Mongoose itself, made
clear that even if, against all odds, a “spontaneous uprising” were to occur, it would be
“ruthlessly and rapidly crushed” in the absence of overt U.S. military intervention and/
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or turmoil (perhaps from assassination?) at the top of the regime. Since at this point, a
U.S. invasion would likely lead to a lengthy war and intense condemnation of the
United States throughout the hemisphere, the only remaining option was to turn away
from internal guerrilla activities, give up on an uprising, and use the exiles in a cam-
paign of sabotage against domestic Cuban targets and foreign Cuban assets, activities
in which they had been engaged for several years, though without tight U.S. control.
This policy was already on the cards by the early autumn of 1962 and it was reinforced
by the Cuban Missile Crisis, which committed the U.S. not to invade Cuba, at least
without apparent cause. During the next year, CIA-supervised exiles carried out an
extensive raiding campaign against Cuban economic targets, a subject in which Kennedy
showed “a particular interest”; the CIA also gave support to autonomous exile groups.
In addition, the head of the CIA’s sabotage activities pursued assassination attempts
against Castro, this time using a high-level Cuban official. Although the exile raids did
considerable economic damage, they also caused political and potential military pro-
blems for the U.S. and were eventually shut down in 1964 and 1965.16

For five years, in three successive operations, the United States intervened against the
Castro regime. At various times, it tried to manufacture an internal guerrilla force or to
spark an uprising by a World War II-style landing; but in each case, it ended up falling
back on the small-scale infiltration and sabotage operations which the exiles had begun
on their own soon after Castro first came to power. This is one of the reasons why
assassination kept being plotted: if the U.S. was not going to follow up raids, even
major ones, by overtly sending its own combat troops, then the only other chance the
officials saw of raids triggering an overthrow is if they were to be accompanied by the
death of the regime’s top leaders. Conversely, and very much along the lines of the other
raiding examples against China or the Soviet Union, this also meant that the repeated
failures of the raids – the capture of many raiders and their inability to generate an
internal uprising – were in and of themselves insufficient to stop the U.S. program: only
when the raids were seen as making the situation worse were they finally ended. Even
then, and for the decades of routinely hostile actions which subsequently ensued, U.S.
leaders displayed obsessive animosity toward the Castro regime.

As we have seen, the U.S. resort to punctuated military operations is triggered either
by the existence of such operations being carried out by U.S. clients against their own
enemies or else by the availability of exile groups capable of being used for operations
against recently “lost” U.S. clients. In neither case is it necessary for the raiders to
succeed in order for the U.S. to continue backing them: all that counts is a continued
supply of cannon fodder and an absence of obvious negative consequences. A good
example of this is U.S. support for the Nicaraguan “contras” under the Reagan Admin-
istration (see the book’s website for a detailed description). Another, more recent
example pertains to Iran, which, as we saw in Chapter 5, was lost to the U.S. as a client
state in 1979. Almost immediately after the Islamic regime came to power, U.S. officials
began to look around for exile groups with whom they could work, an effort repeated
when Reagan became president. The one exile group that was carrying out military
operations (mostly assassination efforts and attacks on government buildings), the
Mujahedin-e-Khalq (MEK) was in effect unavailable: prior to the Shah’s overthrow, it
had opposed the U.S. and, since the mid-1980s, was headquartered in and supported
by another U.S. enemy, Iraq. However, after the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 (see below),
the MEK fell under U.S. military control and apparently began to be used by it in 2005
for operations against Iran, the hope being to spark an insurgency by Iran’s Sunnis
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with which a possible U.S. invasion could be coordinated (see Chapter 7). Complaints
that the MEKwas a terrorist organization were finessed by having its members formally
resign from the organization before they were trained by U.S. forces. There were also
reports that separatist groups on the fringes of the country (notably the PEJAK organi-
zation of Kurds and the Jundollah one of Baluchis) were being supported by the U.S.17

One final note. Although for half a century the U.S. has had the institutional capacity
for conducting punctuated military operations using exile groups, the mere existence of
the latter is, as we have seen, insufficient to trigger those operations. The exiles must
already be running some kind of raids, whether by themselves or with the help of a U.S.
client. In the absence of such activities, standard organizational reporting mechanismswill
generate negative assessments of the exiles and block a raiding program from getting
off the ground. This, as we saw, is what happened in Iraq throughout the 1990s and
regarding Iran until after 2003; it also occurred regarding Suriname in the 1980s.18

Aid to internal armed opposition forces: Node 19

Indonesia (1957–58: website); Iraq (1972–75: text); Soviet Union (target: Angola;
1975: text); Vietnam (target: Cambodia; 1979–91: website); Cuba (target: Angola;
1985–91; text); Soviet Union (target: Afghanistan; 1979–91: website); Somalia
(2006: text)

Punctuated military operations are not the only type of covert military intervention using
proxy forces. In situations where an enemy is confrontedwith an internal armed opposition
movement, the United States will channel aid to those forces. The aid, for the most
part, will take the form of weapons or cash to pay fighters, since except when the weapons
in question are technologically complex, there is no need for the U.S. to engage in the
kind of training programs typical of exile raids. Although this makes for a simpler
operation, it also reduces the possibilities of U.S. control, which in turn means that the
armed opposition cannot simply be turned off if Washington decides that supporting it
has become a political liability. On the other hand, if a particular opposition aid pro-
gram is aimed at evicting an enemy from the territory of a state considered as a tool or
satellite (see above), then to have an arm’s-length relationship with the opposition per-
mits the U.S. to reach an agreement for enemy withdrawal, opening up the possibility
of a disengagement or, as it is usually seen by the opposition, a sellout.

In fact, although aid to armed opposition forces usually involves roughly the same
mixture of tactical instruments, U.S. policy after the termination of aid differs con-
siderably depending on how officials in Washington perceive the local regime. If the
regime is itself a U.S. enemy, then ending aid to the armed opposition only means that
that particular policy instrument has been abandoned at that moment. The regime will
still be very much in the cross-hairs of U.S. planners, even if for the moment, they
judge the situation more propitious for routinely hostile activities than for some sort of
intervention. A classic example of this is U.S. policy toward Indonesia in 1957–58 (see
the book’s website for a detailed discussion of this case).

A second example of U.S. covert assistance to internal armed opposition movements,
showing a similar willingness to cut off aid and return to routinely hostile activities,
pertains to the Kurds in Iraq in the early 1970s. For some time, U.S. clients in the
region had been aiding the Kurds in their struggle against the Ba’ath regime and
knowing that the U.S. was also hostile to the regime, asked it to join in. Washington
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rebuffed these requests, concerned that the Kurds already had “enough money” from
other states and that an expanded insurgency would “provoke a further influx of Soviet
arms and influence” in Iraq and might alarm the Turks, whose territory contained
large numbers of Kurds. However, in April 1972, Iraq signed a friendship treaty with
the Soviet Union, and when the Shah of Iran again pressed for U.S. aid, Nixon
acquiesced. His decision, to pay the Kurds and also supply them with ammunition and
small arms, was a closely held secret, with even the government’s own interagency
committee being bypassed. By 1973, Kissinger was supporting a CIA request for
additional resources, on the grounds that Iraq “had become the principal Soviet client
in the Middle East”; a year later, when the Iraqis showed signs of stepping up an
offensive, Ford approved compensating the Israelis for some $28 million of Soviet
equipment they had captured and which was sent to the Kurds; and at the end of 1974,
the Kurds evidently had received U.S.-made surface to air missiles from Iran (which
presumably also was compensated by Washington), which they used to shoot down
Iraqi fighter jets. At this point, the Iranians and Iraqis plunged into secret talks,
emerging in March 1975 with an agreement. Immediately, the Iraqis launched an
offensive and Iran closed its border to the Kurds and cut off all weapons and logistical
support. Stunned, the Kurds pleaded with the CIA and Kissinger to supply them with
arms or pressure the Iranians to rescind their closure of the frontier, a plea seconded by
the CIA Chief of Station in Tehran on the grounds that otherwise, the Kurds “are likely
to go public. Iran’s action has not only shattered their political hopes; it endangers lives
of thousands … [to help] would be the decent thing to do.” All this was to no avail:
Kissinger remained silent, Ford did not intercede with the Shah or even let Kurds into
the U.S. as refugees; and when, later that year, the congressional committee investi-
gating the CIA asked Kissinger about his actions, it received this response: “covert
action should not be confused with missionary work.”19

Indonesia in 1958 and Iraq in 1975 were both states viewed by U.S. policy makers as
enemies. Thus, even after the U.S. cut off aid to the guerrillas it had been backing, it
continued to oppose the two regimes and work to set up the conditions in which, at
some point in the future, it could once more intervene to overthrow them. By contrast,
there are other guerrilla groups the U.S. has aided which, at least as seen from
Washington, were struggling against a puppet regime kept in place only by the troops
of a different, enemy state. In these situations, once the enemy had withdrawn its forces,
the U.S. could and did envisage normal relations with the indigenous regime. From the
standpoint of the guerrillas, this was also a sellout, but from the U.S. perspective, it was
a victory. A simple and clear example of this concerns Cambodia and the Khmer
Rouge from the late 1970s until the early 1990s; another, far more acclaimed, example
during much the same time period, is the CIA’s support of anti-Soviet guerrillas in
Afghanistan (both cases are discussed in detail on the book’s website).

Around the same time that the U.S. was ending its support for the guerrillas in
Cambodia, it was doing the same, thousands of miles away, in Angola. The story there
began in the 1970s, when, with the country nearing independence from Portugal, three
movements vied for power. One of them, the MPLA, was backed by the Soviet Union;
a second group, the FNLA, had for years received some support from the U.S. A third
movement, UNITA, was smaller and had in the past flirted with various outside forces,
ranging from China to Portugal itself. In January 1975, the CIA and the State Depart-
ment proposed giving aid to both the FNLA and UNITA. The reasoning, as the
director of the CIA later testified, was simplicity itself:
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MR. COLBY: They are all independents. They are all for black Africa. They are all for
some fuzzy kind of social system, you know, without really much articulation, but
some sort of let’s not be exploited by the capitalist nations …

MR. ASPIN: And why are the Chinese backing the moderate group?
MR. COLBY: Because the Soviets are backing the MPLA is the simplest answer.
MR. ASPIN: It sounds like that is why we are doing it.
MR. COLBY: It is.

Only the FNLA was funded this time around, but soon the policy changed. The
president of Zambia visited Washington and pushed strongly for the U.S. to aid UNITA;
soon after, Zaire’s leader, Mobutu Sese Seko, whose regime the U.S. had helped main-
tain for over a decade (see Chapters 3 and 5), insisted that his protégé, the head of the
FNLA, be armed. This led to an interagency task force and to the predictable options
paper, in which a paramilitary operation, seen as risky, was contrasted with the alter-
natives of neutrality and (the first choice) of a diplomatic initiative to halt the fighting.
Ford’s response to the three recommendations was simple: “doing nothing is unac-
ceptable. As for diplomatic efforts, it is naive to think that’s going to happen.” The
CIA was thus told to plan aid to the FNLA and UNITA, and although the State
Department’s assistant secretary of state for African affairs vigorously protested (since
by then it was clear that UNITA was also being backed by South Africa, the one
pariah state in the region), Kissinger overrode him, arguing that a failure to intervene
would boost the Soviet Union in Africa and adding, for good measure, that “coupled
with Indochina [where the U.S. had just lost in South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia],
it is not a trivial thing which is happening in Southern Africa.” Even before there was
an independent Angolan state, the prospect that it would be backed by the Soviet
Union was enough to trigger an American intervention.

Thus the U.S. launched Operation IAFEATURE, immediately shipping weapons,
doling out cash, and providing advisers. As with most of the other interventions we
have discussed in this chapter, a number of countries participated along with the U.S.
or ran parallel and coordinated operations; in this case, Zaire, Zambia, Britain, and
France. By far the most important U.S. partner and for obvious reasons, the most
secret one, was South Africa. The two countries collaborated “at all CIA levels,” as the
officer in charge of IAFEATURE put it, with the South Africans supplying not only
weapons and advisers but, in mid-October 1975, a column of troops. This helped hold
off the MPLA, which by then was pummeling UNITA; and the column rapidly swept
north, toward the Angolan capital, Luanda. Suddenly the tide turned. The Cubans,
who had been advising the MPLA and supplying it with arms, grew alarmed at the
South African advance and in early November sent their own infantry.Within three weeks,
the FNLA was a broken rabble and the South Africans had been stopped. Washington
responded with panic, considering plans for more advisers, more powerful weapons,
and above all, more funds. By then, news of both IAFEATURE and of the South
African “regular troops” had leaked into the press. Congress, nervous at the prospect
of greater U.S. involvement and links to South Africa and shocked (as was the
Vichy captain in “Casablanca”) at having been lied to, moved to cut off funds for the
program. Before the bill was signed into law, the CIA desperately searched Europe for
mercenaries, but their numbers were few and their competence limited. The MPLA
took over the Angolan state; South Africa, “ruthlessly left in the lurch” to face the
Cubans on their own, retreated; UNITA fled and took up low-level guerrilla warfare.
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Act II of the Angolan war now began. At first, UNITA carried out desultory
combat operations in the most deserted and isolated corner of the country. By the early
1980s, it had expanded the war, aided significantly by South Africa and, covertly, by
Saudi Arabia at what seems to have been the behest of the United States. In 1985,
Reagan persuaded Congress to lift restrictions on military assistance in Angola and the
next year began supplying UNITA with sophisticated weapons, including Stinger anti-
aircraft missiles. This aid arrived in the midst of seesawing and escalating offensives by
the Angolan government forces (still with considerable Cuban assistance), on the one
hand, and by UNITA and South Africa, on the other. By 1988, the Cubans were at the
doorstep of South African-occupied Namibia, which finally led to serious negotiations
among Angola, Cuba, South Africa, and the United States. The result was a series of
agreements in which the Cubans and South Africans agreed to withdraw their forces
from Angola and, for good measure, for South Africa to pull its troops out of Namibia
as well. UNITA’s initial reaction was to denounce the accords as a sellout; it was
mollified by continued U.S. military aid but with the withdrawal of Cuban troops,
reports of UNITA atrocities, and the end of the cold war, it became difficult to main-
tain congressional support for a military solution. Aid began to decline and in 1991,
the U.S. helped to broker an agreement between the Angolan government and the
MPLAwhich provided for an end to all foreign military support. Elections were held in
1992; UNITA lost and once again took up arms, an act which pushed the U.S. to
recognize the MPLA government and to support a U.N. arms embargo against
UNITA. One more round of peace accords and fighting then occurred before the death
of UNITA’s leader led to the movement’s disintegration.20

As we have seen, in situations where internal guerrillas are carrying out an ongoing
struggle against the forces of an enemy regime, the United States has consistently had a
policy of aiding the guerrillas as a way of overthrowing the enemy regime or removing
its forces from a province or other country. However, if the only guerrillas actually
doing any fighting are secessionists, it raises a potential problem. In cases where the
enemy is not a successor to a U.S. client state (e.g., Indonesia in 1958; Iraq in 1972), U.S.
officials are willing to play the secessionist card in order to facilitate the regime’s
overthrow. If, though, the enemy overthrew a U.S. client, then American policy makers
are likely to want to make good their loss and therefore will shy away from identification
with secessionist guerrillas. An example of this latter case is Ethiopia from 1977 to
1991. We saw in Chapter 3 how, from the late 1950s, Ethiopia had been a U.S. client state.
In 1974, the country’s long-time ruler was deposed in a coup d’état and executed not
long afterward. The regime that took power, the Derg, moved to the left and in 1977
ended military ties with the U.S. Soon after, Ethiopia was invaded by Somalia, with the
Derg finally being rescued by weapons and advisers from the Soviet Union and combat
troops from Cuba. Throughout the war, the U.S. walked a narrow line, supplying
defensive weapons to Somalia but refusing to support its invasion.

By 1981, when Reagan took office, the Somali threat had been repulsed. The remaining
military danger was a secessionist movement in the northern province of Eritrea,
attached for several decades to Ethiopia. Guerrilla movements, which had for some
time been fighting for independence, took advantage of the Somali invasion to occupy
most of Eritrea. They were aided by Saudi Arabia, an arrangement about which the U.S.,
having “no current interest in an Eritrean settlement … consult[ed] closely” with
Riyadh, while at the same time being careful to “avoid identification with the Eritrean
insurgents.” As a temporizing measure, the U.S. set up a small covert propaganda
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operation against the Derg, using local members of a royalist group. Predictably, the
operation was discovered and the plotters arrested (including their CIA case officer);
pleas for training other exiles in paramilitary techniques were turned down as hopeless.
Over the next few years, the situation did not change, and although conservatives
mounted a campaign for military aid to nonsecessionist forces, those latter were not
engaged in any guerrilla activities which could be supported. Hence the U.S. waited,
denouncing the Derg while sending humanitarian assistance to respond to repeated
famines and droughts.

By the end of the 1980s, the situation had begun to change. A government offensive
against the Eritrean guerrillas failed; the guerrillas counterattacked in strength and
gained territory. A secessionist movement in Tigre, the province bordering Eritrea,
strengthened and put additional pressure on the Derg. The Cubans, who had in any
case never fought in Eritrea or Tigre, withdrew their troops and the Soviets reduced
their subsidy. Meanwhile, the leader of the Derg was almost overthrown by his fellow
officers in a coup. All of this led the Derg to moderate its domestic policies and try to
improve relations with the United States. These moves were reciprocated and talks
between the regime and the guerrillas began under American auspices; they were
resumed after Ethiopia had sided with the U.S. in the Gulf War. Then, in the spring of
1991, the regime crumbled, leaving the U.S. in what one official called “a de facto
advisory role for the three opposition groups about to inherit all military and political
power.” The head of the Tigrean guerrillas, a former Marxist whom the U.S. had been
grooming for a year, arrived in Addis Ababa within a few days; he soon received, as a
“personal guest” for three weeks, a former U.S. official (CIA and NSC staff), who
pronounced him “pragmatic.” Ethiopia was now back in the fold, and without the U.S.
ever having thrown its lot in with the internal guerrillas.21

Two recent examples of aid to internal armed opposition forces concern Somalia and
Palestinian territories. For a number of years, Somalia essentially lacked a regime, as
no groups were able to constitute themselves in positions of clear political and eco-
nomic control over most of the population. By the early 2000s, several Islamic move-
ments had set up a court system in the capital and were moving toward greater power.
At this point, the United States, alarmed at the prospect of an Al Qaeda-backed alli-
ance coming to power, quietly began funneling financial and other support to a new
coalition (“Alliance for the Restoration of Peace and Counter-terrorism”) of warlords
and splinter government militias. Using these resources, the coalition purchased arms
and, in the spring of 2006, fought several pitched battles with the Islamists. By early
June, however, they had lost and the U.S. had joined with other states (and, it appears,
private military companies) in finding an alternate way of countering the Islamists. A
similar pattern occurred in the Palestinian territories, where the United States, after
watching the Hamas movement win elections in January 2006, began trying to under-
mine it by working with the security forces controlled by the territories’ other principal
political movement, Fatah. As months went by and U.S. allies, emboldened by arms
transfers, training, and increased financial resources, launched one attack after another
on Hamas, the latter finally reacted by driving Fatah out of the Gaza portion of the
territories entirely.22

The Somalia case illustrates a more general reluctance on the part of the U.S. to
escalate qualitatively in situations of military defeat. In Chapter 5, we saw that escala-
tion will occur only within combat intervention nodes and not across nodes. Much the
same is true of hostile intervention, although the reasons are not always the same.
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Consider the three types of covert intervention. If a coup fails, it of course can be tried
again later on. However, the chances of a coup being attempted against the backdrop
of a group of exiles who until then have not been used for raids, or an internal armed
group which up to that point was not supplied by the U.S., are relatively slim. The
same logic applies to exile raids: there is no reason that if an internal armed force
existed while the exiles were trying and failing that the U.S. would not have already
been aiding it. Indeed, as we saw above, the most common response to failure of exile
raids is to continue them until there are no more raiders available to be launched (and
captured). Finally, if a covert operation built around an internal armed force fails, the
only way for there to be an escalation into some sort of overt intervention is, as we will
see below, for there to be a major shift in the status of the enemy, a condition unlikely
to be triggered simply by the defeat of internal armed forces (thus, for example, the U.S.
never seriously entertained the prospect of sending American forces to help out the
mujahedin in Afghanistan or UNITA in Angola). For these reasons, the chances are
slim of cross-node escalation from one situation of covert intervention either to another
such situation or to one of overt intervention. As to qualitative escalation from one
type of overt intervention to another type, this too is unlikely and for reasons similar to
those discussed in Chapter 5: organizational difficulty and political/military danger; we
will discuss this issue below.

Overt intervention situations

As we have seen, the United States has engaged in a number of covert interventions
against enemy states. Those operations, if not exactly secret, were nonetheless plausibly
deniable, thereby sparing the U.S. the onus of admitting publicly that it was trying to
overthrow the regime of a sovereign state or to evict forces whose presence was at the
formal invitation of another state. From time to time, however, a particular enemy is
viewed by U.S. officials as engaging in policies so outrageous that they assume it will
be seen by other U.S. citizens and by diplomats and the mass public in many other
states as a pariah; in these cases, hostile intervention is viewed as self-evidently justified
and need not be concealed. Here, there are four types of situations (see Figure 6.3).
First, the enemy in question may be seen as warring against another state (whether or
not that state is a U.S. client) or illegitimately occupying territory that is not its own. In
such situations, the question is whether the enemy’s forces are judged to be sufficiently
well-anchored (because of their number, their prowess, or the enemy’s fanaticism) that
the only way of dislodging them is via ground combat. If so, then the enemy is for-
midable enough that U.S. policy makers see no option other than large-scale combat,
with the risks of escalation (including of war aims; see below) that that entails (node
20). If, however, the enemy’s forces are seen as capable of being dislodged from the
territory they occupy without resorting to ground combat, then the U.S. response is to
carry out sustained and asymmetrical attacks on the enemy in the hopes of compelling
it to cease its aggression and/or withdraw its troops (node 21). As we will see below,
these attacks have tended to take the form of bombing campaigns. On the other hand,
the enemy in question may not be seen as warring against another state (at least at that
moment) but rather as generally egregious (including against its own population), a
perception that, if a particularly outrageous event occurs, serves as grounds for an overt
attempt at overthrowing the enemy regime by the use of combat forces. Should local
insurgent forces be present in significant numbers, then the U.S. will use them to do
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most of the fighting (node 22); otherwise, the U.S. will invade the enemy with its own
troops providing the bulk of the infantry (node 23).

Large-scale combat: Node 20

Germany (1917–18: website); Germany (1941–45: website); Japan (1941–45: text);
Soviet Union (target: North Korea; 1950–51: text)

Earlier in this chapter, we distinguished between interstate wars and hostile interventions,
arguing that although there was certainly some overlap on specific cases, many wars

Figure 6.3 Hostile interventions situations, 3: Overt
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were not against enemies, in our use of the term. Certainly the adversaries in many of
the best-known great power wars, for example, did not see each other as having chosen
to differ systematically on issues of foreign policy and even less so on domestic issues.
Thus one state could try to snatch territory from its neighbor without being perceived
by that neighbor as differing systematically with it; and even expansionist states, such
as the France of Louis XIV, could be combated by broad coalitions without the latter
being alarmed at the Sun King’s internal power arrangements. As we saw, several U.S.
wars fit this broad category: the War of 1812, the Mexican War, the Spanish-American
War, and the operations against Italy in World War II.

However, we also indicated that participants in some interstate wars characterize
their foes as enemies, making the war a type of hostile intervention. In modern Europe,
wars of this sort, if less common than the first type, have been noteworthy because of
the strong ideological overtones. If the adversary is seen as choosing to differ system-
atically on both foreign and domestic issues, then the war becomes a kind of crusade.
Not surprisingly, in light of the long list of U.S. enemies (see Figure 3.1), the U.S. his-
torical record includes a number of such wars, including three against enemies which
were seen as difficult to dislodge from the territories they occupied without the use of
American troops. These three interventions, in the context of World Wars I and II, are
particularly striking because of the way in which the U.S., as an intervening state, was
allied with nonintervening ones.

The first two large-scale combat interventions were against Germany in the two world
wars (for detailed descriptions, see the book’s website). In both of those situations, the
U.S. intervened in an ongoing conflict. This meant that it was constrained in its
operations, though the degree of constraint was noticeably less in World War II than in
World War I. (Partly as a result of this constraint, U.S. leaders used some of their aid-
based leverage to obtain concessions on postwar international arrangements rather
than focus entirely on Germany.) By contrast, in the war against Japan (as in the
postwar occupation), the U.S. had an almost entirely free hand. It planned and exe-
cuted practically by itself all the air and naval, and the vast majority of the ground
combat, operations outside of China. This, however, was only the tip of the iceberg, for,
unlike the case of Germany, the U.S. largely pushed Japan into war. For ten years, key
Washington policy makers had seen Japan as an enemy, a perception which took root
at the time of the so-called Manchurian Incident. The use of force to take over a Chi-
nese province and block a diplomatic settlement was immediately seen as evidence that
“the Japanese military” had begun “a widely extended movement of aggression,” was
willing to “destroy [Japan’s] most important link with other countries,” and hence could
no longer be regarded “as a normal Government.” This view, at first restricted to the
secretary of state and a smattering of diplomats and other elites, soon broadened after
Japan sent troops to Shanghai. Suspicions continued after Roosevelt became president
(this contributed, as we saw above, to recognizing the Soviet Union), heightened still
further by Japan’s withdrawal from a naval limitation treaty and, most significantly, the
large-scale war it began with China in 1937.

The initial U.S. response to the war was not to interfere with the shipment of arms to
China and Japan, a measure which disproportionately favored the arms-importing
Chinese. Next year, the U.S. initiated naval talks with the British about how to respond
to Japanese threats and, some months later, announced that it was “strongly opposed
to the sale of airplanes” that could be used for “bombing civilian populations from the
air” and that any export licenses for this purpose would be issued “with great regret.”
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This “moral embargo,” as it came to be known, could not affect Japan very much and
so, in mid-1939, the U.S. began using its considerable economic weight by announcing
that it would abrogate the commercial treaty then in effect between the two countries.
Even then, it was not until the summer of 1940 when the U.S. finally began to go after
Japan’s war-making capacity, a step advocated for several years by Roosevelt’s new
secretary of war (who had been the secretary of state at the time of the Manchurian
Incident). The policy instrument chosen was the National Defense Act, a law that had
just been passed and that permitted the president to suspend export of strategic mate-
rials. At first, the U.S. ended exports of aviation fuel and scrap iron and steel, materials
on which Japan was heavily dependent. Over the course of the next six months, new
items were added to the list, each time triggering outraged complaints of discrimination
by Japan and bland denials by the U.S. In the meantime, loans were made to China,
vague words of encouragement were passed on to Britain and the Netherlands (whose
East Indies colonies contained many raw materials coveted by Japan), and new con-
demnations made of Japan’s latest “predatory” actions of allying with Germany and
forcing its troops into northern Indochina. This was as far as Roosevelt could go, given
the priority he attached to Europe, the still-limited buildup of U.S. forces in the Pacific,
and the general reluctance of Congress to get into a shooting war.

What moved the U.S. away from harassment and toward intervention was the Japa-
nese decision, in July 1941, to move its troops into southern Indochina. Roosevelt, still
reluctant to start a war at this point but recognizing that a stronger signal was needed if
there was to be any hope of deterring a further Japanese advance, agreed to yet another
policy instrument advocated by the hardliners for six months and only recently
imposed on Germany and Italy: the freezing of all Japanese assets in the U.S. Over the
next month, as the Japanese searched for unfrozen funds with which to purchase oil
and other products, zealous bureaucrats raised administrative obstacles which, one after
another, had the effect of transforming the financial freeze into a total embargo on all
exports to Japan, a policy then joined in by the British and the Dutch. At this point,
Roosevelt made the conscious decision not to restore trade. Japan was now condemned
to economic strangulation unless a diplomatic settlement could be reached with the
Americans. There was none, the U.S. contenting itself with what Stimson called “dip-
lomatic fencing to be done so as to be sure that Japan was put into the wrong and
made the first bad move – overt move.” A month later, Roosevelt echoed his ambas-
sador’s warning that war “may come with dangerous and dramatic suddenness”:

[he] brought up the event that we were likely to be attacked perhaps next Monday,
for the Japanese are notorious for making an attack without warning, and the
question was what we should do. The question was how we should maneuver them
into the position of firing the first shot without allowing too much danger to our-
selves.

The answer, unsettling both to top U.S. army and navy officials, who wanted the war to
be postponed until U.S. forces were ready, and to the British, who “certainly [did] not
want an additional war,” was to reiterate its diplomatic demands on the Japanese and
to encourage the British in the event of an attack by Japan. Soon after, the Japanese
attacked and the U.S. was finally, and formally, at war.

Over the next several years, the war was essentially under the control of the United
States. None of Japan’s other foes had the resources or the maneuver room to strike
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back in more than a local fashion, and so the offensive against Japan was planned and
executed by the U.S. Since Washington’s priority was Germany, this meant that the U.S.
was restricted to an island-hopping strategy, accompanied, once U.S. forces drew
closer, with a strategic bombing campaign (see below). Both of these policy instruments
left practically no space for forces other than those of the U.S. The one exception, a
planned Soviet invasion of Manchuria, was seen as an adjunct to U.S. strategy, one
about which U.S. leaders had second thoughts as the date approached and the atomic
bomb was tested. For these reasons, the decision to continue insisting on Japanese
unconditional surrender was almost entirely an American one. There was a broad
consensus among country specialists and military leaders that if the surrender terms
could be softened to permit the continuation of the emperor – though now as a con-
stitutional monarch – the Japanese could be persuaded to give up without an invasion
of the home islands. This view, which was shared by the British, was rejected by Truman
and his secretary of state; the British gave in; the Soviets were “not … informed until
after” the fact; and at the end of the Potsdam conference, the U.S. (and, technically,
Britain and China) issued a declaration maintaining harsh terms for Japan. Two weeks
later, the U.S. changed position, deciding on its own to respond to the Japanese sur-
render offer by language which made it possible to envision the emperor continuing.
Again, this change was swallowed by U.S. allies (including the Soviet Union, which
“did not consider it unconditional surrender”) who, for good measure, also acquiesced
in the appointment of a U.S. general (MacArthur, who later headed U.S. and UN
forces in Korea) to oversee the surrender and the subsequent occupation.23

In both the Japanese and the two German cases, U.S. policy makers responded to
the combination of an enemy seen as entrenched in its occupation of others’ territory
and a casus belli by that enemy with the instrument of U.S. ground combat forces. In
turn, the commitment of those forces and the perceived radicalism of the enemy regime
led the U.S. to expand its war aims beyond the liberation of occupied territories and to
the overthrow of the regime itself. An accelerated variant of this same process can be
seen in the Korean War. There, the enemy in question was the Soviet Union, which was
assumed to be operating through a puppet, North Korea. (In fact, North Korea’s very
status as a state with a “lawful government” was called into question at the United
Nations even before the war began.) As we saw in Chapter 5, when fighting broke out
on 25 June 1950 and North Korean forces rapidly advanced southward, the U.S., with
strong UN support, reacted by defending its South Korean client, even as it also made
sure to guard against the possibility of Soviet feints elsewhere. When, over the next few
weeks, it became clear that the Soviet Union was not about to send its own military
forces to the Korean peninsula, Truman decided that the planned U.S. offensive would
extend beyond the 38th parallel and, in effect, aim at expelling the Soviets from their
position in North Korea, a decision which, given the recent division of the peninsula,
was tantamount to eliminating North Korea as a state. (Once again, the UN backed
the U.S. decision on the familiar grounds that South Korea was the only “lawful gov-
ernment” in Korea and that “the unification of Korea [had] not yet been achieved.”)
This decision meant that the maintenance intervention would be transformed into a
hostile intervention aimed at expelling an enemy from a puppet. Nonetheless, the latter
differed from the other, covert, expulsion interventions discussed earlier in this chapter.
In the Korean case, an overt policy instrument was already in the process of being
used; moreover, since the puppet’s legitimacy had been denied by the UN, an extension
of the original mission was seen as justified. In both of these ways, the invasion of
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North Korea resembles the World War II interventions, even if its organizational
development was grafted onto puppet expulsion aims.

MacArthur’s orders, as we saw, were to proceed carefully and not to advance should
it appear that the Soviets were intervening. Such caution was eminently reasonable in
light of the invasion’s origins as an easy-win maintenance intervention. Soon after the
Chinese intervened and the extent of the debacle became known in Washington, the U.S.
tossed overboard the goal of puppet expulsion, Acheson making it clear that a ceasefire
would roughly follow the 38th parallel (see Chapter 5). From this point on, the hostile
intervention had ended, even if it took several years of bloodshed before a formal
armistice was signed. Ironically, the decision to give up on eliminating North Korea
meant that the country now became a target for massive bombing raids intended not
only to hit military targets but to influence the negotiations which were beginning.
These began in the summer of 1951 and were then renewed (interdiction and tactical
bombing went on without stop) in the spring of 1952, when the military began looking
for “ways and means of exerting maximum pressure” as a way of breaking the stale-
mate then prevailing on the battlefield and at the negotiating table. Within a few
months, the U.S. had attacked hydroelectric plants, major cities, and dams and reser-
voirs; as this happened, policy makers in Washington gradually began to focus on how
it might affect not only the communists in general but North Korean “continued
recalcitrance” in particular. “If we keep on, tearing the place apart, we can make it a
most unpopular affair for the North Koreans.” In short, not only was the hostile
intervention only a few months in duration, but the continuing client intervention
paved the way for North Korea to be transformed from a puppet into an enemy, a change
similar to the less-harsh transformations (into nonenemies) of Cambodia, Angola, and
Afghanistan we saw above.24

In all three of the world war interventions, U.S. policy makers resorted to armed
ground combat because they saw no other way of dislodging the enemy from the ter-
ritories it occupied and, for that matter, of even trying to bring about the fall of the
regime. Because the enemy was both militarily powerful and, by definition, seen as having
deliberately chosen to differ with the U.S. across the board, the view in Washington is
that it would therefore have been unsafe only to aim at evicting the enemy from its
occupied lands: the goal of regime change grew out of the means chosen. A similar
cybernetic process also occurred in the North Korean intervention, although in that
case it led from the projected ease with which U.S. forces would triumph in saving the
client to a brief and abortive attempt to expel and destroy the supposed puppet in
Pyongyang. By extension, then, if the initial occupation situation is one in which the
use of U.S. ground forces is not indicated because the enemy is not seen as well
entrenched in occupied territory, then U.S. war aims will be more limited. Those war
aims may still change considerably over time, but they will always be fitted to the more
limited, if no less violent, means employed. To see how this works, we now turn to a
second set of intervention situations.

Sustained and asymmetrical attacks: Node 21

North Vietnam (1965–72: text and website); Serbia (in Kosovo; 1999: text)

For centuries, imperial powers have used military force not only to annex certain ter-
ritories but to control the actions of other, nominally independent, political units. Up
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until the sixteenth century, this was primarily a matter of close-range fighting by
infantry and cavalry, sometimes with the aid of proxy forces. However, with the devel-
opment of artillery powered by explosives, it became possible to equip ships with long-
range guns, thereby enabling shelling operations to be carried out against enemy sites.
If, as was usually the case outside of Europe, the target of the bombardment lacked the
same firepower, then the attacker could pound away for days, weeks, or even months at
a time without running much of a risk. Such asymmetrical and sustained campaigns
lent themselves to what would later be called coercive diplomacy, in which the aim was
to force policy changes from a still-capable defender rather than the annexation of part
or all of its territory. This was the technique employed by the British during the First
Opium War, when they sent 15 warships to bombard forts and cities in China; and it
served as the archetype for other, briefer, exercises in naval intimidation elsewhere, such
as in South America. Operations of this sort, though, were spatially limited, since even
the most powerful guns could not carry more than 20 miles or so (recall the U.S. naval
bombardments in Lebanon in 1983–84; see Chapter 5). The technical fix for this pro-
blem would be airpower.25

In the 1920s and 1930s, defense intellectuals developed ideas about how cities could
be bombed from the air in order to break the enemy’s morale. Although even then there
was considerable controversy about targeting civilians directly, air forces soon began
teaching a variant of the policy, in which bombing would be directed at factories,
transportation lines, and above all the electrical grid. During World War II, the U.S.
carried out this sort of strategic bombing against both Japan and Germany; and
although the accuracy of the bombing was low and its morale effects limited, it remained
a basic tool in the American policy repertoire, one which the U.S. continued to build
up. By the end of the 1950s, scholars in various fields had begun writing about how
“steady weekly damage” could be inflicted as a “compellent threat” intended “to make
an adversary do something.” Strategic bombing seemed tailor-made for such a policy:
the U.S. could send its planes over new targets each week, perhaps also calibrating the
number of aircraft in each sortie and the types of explosives they were dropping. Of
course, the bombing could still fail, either because the targets were not hit or because
their destruction turned out not to have much effect on the enemy’s morale; but with
enough material asymmetry between the United States and its foe, a bombing cam-
paign could be carried on for a long enough period of time to make it likely that some
type of morale-sensitive targets (if they existed) would eventually be hit. Over the next
several decades, as technological improvements made it possible for bombing to be
considerably more precise than in the past, additional scenarios were developed for the
use of airpower as an instrument of coercive diplomacy.26

It should be noted that strategic bombing is a tool that can be used for more than
one purpose. If combined with ground combat operations, as it has been for most of its
history, it is part of a general war-fighting policy. However, the use of ground troops is
seen by policy makers not only as costly in lives and treasure but as potentially trig-
gering a much wider, and harder to control, war. If officials estimate that an adversary,
even an enemy, can be expelled without ground combat, then they are much less likely
to escalate their war aims. For these reasons, when the enemy is seen as having a weak-
enough hold on neighboring territory that there is little risk of it reentering once evic-
ted, U.S. policy will accordingly be aimed only at expelling it. Under these circum-
stances, officials in Washington will gravitate toward strategic bombing on its own, at
least initially or at key diplomatic turning points. A classic example of this is the U.S.
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air war against North Vietnam from 1965, on and off, through 1972. This war began to
be planned in 1964, when it had become clear that the covert raids then being carried
out (see the book website) were not affecting Hanoi’s support of the insurgency against
the Saigon regime. In response, mid-level policy makers began preparing an “integrated
political-military plan for graduated action against North Vietnam,” the “theory” of
the plan being that the U.S. “should strike to hurt but not to destroy, and strike for the
purpose of changing the North Vietnamese decision on intervention in the south.” This
plan, prepared by a former colleague of the scholar whose writings on “compellence”
we quoted above, was rejected by Johnson on several grounds, ranging from concern
over possible Chinese intervention to lack of domestic and international support for
what would be viewed by “many members” of the UN as “aggression.” However, over
the course of the next months, the situation changed significantly. The insurgent forces
did better against Saigon’s troops, inflicting “disastrous” losses on the latter. As U.S.
officials saw it, the explanation for this trend was due both to “sharply increased”
infiltration from North Vietnam and to governmental chaos in Saigon, with coups and
demonstrations making it impossible to motivate troops. This latter problem raised the
alarming possibility of a neutralist regime coming to power, asking the U.S. to leave,
and reaching an accommodation with Hanoi. Such a result, with the U.S. being
“thrown out in a matter of months,” would be “as just as humiliating a defeat as any
other” scenario. A related nightmare, as Washington saw it, was the rising chorus of
calls in the UN and by other states for an international conference in which North
Vietnam would of necessity play a central role. Thus by early 1965, the U.S. perception
was that Hanoi had moved from being simply a supporter of insurgency in South
Vietnam to a hovering threat to Saigon’s continued existence as an independent and
pro-U.S. state. The U.S. would have to act directly against “the very heavy role and
responsibility of Hanoi.”27

In late February 1965, the United States began a sustained and overt policy of
bombing North Vietnam. The campaign was known as Rolling Thunder; it consisted
of strikes carried out by navy and air force jets, under the command of the admiral in
charge of U.S. forces in the Pacific, with the targets being reviewed directly by the Defense
Department and the White House. As this level of control indicates, Rolling Thunder
was conceived above all in political terms, both as pressure designed to lead to Hanoi’s
disengagement from South Vietnam and to foster a shifting set of other goals, such as
rallying morale in Saigon, demonstrating U.S. firmness, and, at least initially, heading
off a U.S. troop commitment. How exactly the strikes were to accomplish the first of
these objectives, i.e., North Vietnamese withdrawal, was very much an open question
and a quintessentially cybernetic one at that. The U.S. could engage in sustained mas-
sive bombings of a wide variety of strategic targets in North Vietnam, but, as the U.S.
ambassador put it, “if you lay the whole country waste, it is quite likely that you will
induce a mood of fatalism in the Viet Cong. Also, there will be nobody left in North
Viet Nam on whom to put pressure.” (His successor was more succinct: “It is impor-
tant not to ‘kill the hostage’ by destroying the North Vietnamese assets inside the
‘Hanoi do-nut.’”) Instead, bombing would in principle be escalated over time, gradu-
ally moving north “in a slow but steadily ascending movement” and striking ever more
significant targets until the U.S. could “persuade Hanoi” to engage in “meaningful
negotiations.” However, as the U.S. escalated, its air strikes resembled ever more clo-
sely those envisaged for the first strategy, until, by 1967, almost every target that had
been on the military’s original wish list had been struck, including those in the city of
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Hanoi and the port of Haiphong. Major escalation beyond this (e.g., a ground invasion
of North Vietnam, or bombing China), though, was never seriously considered. Not
only was there concern that such actions would lead to another Korean-style war
against Chinese forces, but the assumption was that U.S. air power was sufficiently
punitive to force North Vietnam into a deal of some sort.

From the beginning, Rolling Thunder was very much a distinct hostile intervention,
linked far less tightly to the maintenance intervention in South Vietnam than might be
expected. The bombing was conceived a good year before U.S. troops entered into
combat operations in the South; it continued even after the U.S. ground war began;
and its command and control arrangements were completely separate from those for
South Vietnam. Instead, Rolling Thunder was intertwined with diplomatic efforts
directed at the North, not with counterinsurgency in the South. Repeatedly, Washing-
ton used third parties to try to induce Hanoi into negotiations, attempting to trade an
end to bombing for a North Vietnamese withdrawal. In addition, the U.S. paused the
bombing on five occasions and restricted it geographically on several others. As we saw
in Chapter 5, when Johnson finally decided in 1968 to turn down a large troop increase
and to invite serious talks, he suspendedmost Rolling Thunder strikes in hopes of inducing
serious talks with the North. This was followed some months later by an agreement
with Hanoi on the modalities of negotiations, in exchange for ending all bombing and
other acts of force against North Vietnamese territory. (It should be noted that
throughout the more than three years of the Rolling Thunder program, the air strikes,
though condemned by a number of states, were nonetheless viewed, in the reported
words of one leader, as “careful” responses to “North Vietnamese aggression.”) In effect,
as Rolling Thunder’s targets became increasingly indistinguishable from the standard
ones developed before World War II, policy makers in Washington found that the only
way they had of using bombing as a bargaining tool was to turn it on and off. And
since, logically, it was impossible to know whether negotiation would be enhanced by
resuming or further escalating the bombing, or instead by pausing it for short or longer
periods of time, Rolling Thunder’s apparent lack of success was never seen as a good
enough reason to stop it.28 Indeed, when Nixon resumed strategic bombing of North
Vietnam, with the operation being renamed “Linebacker,” it soon came to be used for
various purposes, with North Vietnamese concessions being only one among them (see
the book website for a detailed discussion).

A later, and supposedly more successful, case of overt bombing being used to bring
about an enemy’s withdrawal is Operation Allied Force, directed against Serbia’s pre-
sence in Kosovo in 1999. Up through the late 1980s, most U.S. efforts relative to Serbia
had revolved around the eventual U.S. clients of Bosnia-Herzegovina and Macedonia
(see Chapter 3); policy toward Serbia itself was primarily a matter of routinely hostile
actions, numerous tense negotiations, and a warning that the U.S. would be prepared to
use military force against Serbia should the latter cause conflict in its province of
Kosovo. By 1998, it looked as if this promise would have to be fulfilled. The regime in
Belgrade had begun to use increasingly repressive means against the majority population,
leading U.S. and NATO (with whom the U.S. had worked on Bosnia) officials to begin
making contingency plans for a bombing campaign against Serb forces in Kosovo and
against targets in Serbia proper. Although precise details of these plans were not
divulged, both their existence and their general outlines were openly discussed, thereby
permitting U.S. and NATO diplomats to brandish the threat of air operations in their
negotiations with the Serb leader, Slobodan Milošević. On the other hand, both in
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Washington and among the NATO allies, there was considerable unease at the thought
of actually carrying out a bombing campaign: Serbia had significant enough air
defenses that a large-scale campaign would have to be carried out, a policy that “might
amount to overkill against Milošević and could incite powerful popular resentment
against NATO.” Serbia at this point was not a pariah and thus through the rest of
1998, the U.S. and NATO contented themselves with toothless negotiations.

In January, the situation began to change. A particularly horrible massacre was
promulgated by Serb forces, giving advocates of force the upper hand. The Serbs were
given an ultimatum and, upon their refusal, NATO began to bomb, at first in a limited
way, then after Milošević expelled hundreds of thousands of Kosovars and was blamed
for a World War II-type refugee catastrophe, in an escalating and considerably more
systematic fashion. Rapidly, Operation Allied Force took on the trappings of a classic
“coercive pressure” campaign, with bombing continuing until “President Milošević
complies with the demands of the international community.” Not surprisingly, the U.S.
military, which had bitter memories of the White House approving targets in the
Rolling Thunder campaign, once more found itself transmitting lists of targets to poli-
ticians. The problem, as with Rolling Thunder, was that although there were numerous
strategic targets, the relation between their destruction and a Serb agreement to with-
draw from Kosovo was loose; and even when the military was able to convince the
politicians to approve particular targets, still others would continue to be vetoed. Nor
could these deficiencies be made up by tactical strikes on Serb forces in Kosovo, who
were not easily spotted by aircraft flying at the high altitudes insisted on by the
Pentagon. Thus by late May, the U.S. general in charge of NATO’s forces had con-
cluded that “we had gone as far as possible with the air strikes” and “were reaching the
end of the strategic campaign”: further escalation of Allied Force would lead to many
more civilian casualties and split the alliance. For this reason, major escalatory possi-
bilities began to be considered, among them arming the Kosovars and launching a
ground invasion with U.S. forces; but the Defense Department had “strong reserva-
tions” about a ground war (particularly one that involved an invasion of Serbia), one
house of Congress had voted to prohibit funds for ground troops, many U.S. allies
had “strong opposition” to any action other than a continued air campaign, and
nothing in the contemporary record shows that the U.S. was likely to escalate to a
different kind of intervention. Luckily for Clinton, a combination of other factors,
notably Russian diplomatic pressure, led Milošević to concede in early June and with-
draw his forces.29

It should be noted that, even more so than in Korea, the U.S. intervention in Kosovo
relied heavily on multilateral institutions. Operation Allied Force was carried out
through NATO, even though the U.S., as the dominant member, was able to shape the
policy in most details. NATO operated on a unit veto principle, so both the initial
decision to bomb and each subsequent escalation in the bombing were acquiesced in by
every member of the organization. This provided the United States important political
support and served as a model for future NATO operations in Asia and Africa. In
addition, even though the bombing campaign did not receive UN approval (the Rus-
sians would have vetoed a resolution and so no attempt was made), the Security
Council passed a resolution, one day after NATO’s military agreement with Yugosla-
via, giving its blessing both to that agreement and to the role of NATO in Kosovo.
This points to just how widely shared was the perception of the Serbs as egregious and
of the U.S. and its allies as justified in their overt use of force.30
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Combat operations alongside local insurgent forces: Node 22

Nicaragua (1909–10: text); Mexico (1913–14: text); Libya (1986: text); Afghanistan
(2001: text); Somalia (2006–07: text)

The kind of sustained and asymmetrical attacks that are carried out to force an enemy
to withdraw from a province or other state are not seen by U.S. policy makers as the
appropriate way of reducing or eliminating an enemy regime’s military support in its
own territory. This task, even when there are no occupied countries or provinces, is
usually thought as requiring ground troops, and thus whatever bombing may be
employed will have to be in the service of infantry. If the enemy regime has some kind
of internal armed force opposing it, then in situations where that regime is considered
to have crossed the line into pariah status, the U.S. will overtly use its own military
power to support the insurgents. Operations of this sort are among the oldest types of
U.S. hostile interventions, mostly because the policy instrument they involve – the use
of elite ground troops backed by mobile fire power – predates almost all the other
instruments discussed above and in Chapter 5. Long before its client state empire was
established, the U.S. was using warships and marines, both by themselves and in sup-
port of indigenous insurgent groups. Among the earliest examples is the expedition
against Tripoli in 1804; at the end of the century, U.S. forces were used in support of a
coup against the monarch in Hawaii. In neither these nor other nineteenth-century
cases was the target an enemy, as we are using the term in this book, but when such
enemies did arise, the policy instrument was ready at hand (for more details, see
Chapter 7).31

The first state really to be considered an enemy was Nicaragua in the early 1900s. Its
ruler, José Santos Zelaya, was seen, starting around 1907 (almost 15 years after having
taken office) as having chosen to differ systematically with the United States on issues
ranging from Zelaya’s policy toward other Central American countries to the way he
treated U.S. investors. This led Washington to express hostility through diplomatic
maneuvers, economic pressure, and propaganda disseminated through compliant jour-
nalists (e.g., “a tyrant, a mischiefmaker … he has ruled Nicaragua from his palace in
the dirty little town of Managua on the hot shores of Lake Managua … Sucking his
country’s strength in sensual enjoyment, Zelaya promotes the gangrene of degeneracy”).
The problem was that although “this ruffian,” a “harsh and unscrupulous ruler … fond
of engineering wars and revolutions in neighboring states” deserved, in U.S. eyes, to be
overthrown, any direct U.S. action along those lines would be massively unpopular
throughout Latin America. Instead, the U.S. seems to have encouraged Zelaya’s
domestic opponents to prepare an uprising. When it broke out, Zelaya’s forces captured
and executed two U.S. citizens who were fighting with the rebels. This was seen as
contrary to “the modern enlightened practice of civilized nations” and the U.S. imme-
diately dropped its pretense of neutrality, sending naval vessels to help the insurgents.
Soon after, Taft broke diplomatic relations, having his secretary of state announce that
the Zelaya regime was “a blot upon the history of Nicaragua.” Several weeks later,
Zelaya went into exile. His replacement, however, was seen by the U.S. as too close to
the departed president and as not “capable of directing a responsible government.” The
anti-Zelaya rebels clearly received the message that Washington was “steadily against
anything like a revival of the Zelaya régime” and continued their insurgency, protected
by the U.S. Navy from the government’s offensive against them. Although the
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Nicaraguan president protested at this violation of “the principles of neutrality proclaimed
by the law of nations,” the handwriting was on the wall and the rebels soon took over,
thereby opening the way for Nicaragua to become a U.S. client (see Chapter 3).32

Soon after Zelaya’s overthrow, the U.S. acquired a far more significant enemy. Mexico
had for several years been in the throes of a revolution when, with the encouragement
of the U.S. ambassador, the country’s elected president was overthrown by his leading
general and the next day shot to death. This murder led to “unconcealed indignation”
on the part of officials in the outgoing Taft administration and to similar, if even stronger,
views by its successor: Wilson called the new Huerta regime in Mexico a “government of
butchers,” refused to recognize it, and ended its occasional arms imports from the U.S. By
the autumn of 1913, Huerta still clung to power and so Wilson escalated his rhetoric:

Usurpations like that of General Huerta menace the peace and development of
America as nothing else could. They not only render the development of ordered
self-government impossible; they also … impair both the national credit and all the
foundations of business, domestic or foreign. It is the purpose of the United States,
therefore, to discredit and defeat such usurpations whenever they occur. The pre-
sent policy of the Government of the United States is to isolate General Huerta
entirely; to cut him off from foreign sympathy and aid and from domestic credit,
whether moral or material, and so to force him out. It hopes and believes that
isolation will accomplish this end, and shall await the results without irritation or
impatience. If General Huerta does not retire by force of circumstances, it will become
the duty of the United States to use less peaceful means to put him out.

Accordingly, Wilson began to make plans “for the invasion and occupation of Mexico,”
but as the Huerta government was recognized by a number of Latin American and
European states, this course of action was seen as unwarranted and was “strongly
opposed” by the U.S. Army’s chief of staff.

Wilson thus had to find another way to move militarily. The insurgency was the
obvious choice, since it had made considerable progress over the last year. On 27 January,
the U.S opened discussions with the rebels; a week later, it lifted the arms embargo, a
step which disproportionately favored the rebels and “elated” them. In April, an inci-
dent occurred, much as in Nicaragua in 1909: a small number of U.S. sailors were
detained briefly byHuerta’s army, enraging the U.S. admiral on the spot. He considered it
a “hostile act,” a view shared by Wilson, who saw it as the “culminating insult of a
series of insults to our country and our flag.” The upshot was that the navy seizedMexico’s
principal port of Veracruz and made it possible for the rebels to take Tampico, center
of the country’s oil trade. Thus deprived of customs and export revenues, Huerta was
unable to resist much longer and he resigned in mid-July. Nonetheless, the rebels were
staunch nationalists and Wilson was not able to obtain assurances as to the policies
they would follow; eventually, U.S. forces had to withdraw from Veracruz without any
sort of quid pro quo. Although relations waxed and waned, Mexico remained a U.S.
enemy for another 25 years (see Chapter 3).33

Almost a century after Wilson’s Veracruz adventure, another U.S. president committed
American military power to the overt support of internal insurgents halfway around
the world, in Afghanistan. As we mentioned earlier in this chapter (a discussion is on
the book’s website), after the Soviet Union withdrew its troops, the United States began
to terminate its support to the mujahedin. By 1992, when they finally took over, the U.S.
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was in a neutral posture. This stance continued for almost ten years, throughout an
intra-mujahedin conflict, throughout the triumph of the Islamic fundamentalist Taliban
in 1996, and practically up until the Al Qaeda attacks on the U.S. of 11 September
2001. Although the U.S. was not enamored of the Taliban, it was also less than happy
with the Taliban’s principal opponents, the Northern Alliance (and former mujahedin)
forces under Ahmed Shah Massoud, whom it accused (correctly) of trafficking in heroin
and of military weakness. Although the CIA maintained low-level relations with Mas-
soud, these were mostly on a contingency basis; as regards arms aid, the U.S. restricted
itself to lukewarm encouragement to Iran’s and Russia’s covert transfers of weapons to
the Northern Alliance.

Although the Taliban were off the agenda as an enemy, policy makers in Washington
were willing to consider action against Al Qaeda, whose leaders by then had relocated to
Afghanistan. Up until September 2001, Al Qaeda’s attacks on the U.S. were considered
too small to warrant some kind of U.S. ground response – “our closest allies would not
support us,” Clinton said in 1998 – and so the U.S. response when two of its embassies in
Africa were bombed was a series of cruise missile strikes, criticized widely as dispropor-
tionate and ineffective. This reaction led the CIA to come up with a plan for a sig-
nificant covertly financed war by Massoud’s forces against Al Qaeda, but that, too, was
disapproved in Washington on the grounds, among other reasons, that it would elevate
the standing of Al Qaeda’s leader, Osama bin Laden, and make him “a hero.” Several
months later, as U.S. intelligence began to be flooded by reports of planned Al Qaeda
strikes, the CIA resuscitated its previous plan. This time, policy makers were more
responsive and a presidential finding authorizing covert arms aid to the Northern Alliance
began wending its way to Bush’s desk. The finding set out as a goal “eliminating” Al
Qaeda, though it was clearly understood that this would involve action against the Taliban
itself. What would have happened had there been no attacks on 11 September cannot be
ascertained: the day before, Massoud was assassinated and no one in Washington knew
whether the Northern Alliance could hold together sufficiently to justify a covert war.

Within 36 hours, everything had changed. The Taliban, seen as harboring Al Qaeda,
was now a prime U.S. enemy, indeed “really the same” as Al Qaeda. However, attacking
“Afghanistan would be uncertain. … 100,000 American troops [could be] bogged down
in mountain fighting … six months from then”; and since the country “had few roads
and little infrastructure,” it “would be hard” to find “anything to hit” with air power
by itself. If the U.S. was to act on its own, perhaps it would have to launch “military
action elsewhere as an insurance policy in case things in Afghanistan went bad.”
Instead, the CIA’s existing plan of aid to the Northern Alliance was bulked up in size
and extended to potential rebels in the south of the country; and to this was added a
Defense Department plan for air strikes combined with commando operations. What
this meant in practice, a few weeks hence, was that the CIA dispensed funds to
Northern Alliance and other warlords to pay for their troops and subsidize defections
among the Taliban, while the air force engaged in battlefield bombing against Taliban
units, with targets being spotted by special forces teams. This combination was power-
ful: after an initial scare, when the Northern Alliance stalled and Powell had to fend off
contingency plans for “Americanizing the war,” the Taliban collapsed by mid-November.
The U.S. then turned to Al Qaeda, trying at first for a similar marriage of its own airpower
and Afghan forces and then, several months later, using larger numbers of American
ground troops to carry out what would become a regular series of operations against
suspected Al Qaeda fighters and, later, resurgent Taliban guerrillas (see Chapter 5).34
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The anti-Zelaya operation of 1909, the Veracruz occupation of 1914, and the
Afghanistan war of 2001 involved U.S. forces operating overtly and in tandem with
indigenous troops against an enemy regime. This combination is relatively rare because,
as we pointed out earlier, most states which the U.S. considers to be enemies are not
also considered by it to be international pariahs, as was the case with both the Huerta
and Taliban regimes. Hence, where there are indigenous forces fighting against a U.S.
enemy, Washington’s aid is usually covert. (As we saw in Chapter 5, this is also the case
when the U.S. uses proxies to aid client states.) If, though, the enemy’s international
standing is perceived to have changed, then the situation is different. An example of
this, in which the enemy was seen to have made itself a pariah and therefore to be a
fitting target of U.S. overt force in support of proxies (military dissidents in this case,
not insurgents) is Libya in 1986. We mentioned above (a discussion is on the book’s
website) that the U.S. had been trying covertly to organize punctuated military opera-
tions by exiles. As those operations failed, Washington grew increasingly frustrated and
began to contemplate the use of the U.S. military to attack Qaddafi directly, with the
hopes of either assassinating him or triggering a coup d’état. Reagan, however, was
unwilling to order such an attack in the absence of strong evidence that the Libyan
regime was behind some particularly egregious act of terrorism. Thus, although U.S.
forces were sent off the coast of Libya in hopes of baiting Qaddafi into striking first,
the Defense Department authorized only a tit-for-tat response.

A few days after the U.S. task force was withdrawn, an incident occurred which
changed the situation. A discotheque in Berlin was blown up, with numerous Americans
being wounded. U.S. officials immediately claimed that their intelligence showed this
was a Libyan terrorist operation and Reagan authorized an air strike against Libya.
Two of the targets were Qaddafi’s tent and his family house; bombs hit them, killing
one of the leader’s daughters and injuring other members of his family. Qaddafi himself
escaped. Two days after the bombing attempt, Shultz, whose State Department lawyers
had laid the groundwork for the strike by claiming that “in the context of military
action what normally would be considered murder is not,” consoled himself with the
thought that there was “considerable dissidence” within the Libyan armed forces and
that the bombing raid had at least sent “messages” to those forces.35

A more recent variant of the Libyan raid occurred in Somalia from late 2006 to early
2007. We saw above that the CIA’s efforts at aiding internal armed forces had badly
backfired in the middle of 2006; this led, some months later, to an alignment with the
Ethiopian-supported (and toothless) “Transitional Federal Government” (TFG).
However, as the TFG’s foes began to advance on the little territory it had left, the
Ethiopians grew alarmed and in December invaded Somalia. By this time, the U.S. had
been training Ethiopian troops for several years; during the invasion, it supplied them
with intelligence. The following month, with the TFG’s enemies on the run, a U.S. naval
task force patrolled off shore, looking for “terrorists” who might try to flee the country
or resupply those chased from power. In addition, two U.S. airstrikes took place, aiming
at killing individuals said to be connected to Al Qaeda.36

A note on assassination

The 1986 raid against Libya was among other things a barely disguised assassination
attempt; those of 2007 in Somalia were not even disguised. As we have seen, these were
not the first such attempts. The U.S. tried on numerous occasions to assassinate Castro,
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planned to kill Qassim in Iraq, contemplated assassinating Sukarno in Indonesia, bombed
the dwelling and headquarters of Milošević in Serbia, and trained guerrillas and raiders
in several other states in techniques which could certainly be used to assassinate leaders.
We also saw in Chapter 5 that the U.S. initially approved, and in fact sent weapons for,
the assassination of Trujillo in the Dominican Republic; and that it gave the green light
to the kidnapping of Schneider in Chile and to the coup against Diem in South Vietnam
(this coup, and the resulting assassination, is discussed on the book’s website). Although
these three cases did not involve any kind of order to kill the individuals in charge, such
actions were understood by various U.S. officials to be a clear possibility. (At one
point, assassination was also considered, though not carried out, against various leaders
in the Arbenz regime in Guatemala; see Chapter 5.) In addition to these well-documented
cases (plus another plot against the already-deposed Congolese leader Lumumba, and
the air strikes in Somalia and, as we will see, Saddam Hussein in Iraq), there have been
recurring rumors for many years about U.S. attempts at assassinating other leaders.37

This range of situations in which assassination is pursued, considered, or tacitly
permitted indicates that it is not a particular type of intervention but more an action
which can be incorporated into one or more policy instruments. From time to time, there
have been discussions about institutionalizing an assassination capacity in the CIA (the
Senate uncovered references to a “Health Alteration Committee” and a subsequent
“Executive Action” capability known as ZR/RIFLE), but even when some type of
bureaucratic mechanism is set up, it tends to be thought of only in a specific context of
other hostile activities. At the veryminimum, killing a particular foreign leader has various
potential consequences for the nature of the regime which would presumably succeed
his death. This is one significant difference between enemy states and other sorts of
enemies, such as terrorists or narcotics traffickers: the former will certainly continue to
exist, while the latter can be imagined to disintegrate after a leader’s death. Perhaps this
explains why, after the attacks of 11 September 2001, consideration was given to
assassinating the leaders of Al Qaeda, but not (so far as we know) of enemy states.38

A further difference has to do with moral compunctions. Assassination has tradi-
tionally been distinguished from killings that occur as part of a broader attack on cities
or enemy fortifications during wartime. However tenuous this distinction may be in
practice (or however one-sided, in light of the large numbers of nonleaders who have
died in certain interventions), it underlies the controversies when particular assassina-
tion attempts come to light, the various orders outlawing it issued by a series of pre-
sidents, and the elaborate avoidance behavior by bureaucrats aimed at making sure that
presidents and top-level policy makers are never presented with written or explicit oral
proposals for a particular enemy leader to be killed. This may also help explain why,
when assassination was considered or resorted to, it often was done on an ad hoc basis,
with the involvement of actors outside of the U.S. government, such as the Mafia. By
contrast, when the targeted leader is not in charge of a state but of some other type of
organization, whatever arguments are made against assassination tend to be far more
pragmatic than moral.

In the end, assassination can be expected to come up from time to time as a possible
component in various types of client and hostile interventions. Because of the stigma
attached to it and because by definition it aims at only one or a small number of lea-
ders, it will rarely, if ever, be the centerpiece of a particular intervention. Whatever the
fantasies or obsessions of U.S. officials about particular leaders, “executive action” with
regard to those leaders can never be more than one part of a broader policy.39
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Invasion by U.S. troops: Node 23

Grenada (1983: text); Iraq (2003: text)

As we have seen, apart from situations combining entrenched occupation and a casus
belli, most hostile interventions have not involved an invasion whose principal ground
forces are American. Either the enemy in question is not a pariah, thereby ruling out
any kind of overt operation; or the situation is seen as one demanding coercive bomb-
ing or fighting in which local forces take the lead. Up until the 1980s, in fact, there
were no hostile intervention situations of either pure attacks on a regime’s military
support or pure territorial expulsion which did not fall into the covert, bombing, or
proxy war categories. In other words, through the first 80 or so years of its client state
empire, with the important exception of the two world wars, the U.S. acted against its
enemies by means short of invasion; when hostile interventions did take place, they
were relatively cheap, a point we will return to below and in Chapter 7. However, when
the enemy in question is considered a pariah; when the issue is not to force its with-
drawal from a province or territory but only its overthrow pure and simple; and when
there are few or no indigenous forces capable of playing the role of a proxy, then U.S.
policy makers see themselves as facing no option but that of invading the enemy, pre-
ferably at the head of a multinational coalition but in any case with their own troops.

The first case of hostile invasion occurred in 1983, against Grenada. Since 1979, the
island had been governed by a leftist party with ties to Cuba; almost as soon as this
governance began, Carter reacted with concern and ordered the CIA to carry out
covert activity to undermine the regime. Congress, however, bristled at this decision
and pressured the CIA into calling off the operation. Instead, a policy of routine hos-
tility was put into effect and over the next few years, the U.S. tried to isolate Grenada
diplomatically and financially, to intimidate it militarily, and to raise the rhetorical
temperature (e.g., Grenada “now bears the Soviet and Cuban trademark, which means
that it will attempt to spread the virus amongst its neighbors”). The U.S. also encour-
aged Grenada’s island neighbors to set up a regional security organization; and there is
some evidence that new covert operations were being planned as part of a “coordi-
nated” effort in early October 1983.

Some days later, an internal dispute broke out within the ruling party. This spurred
mid-level meetings inWashington, with one official on the NSC staff advocating an armed
intervention that would involve nominal participation by Caribbean states alongside
the U.S. Ostensibly, the purpose of this would be to prevent U.S. medical students on
Grenada from being taken hostage, and the next day, contingency evacuation planning
began. As this was occurring, the political struggle on the island intensified, with the prime
minister, Maurice Bishop, being arrested; and over the next few days, intense discus-
sions began to take place in the region, with heads of government in several Caribbean
states urging the U.S. at the least to rescue Bishop and perhaps to intervene and over-
throw the Grenadan regime. This the U.S. resisted, since “overt military action without”
actual signs of danger to U.S. citizens “would have been impossible.” On 19 October,
Bishop was killed; this raised the spectre of hostages and radical leftist control, sparked
a formal request for intervention by Caribbean states, and led those in Washington
who had until then been reluctant to change their minds and back an invasion. On 25
October, Operation Urgent Fury took place and the U.S. military stormed into the
small island, deposed its government, and evacuated the medical students.40
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Almost 20 years later, the U.S. mounted another invasion. This one was considerably
larger and, as we saw in Chapter 5, was soon transformed into a counterinsurgency
war. The target in 2003 was a 40-year old enemy: Iraq. To summarize the various
hostile interventions discussed above: the U.S. helped foment a coup in 1963 and may
have done so again in 1968; it supported the Kurds’ armed struggle between 1972 and
1975; and following the Gulf War in 1991, it hoped for the overthrow of the regime but
gave only half-hearted support to a coup attempt in 1996. In addition, U.S. forces
fought against Iraqi ones in the 1991 Gulf War, but this did not go much beyond a
maintenance intervention on behalf of Saudi Arabia. Thus, by the end of the 1990s, U.S.
leaders found themselves in a situation where an enemy against whom they had gone
to war as well as intervened against on several occasions was still around. None of the
covert policy instruments had worked or was feasible to try and an overt invasion did
not seem justified, particularly as the regime was forbidden to use aircraft in the north
and south of the country and as the UN had succeeded in forcing the destruction of
weapons of mass destruction (i.e., chemical and biological weapons, as well as a pro-
gram aimed at developing nuclear weapons). What was left at this point was symbo-
lism – Congress passed the Iraq Liberation Act of 1998, stating that it “should be the
policy of the United States to support efforts to remove the regime headed by Saddam
Hussein from power” and authorizing $97 million in military aid to “Iraqi democratic
opposition organizations” – and pinprick bombing operations designed to goad the
Ba’athist regime into war.

The attacks of 11 September 2001 changed everything. Immediately, high-level policy
makers understood that whether or not Iraq had anything to do with the attacks, doubts
could be raised, thereby serving as a casus belli for an invasion of the country. Thus,
that very afternoon, in preparation for policy meetings, the secretary of defense ordered
his subordinates to get “[b]est info fast … judge whether good enough. Hit S.H.
[Saddam Hussein] @ same time. Not only UBL [Usama bin Laden]. … Hard to get a
good case. Need to move swiftly.… go massive – sweep it all up, things related and not.”
The next day, after Bush had spent several hours with his advisers discussing Al Qaeda
and Afghanistan, he told the senior counterterrorism official on the National Security
Council staff to “go back over everything, everything. See if Saddam did this.” The
official responded that Al Qaeda was behind the 11 September attacks, at which point
Bush reiterated his order to “see if Saddam was involved. … I want to know any shred.”
This interest persisted throughout the planning for the war in Afghanistan, with a
classically cybernetic policy recommendation by one official serving as a model for
other anti-Iraq arguments:

Another risk they faced was getting bogged down in Afghanistan … which led to a
different discussion: Should they think about launching military action elsewhere
as an insurance policy in case things in Afghanistan went bad? They would need
successes early in any war to maintain domestic and international support …
Wolfowitz seized the opportunity. Attacking Afghanistan would be uncertain. He
worried about 100,000 American troops bogged down in mountain fighting in
Afghanistan six months from then. In contrast, Iraq was a brittle, oppressive
regime that might break easily. It was doable. He estimated that there was a 10 to
50 percent chance Saddam was involved in the September 11 terrorist attacks. The
U.S. would have to go after Saddam at some time if the war on terrorism was to be
taken seriously.
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Soon afterward, the Bush administration began planning for a war against Iraq. As
fighting was still raging in Afghanistan, the general in charge of Central Command,
whose area of responsibility encompassed both countries, was ordered to “look at
options” and revise the now-outdated contingency plans for Iraq. This took months to
do, but even as the Pentagon was developing and refining its options, Bush ordered troops
to be moved to the Gulf region, where they would be housed in the various bases the
U.S. had established following the Gulf War of 1991 (see Chapter 3). The harder pro-
blem was a political one: to establish that if Iraq were not invaded, other 11 Septem-
ber-style attacks were more likely. This task gave rise to a multipronged effort, aimed at
amassing whatever scraps of evidence could be found to demonstrate that the Ba’ath
regime still had weapons of mass destruction (WMD) and that it was likely to give
some of those weapons to terrorists. As the head of the British foreign intelligence
service put it, following a trip to Washington: “Military action was now seen as inevi-
table. Bush wanted to remove Saddam, through military action, justified by the con-
junction of terrorism and WMD. But the intelligence and facts were being fixed around
the policy.” Since at this point the CIA was reporting that there was no good evidence
that Iraq had either weapons of mass destruction or links with Al Qaeda, the Defense
Department set up an Office of Special Plans whose job it was to bypass the CIA,
taking unconfirmed rumors and invented or exaggerated claims by defectors and
making sure that those types of materials made it to high-level policy makers. This
operation, plus intense pressure on the CIA to soften its views, led to a flood of alar-
mist stories about Iraq, which were in turn disseminated to the mass media, the Congress,
and foreign governments. By the autumn of 2002, the view of Iraq as still possessing
WMD, even if not necessarily having links to terrorists, was widely held.

Nonetheless, to many elites both at home and abroad, there remained a gap between
an Iraq armed with WMD and an Iraq sufficiently dangerous to justify an invasion
there and then. In part, this skepticism was due to the well-known history of mutual
hostility between the Ba’ath and Al Qaeda; the extensive air patrols by the U.S. and the
U.K. also made it difficult to imagine Iraq posing a major and imminent threat to its
neighbors, much less to the U.S. Hence, Bush shifted ground, arguing that the UN
should insist on Iraq being disarmed and that if Iraq refused, the UN should then
authorize its member states to do the job militarily. This tactic, designed to back Iraq
into a choice between verified disarmament of its supposed WMD and the role of an
internationally condemned pariah, was successful: Congress authorized Bush to use
force “(1) to defend the national security of the United States against the continuing
threat posed by Iraq; and (2) enforce all relevant United Nations Security Council
resolutions regarding Iraq.” The next month, the Security Council passed a resolution
requiring Iraq to readmit weapons inspectors and verifiably disarm; failure to do so
would be a “further material breach” of its obligations and would be brought before
the Council “in order to consider the situation and the need for full compliance.” By
now, the U.S. was assembling a coalition to support it in the war everyone considered
as inevitable, once the Iraqis defied the UN.

Instead, Iraq readmitted the weapons inspectors and submitted a declaration of
almost 12,000 pages in which it denied possessing WMD ever since their destruction
some years earlier. Although this was true, the declaration was incomplete in certain
respects and the interpretation in Washington and elsewhere was that it was still con-
cealing its activities. Nonetheless, since with each passing day, the UN’s inspectors
failed to find WMD and since the very U.S. troop buildup in the area made Iraq that
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much less of an imminent threat, cracks began to appear at the UN. Several important
U.S. allies, of which France was the most significant, made it clear that there was not
yet enough evidence for them to join in a war and urged that the inspectors be given
more time. In the meantime, the harshness of Bush’s rhetoric and his apparent will-
ingness to go to war led to massive peace demonstrations around the world. The U.S.,
faced with a deterioration in its political position, therefore gave up on a second
Security Council resolution and, with UK backing, launched its war. (Operations began
earlier than planned with an anti-Qaddafi-style airstrike on a compound where the
Iraqi president supposedly was at the moment.) Interestingly, military operations were
assisted by several U.S. clients who had either been silent on the war or publicly
opposed to it. Moreover, once the Iraqi regime’s armies had ceased fighting and before
the insurgency began in earnest (Chapter 5), the UN recognized the U.S. and British
occupation; called on member states to support Iraqi reconstruction, in particular by
financial contributions; and for good measure reaffirmed the “importance” of WMD
destruction and of pursuing “members of the previous Iraqi regime who are alleged to
be responsible for crimes and atrocities.” The U.S., it seemed at the time, had won its
bet, converting international outrage at the 11 September attacks into broad, if at times
grudging, support for an invasion of a long-term U.S. enemy.41

The invasion of Iraq illustrates one of the principal differences between hostile
interventions which are covert and those which are overt. When we first introduced
the distinction, we emphasized the importance of being seen to respect sovereignty and
of the necessity that the enemy in question be considered by U.S. policy makers as a
pariah. That status is emphatically not a matter of polling the mass public in the U.S.
or elsewhere, or of acting against only those regimes which have been condemned by
the UN Security Council. Indeed, the invasions of both Iraq and Grenada were
widely unpopular, as were the bombing/assassination raid on Libya, the occupation
of Veracruz, and the bombing of North Vietnam. Rather, the point is that U.S. officials
conceived of themselves as being unable to act overtly unless and until the enemy had
done something which in their minds, in those of opinion leaders at home, and perhaps
also in the view of leaders of other states (e.g., NATO regarding Kosovo, the Eastern
Caribbean states regarding Grenada), was egregious and beyond the pale. Such
actions – the massacre in Racak (Kosovo), say, or the attacks on 11 September – were
thus indicators that the situation was now different, whether or not that view was
widely held outside of Washington. Of course, U.S. policy makers, often eager to act,
waited for such egregious acts to occur or even, as in the case of Japan, pushed the
enemy to them.

Hostile interventions in perspective

Hostile interventions, like maintenance interventions, are a recurring feature of United
States foreign policy. Just as the U.S. has frequently intervened on behalf of clients
which it was unable to maintain by routine means, so too the U.S. has tried regularly to
overthrow various of its enemies rather than simply manifest its hostility to them in
routine ways. As we have seen, these hostile interventions display the same cybernetic
logic as the maintenance interventions, a point to which we will return in Chapter 7
when we discuss the origins and likely future of U.S. client state and enemy policy. For
now, though, one of the obvious questions to ask about hostile interventions is how
often they succeed in overthrowing or expelling the enemy regime in question.
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To answer this question, we can begin by adding up the successes and failures of
operations for each situation of hostile intervention discussed in this chapter. From
1909 to the middle of 2008, the U.S. fomented eight separate coups d’état (that we
know of) against enemy regimes; five succeeded and three failed. Among exile raid
operations, the figures are one success and eight failures; among internal armed
movements, one success and six failures.42 Over all, covert interventions have succeeded
seven times and failed 17 times. The picture is quite different for overt interventions:
one case of bombing success and one of bombing failure; three of proxy assistance
success and two of failure, and five of invasion success (at least in the short term) and
one failure, for a total of nine overt successes and four failures. Thus, overt interven-
tions are more likely to overthrow or expel an enemy regime than are covert interven-
tions; though if we add together all interventions, there are more failures (21) than
successes (16). Finally, if we redivide all hostile interventions into nonmilitary (i.e.,
coups) and military (i.e., everything else), we see that nonmilitary interventions succeed
most of the time (five successes, three failures), whereas military interventions fail most
of the time (11 successes, 18 failures). This gives a slightly different picture: coups and
overt military interventions are most likely to succeed; covert military interventions are
highly likely to fail.

These mixed results can be both contrasted and compared with client interventions.
As we saw in Chapter 5, most clients can be maintained by routine means. For those
who require intervention, nonmilitary responses work out better than military ones and
among the latter, emergency aid is more likely to succeed than combat forces. On the
other hand, hostile interventions involving either the enemy’s own military deposing
the regime’s leaders or else American military forces operating overtly, are more suc-
cessful than those involving the use of proxy forces. Intermediate situations of inter-
vention, where the U.S. relies on local forces, are about as unsuccessful in dealing with
enemies as combat interventions (which, it should be recalled, usually rely on local
forces) are in dealing with clients. Most generally, though, the U.S. is simply much
more effective at maintaining its clients – above all, by nonmilitary (routine and inter-
ventionary) means – than at overthrowing its enemies.

In the face of this mixed track record, the obvious question is whether U.S. officials
see alternative ways of eliminating enemies. In fact, there are two such paths: as a result
of negotiations with the United States and as a result of internal collapse or overthrow
by states other than the U.S. The paradox, as we will see, is that both of these paths are
surer ways of eliminating enemies than are the various interventions discussed above.

Most frequently than one might imagine, the U.S. negotiates with its enemies. These
negotiations are opened from time to time while the U.S. is carrying out a policy of
routinely hostile activities; and they bear on a particular, limited subject (e.g., the
withdrawal of the enemy’s troops from another state; the modalities for refugees to
travel from the enemy’s territory to that of the United States). Most of the time, as we
discussed above, negotiations do not change the basic thrust of U.S. policy. If the talks
fail, routinely hostile activities continue and, as always, may escalate into hostile
intervention if the situation permits. On the other hand, if the talks arrive at an
agreement, that usually is the end of it, with some chance of U.S. officials even inter-
preting that accord as a sign of the enemy’s weakness and doubling their efforts at
looking for opportunities to overthrow the enemy regime or evict it from a territory.
However, there is a slight chance for negotiations to widen into more general talks
about relations with the U.S. and thus to offer the chance of ending the state’s status as
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an enemy; although if an external shock occurs, such as the enemy engaging in new
policies the U.S. considers unacceptable, then the negotiations will remain circum-
scribed and the chances for subsequent broadening will be reduced. Viewed in this way,
negotiating an end to enemy status is a possibility but not a very probable one. That is
one reason why successful negotiations over status usually conclude only after the state
in question has been an enemy for a number of years: from 9 years in the case of Sudan
(in 1976) to 16 years for the Soviet Union (in 1933), 24 for Libya, 29 for China, 36 for
Mexico, and 41 for Vietnam (former North Vietnam).

To get a better idea of the essentially random way in which negotiations either suc-
ceed in ending enemy status or are aborted due to some kind of external shock, it is
useful to list the immediate reasons for success or failure in particular cases. One
example, which we briefly discussed above, is of the U.S. normalization of relations
with the Soviet Union in 1933: what permitted negotiations to broaden was a con-
fluence of events, including Roosevelt’s election and the looming threat of Japan.
Another example, discussed in Chapter 3, is that of Mexico, with whom the U.S. had
repeatedly entered into limited negotiations. Some of those efforts had succeeded,
others failed and even led the U.S. to contemplate the possibility of renewed interven-
tion; what expanded the talks which began after Mexico’s oil expropriations in 1938,
thereby permitting an end to enemy status and subsequent acquisition as a client, was a
variety of factors, chief among them Roosevelt’s Good Neighbor policy and the War
Department’s attempts to organize hemispheric defense in anticipation of a war against
the Axis powers.

Thus far, it may appear that the key issue accounting for a negotiated end to enemy
status is the presence of another enemy. In both the Soviet and Mexican cases, the U.S.
was willing to make significant concessions because of concern over a recently aggres-
sive Japan and newly threatening Axis powers. However, this particular factor is either
less significant or absent in other cases of negotiation. For example, the U.S. reached
an agreement with China in part because of shared concern over the Soviet Union but
that concern was hardly recent, even if it was enhanced by a chill in the cold war
during the Carter administration. By all accounts, Nixon and Kissinger began their
trilateral diplomacy with multiple and partly conflicting goals in mind, ranging from
spurring detente with the Soviet Union to serving “as a counterweight to Russia”; the
significant point was that “we want normalization and we want friendship,” and this
led almost immediately to ending hostile activities and reorienting covert efforts in the
direction of “improv[ing] relations with us.” Normalization moved forward under Ford
and was concluded under Carter, mostly out of concern that if diplomatic relations
were not established, the situation would become untenable, with potentially high for-
eign and domestic costs. This latter motivation was similar to that underlying the nor-
malization of relations between the U.S. and Vietnam. Washington launched talks
following Vietnam’s withdrawal from Cambodia, arguing that Vietnam’s behavior was
now acceptable to the U.S.; but only when American business interests grew alarmed at
the prospect of losing out on future trade and investment opportunities did the Clinton
Administration finally summon the courage to defuse the issue of soldiers missing in
action from the earlier war. In another case, U.S. alarm over terrorists led it to expand
negotiations with Libya, specifically by responding to offers of information about ter-
rorists. A final accord was then reached when the Libyans agreed to cease work on
nuclear weapons and the U.S., pleased at the possibility of its 2003 invasion of Iraq
intimidating other so-called rogue states, agreed to let the Qaddafi regime stay in

220 Hostile interventions against enemy states



power. One last example is Sudan, with whom good U.S. relations were temporarily
reestablished in the mid-1970s, following the former’s cooling of its links with the
Soviet Union.43

This same heterogeneity of motives and simultaneity of external shocks is what
derailed several otherwise promising negotiation efforts. For example, in the 1970s the
U.S. opened fairly broad talks with Cuba on normalizing relations; these were killed off by
domestic U.S. changes and by Cuba’s intervention in Angola. The talks were then
resumed under Carter, only to be aborted because of a flood of Cuban refugees and
another Cuban intervention, this time in Ethiopia. The window then closed and U.S.
policy reverted to its customary one of seething anti-Castroism. Similarly, on several
occasions starting around 2000, it looked as if the United States was going to broaden
discussions with Sudan on specific issues (e.g., terrorism, the rebellion in the south), but
the rise of a new conflict in the region of Darfur, with the regime being accused of mass
killings, torpedoed this possibility (see Chapter 7). U.S. relations with Syria display the
same pattern, with specific agreements on numerous occasions (the 1974 Golan Heights
accord, the 1978 arrangements for Lebanon, the 1991 Gulf War, and the post-11 September
2001 anti-terror hunt) being sidetracked or undercut by new hostile actions when other
issues – relations with Israel, Iraq, or Iran, for example – flared up. Another rap-
prochement, this one with Iran, never occurred, in spite of several promising openings
(one in fact involved an apology by the U.S. for the coup against Mossadeq). The
obstacles came above all from hardliners in both countries who, through legislative and
other means, torpedoed both implicit cooperative arrangements and broad proposals
for settling outstanding issues. Finally, the same pattern holds with North Korea: on
various occasions from the 1970s to the present, the U.S. and the Koreans have talked,
with the agenda ranging from specific issues (e.g., troops, nuclear activities) to general
relations; but each such effort was short-circuited or limited by untoward events or
insistence on more far-reaching concessions.44

An alternate pathway by which enemy regimes disappear is if they collapse internally
or are overthrown in war for reasons having little or nothing to do with U.S. actions. In
fact, there are a number of such cases, ranging from coups or other political upheavals
with which the U.S. is not associated to wars in which the U.S. role was fairly minor.
The most prominent example of the former is the collapse of the Soviet Union, an
event related only tangentially to any U.S. efforts directed against the communist
regime. Other examples include the overthrow of the Derg in Ethiopia in 1991, some-
thing carried out by a coalition of insurgents mostly unsupported by the U.S. (see
above); the democratic ending of the Bouterse regime in Suriname from 1988–91, an
event in which the U.S. played no direct role (see above and also Chapter 3); and the
collapse of the Milošević regime in Yugoslavia, an action triggered by domestic dis-
content largely unrelated to any explicit U.S. policy. Still other instances of enemy
removal occasioned by non-U.S.-related internal changes include Egypt (Sadat’s rever-
sal of Nasser’s policies) and South Yemen (disappearance of the state via merger with
North Yemen). In both these cases, the U.S. was carrying out a policy of routinely
hostile actions at the time the enemy regime disappeared and had not engaged in a
hostile intervention for a number of years, if ever.

Other enemy regimes have been overthrown as a result of foreign war or invasion in
which the U.S. role was nonexistent or minor. For example, the Khmer Rouge regime
was, as mentioned above, deposed by Vietnam, which invaded the country in 1978. In
Afghanistan, the Khalq-PDPA regime, which the U.S. was already combating via aid
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to rural insurgents (see discussion on the book’s website), was eliminated by the Soviet
invasion of 1979 in which KGB agents actually went into the palace and shot dead the
regime’s leader. Even when the U.S. did intervene, the enemy may have collapsed for
other reasons, as for example with the Hohenzollern regime at the end of World War I
(see discussion on the book’s website): although this was a war aim of the United
States, it did not come either at the hand of the U.S. or of its allies. Nor was it an
indirect effect, because although U.S. entry into the war may have provided the coup de
grâce, the bulk of the fighting did not involve the U.S.; even the collapse of the
Ludendorff offensive in 1918, which led the German high command to sue for peace,
was due mainly to efforts by the British and the French. In short, several cases of war-
induced enemy regime elimination cannot with any real justice be described as a con-
sequence of U.S. intervention: either the U.S. did not intervene or its actions had little
or no effect.

If we now compare the different pathways to enemy disappearance, the result is
striking. Applying the World War I correction to our above totals, 15 enemy regimes
have been overthrown or forced to withdraw from territory as a clear effect of U.S.
interventions (with another 21 interventions failing). On the other hand, no fewer than
15 enemy regimes left that status as a result of either negotiation with the United States
or of actions (internal overthrow; wartime defeat) not primarily attributable to U.S.
intervention. Hostile intervention is thus no more successful as a means of eliminating
enemies than are negotiation, noninterventionary war, or simply waiting for domestic
actors to force regime change. This contrast is even more apparent when we add in the
failure rate of interventions, already discussed above. The U.S. can and does eliminate
enemies but hostile interventions are much less likely to achieve this outcome than are
other policies. Since most U.S. enemies eventually leave that status (in 2008, only five
states were still enemies), this calls into question the utility of hostile intervention.
When to these considerations are added the enormous potential human costs of those
interventions for both target states (combat deaths, civilian casualties, deliberate mas-
sacres) and the U.S., not to mention the budgetary implications, such operations
appear even more means-driven than their client counterparts. Are they really likely to
continue? Can the U.S. empire be envisioned without them or, for that matter, without
a constant supply of enemies? It is to these questions that we now turn.
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7 The persistence of client-state imperialism

The United States has pursued essentially the same foreign policy for over a century. It
has acquired client states, maintained them routinely through a limited number of
policy instruments, and when necessary, intervened on their behalf with another,
equally small, set of instruments. Throughout most of this same time span, the U.S. has
also, and in ways often connected with its support of clients, opposed various states
deemed as enemies both through routinely hostile activities and, again with a small set
of policy instruments, through hostile interventions. These various pro-client and anti-
enemy activities are the dominant feature of U.S. foreign policy both through the
mundane operations of the various programs the U.S. carries out in scores of countries
around the world and in terms of the major issues of war and peace debated on significant
occasions by the highest-level policy makers in Washington.

Up to this point, we have discussed two kinds of continuity in U.S. foreign policy.
The first of these is micro-continuity, the recurring resort by the U.S. to the same
type of policy instruments in a given context. This is certainly the case for routine
policies of maintenance and hostility but it is also true of the interventionary policies
carried out from time to time on behalf of clients and against enemies. Indeed, as we
saw in numerous cases of intervention, particular policy instruments continue to be
carried out even when they are patently failing (we will return to this point below). The
second kind of continuity is meso-continuity, the recurring deployment of particular
policy instruments in contexts where they had not previously been used. Time and
again, when U.S. officials found themselves confronted in a given country by a situa-
tion which had never before been the case there, they used exactly the same type of
policy instruments to deal with that situation as they or their predecessors used in
similar situations in other countries. This kind of continuity can give apparently aber-
rant results, as when policy makers, perfectly aware that a given instrument led to dis-
astrous consequences the last time it was deployed, nonetheless resort to it again (this,
too, will be discussed below). Although the cybernetic approach used in this book is
compatible with a picture of policy makers consciously and deliberately choosing spe-
cific courses of action, both types of policy continuity indicate just how limited the
range of choice actually is. There may be multiple variants of a given type of policy
instrument but there are only so many types in the first place. Policy making in this
sense is indeed mechanistic.

Machines, of course, can be scrapped and new ones built. Is this a likely prospect?
Should we expect that for decades to come, the United States will continue acquiring
and maintaining clients, often by interventionary means? Similarly, will the U.S. con-
tinue to intervene from time to time against states it considers as enemies? For obvious



policy reasons, these are important questions; but just as obviously, any answers put
forward here can only have their truth or falsity determined years in the future. What
we can do, first, is to go over the various arguments against what, in Chapter 1, we
called macro-continuity and see if, in terms of both their logic and the evidence usually
cited on their behalf, they are at least plausible. What we will see is that they are not
and that, as a result, there are no good reasons to predict that the U.S. will adopt a
significantly different foreign policy any time in the foreseeable future. Instead, we will
argue in the second half of the chapter, the cybernetic approach points strongly to a
continuation of U.S. clientilism and anti-enemy policy.

Standard arguments for policy discontinuity

From time to time, often when a war is begun or liquidated, intellectuals in the U.S.
engage in debates about how long the U.S. will be able to maintain its position in the
world. For the most part, these debates presume that U.S. dominance is beneficial and/
or necessary, with writers arguing about what can and ought to be done to extend that
dominance. Although the question we pose in this chapter – whether the U.S. will
continue to engage in the same kinds of client-state and anti-enemy policies as in the
past – is only tangentially addressed in these debates, it is nonetheless possible to con-
struct an answer from among the various exchanges. In fact, there are four answers, all
arriving at the same conclusion but doing so by different paths.

Imperial overstretch

In 1987, the historian Paul Kennedy published a monograph which quickly became a
bestseller. In it, he argued that great powers need both wealth to “underpin military
power” and military power “to acquire and protect wealth.” However, if a state invests
too much in military power, it thereby robs itself of future wealth production and
hence, in the long run, of the wherewithal to retain its military position abroad, at least
relative to other states. By the same token, if a great power tries to conquer too many
territories or fight too many wars, it will again deplete the resources it could use to
maintain its position in the future. These two dangers, which soon acquired the label of
“imperial overstretch,” applied to all great powers and Kennedy gained considerable
notoriety for arguing that they applied to the United States as well. The U.S., he
claimed was in “relative decline” and would be unable to “preserve its existing posi-
tion” indefinitely in the face of other, rising, states.1

There are two general ways in which imperial overstretch can affect the foreign
policy a state pursues. First, it may be that a decline in resources reduces the amount of
money available for the state to maintain its empire, leading to a decision to retrench.
For example, a state may no longer have enough money to maintain a large army, or to
keep a significant number of ships afloat, or to undertake what might be long and
costly campaigns. In these cases, the leaders of the state may opt to scale down their
ambitions, at the very least by ceasing to acquire new clients; perhaps by leaving
existing clients to their fate or turning over the role of patron to another state (e.g., as
Britain did with Greece); or by opting to live and let live with enemies in situations
which previously would have evoked an interventionary response. Those types of deci-
sions may be approached gradually rather than all at once: for example, an ongoing
war may require so many resources that too few soldiers are left available for carrying
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out a counterinsurgency in another country, thereby triggering compromise policies or,
perhaps, acceptance of the “loss” of the client.

The second way in which overstretch might affect foreign policy is via some type of
serious loss. If an imperial power is led to expand into areas beyond its capabilities,
then the effect of a defeat might lead to an end to the practice of acquiring new clients
or engaging in large-scale combat against new enemies. Again, there may not be a
once-and-for-all deliberate decision to make those changes, but if it takes time for a
state to reconstitute its armed forces (or for its allies to do likewise), it may find itself
unable to respond with the full array of military instruments the next time a situation
might otherwise indicate such a response. If several incidents like this occur, then a new
precedent for nonaction can begin to be created, even as the earlier loss begins to take
on larger proportions in policy makers’ deliberations.

At first blush, both of the overstretch arguments would seem to apply to the United
States as a result of the 2003 Iraq war and the resulting counterinsurgency. Certainly
the cost of the war was staggering, with over $800 billion appropriated by Congress
through fiscal year 2008 and one well-researched estimate putting the total bill (including
operational expenses of a withdrawal that would begin in 2009, long-term care for the
wounded, replacement of lost or damaged equipment, and interest on borrowed
money) at some $3 trillion.2 In addition, the war absorbed so many of the army’s
combat troops that few were left for other wars, notably the counterinsurgency effort
being prosecuted in Afghanistan (see Chapter 5). To be sure, some advocates of the war
described it as a success but by the time of the 2008 elections, there was a broad con-
sensus that the U.S. had become bogged down in a ruinously expensive war from which
it would take years to recover. When added to the general cost of the U.S. military, the
Iraq war would, on this view, represent the high water mark of U.S. client maintenance
and anti-enemy foreign policy.3

On closer examination, though, this argument does not hold up. To begin with, we need
to separate costs into several categories, then to determine just how much of a con-
straint they are on foreign policy decisions. We saw in Chapter 4 that direct U.S. resource
transfers to U.S. clients are fairly small, amounting to some $35 billion in 2004. This
figure, which as we pointed out does not include resource transfers in Iraq or the costs of
the military, can be taken as part of the baseline cost of U.S. foreign policy. To that
should be added some portion of the general budget for the Department of Defense, aswell
as client- or enemy-related expenditures incurred by other agencies, such as the Veter-
ans Affairs Department (health care), the Justice Department (narcotics control), the
State Department (diplomacy), and the Treasury Department (exchange stabilization).4

It is impossible to determine just what percentage of these various costs are attributable
to the acquisition and maintenance of client states and to policies of hostility toward
enemies. Arguably, some expenditures, such as for nuclear missiles, should not be counted
since they are not intended for purposes of either intervention or routinely hostile activities
carried out against enemy states. However, it is the nature of policy instruments that
they are available for use and so even the most devastating weapons can, on occasion,
at least be considered for use in the context of an intervention (e.g., Truman’s allusions to
the atomic bomb at the time of the Chinese offensive in the Korean War; Nixon’s nuclear
alert during the 1973 Arab-Israeli War); thus the safest procedure is simply to treat the
entire Defense Department budget as relevant to maintaining clients and intervening
against enemies. This surely overestimates the non-major war costs of U.S. foreign policy
but even so, the numbers are revealing in terms of their relative importance.
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In 2008, the United States was projected to spend some $600 billion in the Department
of Defense, not counting the cost of the Iraq War. This represents a bit over 4 percent
of the total economic output of the entire country, a figure which was approximately 1
percentage point less of economic output than in 1975, when the U.S. had just wound
down the Vietnam War, and 2 percent less than in 1985, when Carter and Reagan had
been increasing the military budget for several years (see Figure 7.1). That percentage was
roughly half of the corresponding figure for the years between the end of the Korean
War and the height of the Vietnam War, and less than an eighth of that in World War
II.5 Certainly, as Figure 7.1 shows, the U.S. spends considerably more on its military
now than in the early decades of the twentieth century when the number of clients and
enemies was far lower; but in relative terms, it is hard to make the case that the U.S.
empire is, in terms of resources, overstretched as compared with earlier decades.

Of course, the spanner in the works is the 2003 Iraq War. Once the war had been
transformed into a client maintenance intervention, it ended up costing around $200
billion a year; and as we pointed out above, some significant fraction of that sum will
continue to be incurred for decades to come. Nonetheless, even $200 billion adds only
1.4 percent to the total impact of military spending on the U.S. gross domestic output.
For the fact remains that the U.S. is an enormously large and wealthy country, and
although many of its citizens might understandably wish for the military budget to be
cut in favor of schools, hospitals, and transportation lines, the cost of even a major
budgetary black hole like the Iraq War is relatively minor. Only if the war were to drag
on for decades would it begin to have the kind of impact on the country’s resource base
that might conceivably lead to changes in foreign policy. As evidence of this, the 2008
presidential campaign was marked by agreement on the major party candidates that
the U.S. military needed to be rebuilt as soon as possible: no one called for budgetary
retrenchment.6

The second overstretch argument fares no better. In order for an imperial defeat to
affect future foreign policy, there either has to be a significant hobbling of the military
long enough for new responses to become habitual or else some kind of lesson-learning
such that overstretch-type policies are consciously avoided. The first of these possibilities,
we have seen, is more hypothetical than real as regards the United States. Although the
Iraq counterinsurgency war reduced the number of U.S. troops available for a similar

Figure 7.1 U.S. Military spending as a percentage of Gross Domestic Product
Source: USGovernmentSpending.com (2008) as per note 5.
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mission in Afghanistan, this consequence was limited in time, with policy makers
resolving to shift troops from Iraq to Afghanistan as soon as the situation permitted and
to expand the size of the U.S. military more generally. In the meantime, the U.S. attempted
to plug the gaps in other ways, by pressuring its allies to send more forces to Afgha-
nistan, by carrying out air strikes on Afghan insurgents who retreated across the border
in Pakistan, and by stepping up aid transfers and training programs in Afghanistan. At
no point was any serious consideration given to liquidating the U.S. intervention in
Afghanistan; nor, conversely, was there much evidence that other possible combat troop
intervention situations were being taken off the agenda, or indeed were even on the
agenda in the first place.7

As to lesson-learning, this, too, is far more limited than one might imagine. Even
assuming that a particular intervention is seen in Washington as a U.S. defeat, the les-
sons usually learned from such experiences tend, in cybernetic fashion, to revolve
around errors of execution rather than of broader policy choices. This tactical learning,
as we call it, is a classically cybernetic response to mission failure, one discussed in
Chapter 1 and in certain of the cases in Chapter 6. When the mission of a deployed
policy instrument is not satisfied, it is incumbent on those reporting the failure to
isolate its proximate causes (e.g., inadequate training, money supplied to the wrong
proxies, etc.), very much in the way that daily operations are critiqued and then adjusted
the next time they are tried. These cybernetic mechanisms for reporting and recom-
mending of course do not preclude broader types of lesson learning, but here, too,
individuals are focused on improvements, not on fundamental shifts in the very thrust
of U.S. policy. Anyone advocating such shifts either is not a member of the policy
making community to begin with or else, through advocacy of that sort, excludes
himself or herself from it. This accounts for the tendency to keep carrying out unsuc-
cessful operations such as BGFIEND (Albania), or, if the political and military pro-
blems connected with such operations are such as to lead to their termination (for
example, the exile raids against Cuba), the tendency to continue carrying out such
operations in other countries.8

Tactical learning can be seen very clearly in the aftermath of three combat troop
interventions by the United States. The Korean War, as we saw in Chapter 5, dragged
on for another 30 months after the Chinese intervention led the U.S. to a 38th parallel
solution. After the war, which became massively unpopular and ended Truman’s poli-
tical career, the U.S. political elite absorbed the lesson that it should avoid a future land
war in Asia. There is considerable evidence that this lesson was one of the reasons the
U.S. did not commit ground troops to help the French hold onto Indochina the year
after the Korean armistice, Eisenhower commenting that such a war “would absorb our
troops by divisions” and one senator warning against pouring “money, materiel, and
men into the jungles of Indochina without at least a remote prospect of victory.”
Nonetheless, a number of Eisenhower’s advisers, including his own secretary of state,
seriously considered deploying U.S. forces, something which in fact occurred the next
decade in Vietnam. This intervention, too, provoked a greater caution about various
types of military intervention, so that the policy of furnishing emergency military aid
and advisers to El Salvador had a self-imposed ceiling of 55 advisers.9 However, even
though U.S. officials were wary of “foot in the door” pathways to another Vietnam-
style war, they were undeterred from a significant aid and advisory effort in El Salvador
and, since this effort proved sufficient to defeat the insurgency, the so-called “Vietnam
syndrome” cannot really be said to have headed off a U.S. troop commitment.
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Moreover, by the time of the 1991 Gulf War, the U.S. once again committed large
numbers of troops in a war on behalf of a client. To be sure (see Chapters 5 and 6), that
war was understood as an easy win, as was the U.S. counterinsurgency effort in Iraq
when it first began; but this again points to the principally tactical nature of the pri-
mary lesson learned from Vietnam: if policy makers are fairly sure that, by sending
limited numbers of troops, they are likely to get involved in an endless counter-
insurgency war, then they should try to come up with some other solution. That kind
of lesson excludes neither mistakes in calculation nor deployments of large numbers of
troops in one fell swoop; it hardly is evidence of the kind of inhibiting effect that the
overstretch argument might suggest.10

As to the Iraq counterinsurgency war, the lessons learned were resolutely tactical in
nature. At the end of 2006, with the war having already dragged on for over three
years, one high-level panel argued in favor of a diplomatic solution and against both an
increase in troop levels (a recommendation rejected by Bush) and a rapid withdrawal.
Two years later, the army issued its own report in which it concentrated on weaknesses
in pre-invasion planning. Even politicians who wanted to liquidate the Iraq war, while
arguing that it should never have been fought, advocated increased emphasis on the
counterinsurgency war in Afghanistan, including sending additional troops. In short,
important U.S. military setbacks tend not to be attributed to imperial overstretch in
any way that could lead to a fundamental shift in U.S. foreign policy.11

War weariness

A second standard argument for policy discontinuity has to do with general war
weariness. This argument, which in certain ways resembles the “loss” version of the
overstretch position, focuses on a growing discontent with prolongedwars (such as the U.S.
fought in both Iraq and Afghanistan), whether or not they are considered to have been
lost. In part, the discontent is a response to the casualties suffered by U.S. forces (cer-
tainly not those of the civilian population where the war is being fought), particularly
in conflicts which the mass public does not see as being marked by high stakes. Wars
that go on for a long time result in higher casualties; even allowing for some desensitization
over time, the public eventually turns against a prolonged war. If presidents do not
respond to this discontent by moving toward withdrawal, they will face opposition from
other politicians. More relevant for our purposes here, policy makers will also face
pressure to avoid future interventions with U.S. combat forces: “No matter how the war
in Iraq turns out … the likelihood of any coherent application of military power or even
of a focused military threat … has substantially diminished.” Much the same could be
said of the Vietnam War, although the casualties there were significantly higher.12

In addition to their casualty-driven effects on mass opinion, prolonged wars also lead
to disaffection among current and former policy makers and opinion leaders more
generally. We saw in Chapter 5 how, following the Tet offensive in Vietnam, the so-
called Wise Men turned against the war. Their words were revealing: “Time is limited
by reactions in this country”; “Unless we do something quick, the mood in this country
may lead us to withdrawal”; “A bombing halt would quieten the situation here at
home.” The concern was not with casualties but with the fact that the public was no
longer following their leaders. As one journalist put it, things had “all gotten out of hand,
and it was time to bring it back to proportion. It was hurting the economy, dividing the
country, turning the youth against the country’s best traditions.” In addition, the army
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had begun to fall apart, with drug use rampant and officers starting to come under
attack by their own troops. Much the same occurred several decades later as the Iraq
counterinsurgency dragged on: commentators began to worry about the army being
“broken,” with recruitment down, officers resigning their commissions, and, once again,
widespread drug use.13

We discussed above the tactical learning spurred by the wars fought in Korea, Vietnam,
and Iraq. Another kind of lesson, with potentially greater inhibiting effect on future
interventions, is that learned by the military after the second of those wars. Within a
decade after the final U.S. helicopter had departed the embassy in Saigon, the Reagan
Administration’s secretary of defense, Caspar Weinberger, had formulated what came
to be known as the Weinberger Doctrine about how and under what conditions U.S.
troops should be committed to a future war (see Chapter 2). For example, the U.S. had
to have vital interests at stake; troops should be committed with the clear intention of
winning, and so forth. By some accounts, the Weinberger Doctrine as reformulated by
the chairman of the joint chiefs of staff, Colin Powell, was used to inhibit both the
older Bush and Clinton from intervening in the wars of the former Yugoslavia, leading
the UN ambassador to complain, “What’s the use of having this superb military you’re
always talking about if we can’t use it?” Although this may not seem like much, parti-
cularly in light of subsequent troop interventions, it does represent a certain constraint
on U.S. foreign policy.14

However, war weariness is unlikely to prove much of a constraint. For one, mass
public opinion is uninformed about the vast majority of foreign decisions (not only the
secret ones) and thus is unable to play any role except in high-profile issues. Even when
the mass public is aware of a potential policy and expresses an opinion on it, the public
is considered malleable enough by policy makers that they feel free to embark on
interventions. A good case in point is the Iraq War of 2003, which the U.S. fought in
spite of large-scale protests throughout the U.S. (and the world). Once the war began,
the so-called “rally ‘round the flag” effect kicked in, with public support for the war
rising rapidly to high levels before, many months later, it declined. Moreover, mass
opinion can easily be manipulated by the very politicians who then vaunt its support.
This has been known since the 1920s and the pioneering work of Walter Lippmann;
and it was consciously played on by the Bush Administration in the run-up to the Iraq
War. A constant stream of speeches and background briefings poured out of the White
House and the Defense Department, all hammering away at the message that Saddam
Hussein was a threat to the United States because of his interest in nuclear weapons
(destroyed some years earlier), in chemical and biological weapons (ditto), and because
of the links he supposedly had to Al Qaeda (nonexistent). By the time of the war, over
half of the public was convinced that Iraq had something to do with the attacks of 11
September 2001; even though this figure dwindled as no weapons of mass destruction
were found and as the truth about Al Qaeda began to circulate, by September 2007,
four and a half years after the war began, some 33 percent of the public still believed
that Saddam Hussein was personally involved in the 9/11 attacks. If a given foe (whe-
ther an enemy state or a client regime’s own enemies) can be sold to the American
public as dangerous and having committed some outrageous act, then an overt war can
be begun and supported by the general public for a number of years.15

One might imagine that elites are much less capable of being manipulated, but if
anything, they serve as even less of a check on client and enemy policy than does the
mass public. We will discuss below the shared ideology that, crystallized in the form of
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policy instruments, underlies this policy, but for now, note that there is a second aspect
of elite opinion that also attenuates any constraining effect that war weariness may
have. For decades, there has been a curious paradox about coverage of foreign policy
issues in the United States: there is far more written about such issues than ever before
but the range of opinion on those issues is far narrower than during an earlier era.
Thus in the 1930s, it was possible to find correspondents in even such establishment
newspapers as the New York Times praising the Soviet Union under Stalin, as well as
other influential figures in the press advocating isolationism and deep hostility to
France and Great Britain; no equivalent is even imaginable today. Much the same can
be said about research institutes, with the dominant range of opinion on issues such as
“humanitarian intervention” being restricted to matters of tactics; with skeptics on key
issues such as the 2002 push for war in Iraq holding their tongues; and with particular
critical views such as those calling into question U.S. support for Israel being policed.
In short, if elite opinion is reflected in, if not shaped by, the writings of specialists on
foreign affairs, then the chances are slim for war weariness to translate into a real break
with U.S. foreign policy regarding clients and enemies.16

Changed international structure

Up to this point, we have been concentrating on the way in which ground combat by
U.S. forces might (but in fact does not) lead to a break in the macro-continuity of
United States foreign policy. However, only a few of the different modalities of inter-
vention on behalf of clients or against enemies involve ground combat by the army or
marines. There are many other ways in which intervention occurs, with policy instru-
ments ranging from military aid and training to emergency economic and political aid
or to a coup d’état against a regime’s leader. On top of that, routine maintenance does
not involve the use of U.S. ground combat forces, nor for that matter do most of the
contexts of client acquisition. Thus, it is somewhat narrow to focus on threats to
macro-continuity only from problems with U.S. troops fighting a ground war. In fact,
there are two further ways in which the U.S. might switch to a different kind of foreign
policy. One of them has to do with changes in the structure of the international system;
the other with changes in the policies of U.S. clients.

When political scientists talk about the structure of the international system, two of
the principal features they have in mind are polarity and polarization. Polarity has to
do with how power (usually military) is distributed across states: there may be multiple
powerful states, or two of them, or only a single one. Polarization, on the other hand,
has to do with how tightly less powerful states align themselves with one or another
pole. Thus, in Europe, the nineteenth century was supposed to have been a multipolar era
with more than two great powers; as time wore on, the system became increasingly
polarized into two antagonistic alliances, one involving Germany and Austria-Hungary,
the other Britain, France, and Russia. By contrast, the cold war is said to have been
characterized by a highly polarized bipolar system in which each of the two poles, the
U.S. and the U.S.S.R., had allies closely bound to it. If we recall that those allies were,
without exception, client states of one side or the other, then we can begin to see how
changes in the structure of the international system might usher in changes in the
general thrust of U.S. foreign policy.17

During the cold war, an important context in which states became U.S. clients was
the perception of certain states as endangered, with the Soviet Union or its allies
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sometimes being seen as the source of that danger. Occasionally, the U.S. engaged in
hostile interventions against states considered as either clients or puppets of the Soviet
Union. In many more cases, the U.S. intervened on behalf of its own clients when they
were seen as either at risk of overthrow by insurgents perceived to be ideologically
aligned with the U.S.S.R., or else out of fear that to let a client be toppled would dis-
courage other actual or potential clients and open the door to them to them keeping
their distance from the U.S., perhaps even aligning with the Soviet Union. Presumably,
the end of the cold war would drastically reduce all these occasions for client acquisi-
tion, client intervention, or hostile intervention. There would be less need to acquire
clients and less need to protect them; there would also be fewer enemies to worry
about. At the same time, not only would polarization diminish but the number of poles
would increase, so that the U.S. might face competitors for acquiring new clients.18

These types of arguments are weak. To begin with, as we pointed out repeatedly in
Chapter 3, the context of acquisition for at least half of all client states, including many
taken on during the cold war, had little or nothing to do with the Soviet Union or a
fear of communism. We know, in fact, that many U.S. enemies were never considered
as aligned with the Soviet Union; and the persistence of clients, the acquisition of new
clients, and the attempt to act against enemies have all continued even twenty years
after the end of the cold war. Moreover, during the cold war, although the U.S. avidly
pressed certain states to become U.S. clients, such alignment almost never occurred in
the context of a competing offer from the Soviet Union. Certainly, the two superpowers
tried to attract neutral or nonaligned states, but those moves were taken with respect to
regimes which were considered fickle and hence not as real candidates for client status.
For example, the U.S. tried on various occasions to overthrow Nasser and to attract
him away from the Soviet Union (see Chapter 6); in carrying out the latter policy, there
were no illusions about the Egyptian regime and thus how far the U.S. could ever be
able to go: “They will use the Soviets as a source of arms or investment whenever it
suits their purpose (precisely as they will use us).” Similarly, in the post-9/11 era, the U.S.
from time to time wooed other states, such as certain Central Asian republics, in order
to establish military bases or gas pipelines, but there is no evidence that in doing so, the
intention was to take them, perhaps from Russia, as clients. In some cases, at least in
the planning for the intervention against the Taliban, the U.S. went through the Rus-
sians; in other cases, the U.S., engaged in “real rug-merchant work,” was careful not to
commit itself to the regime, and shied away from a “bilateral treaty of mutual defense,
love, cooperation, and economic support” that would be “permanent.”19

Thus, neither the disappearance of the Soviet Union nor the supposed growth of
potential rivals seems to have ushered in any kind of an era in which fewer clients are
being acquired (whether because there was no longer a need to do so, or, conversely,
because there were rivals for acquiring clients). There were many contexts of acquisi-
tion that had nothing to do with enemy status; even when danger from an enemy led to
client acquisition, the enemy in question need not have been linked to the U.S.S.R.;
and, as we have seen, at no point before, during, or after the cold war did the United
States really compete with other states such as the Soviet Union for new clients. Quite
the contrary: the U.S. and the Soviet Union displayed considerable deference to each
other’s sphere of influence, neither trying to poach an existing client nor competing
against each other for the favors of potential new clients. Such competition as existed
had to do with temporary alignments, not with client status. Although, of course, it
was possible for a state to undergo a major shift and cease to be a client (see below),
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behavior of this sort was not encouraged by either superpower. Moreover, as we saw in
Chapter 3, the U.S. was happy during the cold war for its various European clients to
hold on to their own clients.

As for intervention, the end of the cold war is unlikely to lead to any changes. The
thrust of this book, as articulated in Chapter 1 as well as in the chapters on intervention,
is that U.S. policy is means-oriented, with long-term goals being multiple, changeable,
secondary, and often stapled on after the fact. Thus, the U.S. commitment to defend
regimes has nothing to do either with their ideological complexion or that of their
enemies. Similarly with enemy states: what matters is that a state be seen as system-
atically choosing to differ with the U.S. on key issues of foreign and domestic political
and economic policy. Over the years, U.S. enemies have come in various ideological
flavors, from Zelaya’s regime in Nicaragua to the Taliban in Afghanistan. On the other
hand, a state can have a communist-dominated regime and not be considered by the U.S.
as an enemy (e.g., China and Vietnam today; Yugoslavia under Tito). If, as some in the
Pentagon are predicting (see below), China once more becomes an enemy, it will have
very little to do with the cold war having revived.

Changes in clients’ policies

In point of fact, U.S. client and enemy policy has relatively little to do with the external
affairs of states. Many of the states which come to be categorized as enemies are clas-
sified in this way because of their domestic and not their foreign policy. More impor-
tantly, the vast majority of threats to client regimes are within rather than without.
Thus to a great degree, it is misleading to focus on changes in the international system
as a possible source of interruption in U.S. foreign policy. A stronger claim, at least in
theory, has to do with the possibility of clients changing in such a way that a core
feature of client status – the fact that dominant political forces in the state consider that
U.S. concern over the maintenance of its regime is legitimate andworth considerable U.S.
effort (see Chapter 2) – is no longer the case. What, in other words, are the prospects
for clients to exit that status?

It is possible to glean two arguments about this prospect from recent literature in
international relations. First, there may be increasing turmoil in many states, sufficient
to depose the regimes of existing or potential clients and of a nature to which the U.S.
is unable to respond. One often-cited cause of such turmoil is the phenomenon of
global warming, which, it is argued, will lead to resource crises and mass population
shifts that will overwhelm the capacities of many of the poorer states, particularly those
in Africa and in low-lying areas of Asia. As one study put it,

Climate change acts as a threat multiplier for instability in some of the most
volatile regions of the world. … Unlike most conventional security threats that
involve a single entity acting in specific ways and points in time, climate change
has the potential to result in multiple chronic conditions occurring globally within
the same time frame.

These same kinds of problems, however, are also said to present the United States
with considerable difficulties, as there are few policy instruments in place for many of
the most dire scenarios (e.g., the combination of crop failures, large trans-border refu-
gee movements, and limited supplies of fuel) in even one country, much less a dozen
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or so countries simultaneously. Thus, it is to be expected that the U.S. will be faced
with a triage situation in which the scope of clientilistic policies ends up being
reduced geographically.20

An oft-cited example of the difficulty of U.S. military intervention to address the
kind of humanitarian crises seen as likely in a world of global warming is the situation
in the Darfur region of Sudan. A combination of persistent drought, conflicts over land,
and violence deliberately provoked by the central government in reaction to an insur-
gency led to the deaths of perhaps a quarter of a million persons and the transforma-
tion of some two million others into refugees. In the face of these conditions, there were
loud calls among some in the Washington foreign policy community for the U.S. to
intervene militarily against the Sudanese regime – an enemy of almost 40 years – if and
when the United Nations failed to act. The Bush administration resisted, one of its
members arguing that military intervention would “endanger” rather than assist the
humanitarian operations being carried out by the UN and other organizations. More-
over, even if U.S. actions were to be concentrated on attacking the Sudanese regime
and its proxies, high-level officials pointed out that the size of the region and the
country meant that “there would never be enough troops to impose order.”21

Darfur could be argued to represent a break in the continuity of United States policy
as regards enemies. As regards clients, the broader point about turmoil is that, irre-
spective of the cause, if the U.S. finds itself confronted by a situation to which its
existing policy instruments do not easily correspond then it may be unable to act suc-
cessfully, if at all. We saw in Chapter 5 how massive protests against the Shah led to a
rapid loss of Iran as a client, with the U.S. unable to intervene to save the regime. In
that case, although the U.S. had numerous policy instruments at its disposal, most had
to do with phenomena such as armed insurgency or conventional party organizing; the
rapid growth of mass street protests was something for which available U.S. responses
(government shuffles; a possible military coup) were totally inadequate. By extension,
analogous phenomena, whether induced by global climate change or by other factors
(e.g., a sudden rise in religiously-based militance), can also lead to a break in the
macro-continuity of U.S. client policy. That, at least, is an argument that can be con-
structed, although as we will see below, it is not strong.

A second and somewhat more convincing scenario about how clients might exit that
status has to do with the unpopularity of U.S. foreign policy. During its eight years,
the administration of George W. Bush engaged in numerous policies which enraged
both elites and the mass public in countries around the world, including the United
States. Actions such as the “unsigning” of the Rome statute for an international
criminal court; refusal to agree to restrictions on greenhouse gas emissions; the use of
torture and the denial of legal rights to persons accused of terrorism; denigration of the
United Nations and of long-standing U.S. allies; and, above all, the U.S. invasion
and continued occupation of Iraq all contributed to a widespread hatred of Bush, most
of his top advisers, and more generally, the United States. Public opinion surveys
showed that favorable views of the U.S. declined precipitously following Bush’s acces-
sion to the presidency, particularly after the run-up to and invasion of Iraq in 2003.
This fall-off was especially strong in long-time clients such as Britain (decline in
favorable views from 83 percent in 2000 to 53 percent in 2008), Germany (78 percent
to 31 percent), Turkey (52 percent to 12 percent), Japan (77 percent to 50 percent),
Argentina (50 percent to 22 percent), and, for a client of slightly shorter duration,
Indonesia (75 percent to 37 percent). These declines correlated strongly with negative
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views of Bush himself, who received staggeringly high negative ratings practically
around the world.22

The unfavorable opinions of the United States are not simply a matter of distaste.
Largely as a result of the U.S. invasion of Iraq, public opinion came to see the U.S. as
dangerous and threatening to many other countries, not necessarily because the latter
were considered as enemies but because American policies were seen as likely to boost
terrorism. In addition, public opinion in many clients also identified extensive U.S.
influence on those countries as a bad thing. Under these circumstances, accepting U.S.
oversight and willingness to maintain a regime might be considered by key personnel of
that regime as more a liability than an asset and the regime might move to diminish the
U.S. role. If those moves continued, then at some point the state would cease to be a U.S.
client. Arguably, several countries in South America began this process in the 2000s,
though without, as of yet, going so far as to lose their client status. An example is
Ecuador, whose government, angered by U.S. counterinsurgency policy in Colombia
and fearing that the long-standing military to military relations between the U.S. and
Ecuador threatened the government, concluded that the country had been “relying too
much on military relations with the United States, with President Bush showing little
regard for national borders or sovereignty.” Accordingly, the government decided not
to renew the U.S. lease of a military base and dismissed the country’s top military
officials for having close ties to the U.S. in general and the CIA in particular.23

As with the other arguments for a break in the continuity of U.S. foreign policy,
neither of the claims about changes in clients’ policies holds up to close analysis. Con-
sider first the argument about the increasing irrelevance of U.S. policy instruments in
the face of turmoil provoked by climate change, religious zealotry, or other factors. The
general problem with this argument is that as we have seen, policy making is means-
driven: instruments are used without some sort of prior assessment that they pass some
sort of test for their relevance to the situation. This implies that if a reasonably novel or
unforeseen situation arises, it is not necessarily the case that no action will be under-
taken. Quite the contrary: policy makers can deploy a policy instrument, even though
that instrument ends up failing to succeed in its mission and even though such failure
may have been anticipated. Thus, to return to the Iran example mentioned above, the
U.S. repeatedly and unsuccessfully used the instruments it had on hand, notably poli-
tical advice and contacts with the military. It is true that in 1978, the U.S. had no
instruments specifically designed to deal with repeated large-scale protests, but we can
also imagine that if the protests had been somewhat smaller or less frequent, or the
regime had survived longer, some type of hybrid military-police aid program might
have been cobbled together. Note that one of the lessons the U.S. learned from Iran
was to pressure the regime’s leader to step down before the military fell apart, a policy
put into place just a few years later in the Philippines (see Chapter 5). In other words,
looked at more closely, the U.S. did not fail to carry out clientilistic policies in Iran in
the face of mass turmoil; rather, it intervened as it normally did in support of clients,
though without success. The fact that no U.S. troops were sent hardly means that the
U.S. was bereft of ideas or found itself unable to support the client.

It might be argued that with all the surveillance mechanisms in place, some type of
maintenance response to mass turmoil in a client is more likely than is a hostile inter-
vention in response to similar turmoil in an enemy. In fact, though, that is the case
only if the reference is to intervention with a particular policy instrument, namely the
deployment of U.S. ground combat forces. The reason for this, as we saw in Chapter 6,
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is that hostile interventions are violations of state sovereignty and thus require some
sort of outrageous or triggering act if they are to be carried out openly by the United
States. (Maintenance interventions occur formally with the permission of the client and
so the sovereignty issue does not arise.) This asymmetry between hostile and maintenance
interventions, however, applies only to the overt use or support of military force by the
United States. Covert hostile intervention remains possible, provided that there are
levers (e.g., rebel forces) available and that the U.S. is upset with the regime; and overt
hostile intervention is also possible if some sort of triggering condition occurs. The
apparent novelty of the situation is of little importance; if the means and, if necessary,
a trigger are present, then intervention will occur, even if the chances of success were in
retrospect relatively slim. A good case in point is the U.S. in Somalia in 1993.

When Clinton took office, some 25,000 U.S. troops were present in Somalia. They
had been sent the preceding December by Bush, already a lame duck, to respond to the
widespread famine caused by the combination of drought and civil war, specifically to
insure that UN relief supplies reached the large numbers of starving Somalis. This
operation was neither one of taking over an essential activity from a client nor one
directed against an enemy regime’s military support at home or the maintenance of its
forces in one or more geographical area; for that reason, Operation Restore Hope was
not, by our definitions, an intervention. However, although some 80 percent of the U.S.
troops were soon withdrawn from Somalia, several thousand remained as part of a UN
operation (led in fact by the U.S.) designed to set up a new government. This opera-
tion, predictably, faced armed opposition from various Somali political factions and
soon morphed into a counterinsurgency campaign, albeit one fought more against the
militia of a particular faction in the capital city and on behalf of the UN operation
itself than against an enemy regime or in support of a Somali state.24 Thus, a huma-
nitarian crisis was responded to by a moderate troop deployment; a fraction of those
troops, in turn, were used for a UN “nation-building” operation; and when it became
clear that the latter would be resisted by force in a large and chaotic city, the remaining
troops were reinforced by a few hundred more soldiers and used for counterinsurgency.
This is not an example of shying away from hostile actions in a situation of great tur-
moil but of using policy instruments ready at hand, even though their appropriateness
was very much in question at the time. The failure of the counterinsurgency operations
did not end the troop deployment; if anything, it acted as a magnet, pulling more
forces into Somalia. Only when the U.S. troops started to incur casualties (the famous
“Black Hawk down” incident) were they withdrawn.25 This suggests that whatever
situations of mass turmoil may occur in the future will not occasion a break in the
macro-continuity of U.S. enemy policy.

Of course, that policy does not always involve sending troops or indeed intervening
at all. We saw in Chapter 6 that the key element in the pseudo-decision tree for whether
or not the U.S. moves from a policy of routine hostility toward an enemy to an actual
intervention against that enemy is whether actions against the enemy’s military have
some chance of success; that assessment, we also saw, is made cybernetically, by
determining whether particular policy instruments exist and are ready at hand. More-
over, as we also saw, if the only available policy instruments are U.S. military forces
which would be used overtly, then there must be some kind of triggering event which in
the eyes of U.S. policy makers destroys the legitimacy of the enemy regime. The result
of these conditions is that most of the time, the United States does not intervene
against most of the states it considers enemies. Thus, the fact that, in a given situation,
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such as one of mass turmoil in an actual or potential enemy, the U.S. fails to intervene
either overtly or covertly has no particular bearing on the issue of a possible break in
the continuity of U.S. foreign policy. To see this, it is worth returning to the Darfur
situation discussed above.

Sudan first became an enemy of the United States in 1967, when it broke relations
with the U.S.; it left that status in 1976 after its president helped the U.S. in a hostage
crisis and was rewarded with a restoration of economic assistance. During this time, the
regime’s principal opponent was the Sudanese Communist Party which, because of its
links to the Soviet Union, was unavailable as an insurgent force to back for either
punctuated military operations or internal armed attacks. Given the absence of relations,
U.S. ties to the military were not good enough to back a coup; and no outrageous
event occurred which, to U.S. officials, sufficiently discredited the Sudanese regime to
justify an overt intervention. Most of these conditions had not appreciably changed the
second time that Sudan was classified as an enemy, when U.S. attacks on Libya (see
Chapter 6) led to a dramatic reduction in diplomatic personnel. Within several years,
the U.S. had again eliminated development assistance, suspended embassy operations,
labeled Sudan as a state sponsor of terrorism, and, following bombing attacks on U.S.
embassies in other African countries, launched cruise missile strikes against a pharma-
ceutical factory in Khartoum suspected of housing chemical weapons. None of these
hostile actions were directed against the regime’s military support.

However, one policy instrument had become available: support for a somewhat more
acceptable insurgency. This was the Sudanese People’s Liberation Army (SPLA), an
autonomist movement in the southern part of the country. Its leader, educated and
militarily trained in the United States, reportedly received some military aid indirectly
from the U.S. and may also have been given some operational support by several U.S.
army detachments;26 this was followed by a pledge of direct humanitarian aid, with
expressions of support from the U.S. Congress. The military aid, which took over a
year to wend its way through the bureaucracy, was unaccompanied by a “finding” and
appears to have been resisted by the CIA, in part because the prospects for the SPLA
were limited and in part because the SPLA was an unsavory organization with obscure
goals. In effect, the U.S. moved up to the edge of a hostile intervention but, somewhat
as in Ethiopia (see Chapter 6) never opted for such a policy. Instead, when the countries
the U.S. had used to transfer aid themselves became involved in other wars, the U.S.
decided to pursue a diplomatic track with the Sudanese government and the SPLA, a
decision confirmed by Sudanese intelligence cooperation on terror issues after the attacks
of 11 September 2001. A preliminary agreement was finally reached in May 2004 and a
final one in January 2005.27

All this meant that when the Darfur situation was at its worst, the U.S. was actively
cooperating with Sudan on some issues, negotiating with it on other ones, and
although weighing the possibility of a hostile intervention in a context that was cer-
tainly qualified as a humanitarian catastrophe, finally decided not to do so for exactly
the same kind of cybernetic reasons that applied in other enemy state situations for
many decades. It simply is not true that U.S. officials were unable to respond to the
turmoil in Darfur because it was a novel humanitarian situation for which its array of
policy instruments were unsuited; instead, they reacted as they did to any other
potential opportunities vis-à-vis enemy states. Initially, the U.S., focused on working
out an arrangement between the SPLA and the Sudanese government, was not terribly
concerned by the large number of deaths and of refugees in the Darfur region.28 As the

236 The persistence of client-state imperialism



tenor of Western opinion changed and the regime in Khartoum came more and more
to be seen as actively complicit in the Darfur situation, the U.S. once more opted for a
series of hostile actions short of intervention. Even more than their SPLA counterparts,
the Darfur insurgents were seen as disorganized and violent, so that there were no
possibilities of a proxy intervention; on the other hand, there were no high profile
events which served as a justification for overt intervention. However, this did not stop
the U.S. from acting on the humanitarian front, first by existing policy instruments (e.g.,
significant bilateral programs and contributions to international relief agencies) and
second by stapling other instruments (e.g., airlift capacity through NATO; training) to
multilateral peacekeeping operations by the African Union and the UN. In other
words, U.S. failure to intervene in Darfur was not due to being overwhelmed by the
novelty of the turmoil there but to the same factors that account for nonintervention
most of the time against other enemies. There was no break in the continuity of U.S.
enemy policy; and given the asymmetries between clients and enemies, there is all the
less reason to expect that massive turmoil will result in clients exiting that status.29

Let us now turn to the other argument about client exit, this one pertaining to the growing
unpopularity of U.S. foreign policy. Here, several points need to be made. The first is
that there is nothing new about American actions being unpopular. During the 1980s,
U.S. interventions in El Salvador and Nicaragua were denounced around the world; the
same thing happened in the 1960s and 1970s with respect to the U.S. interventions in
Indochina. Various coups and proxy operations (e.g., the Bay of Pigs invasion of Cuba)
also were quite unpopular. Going even further back, there is evidence from public
opinion polling of unpopularity in Europe in the first decade of the cold war, with
more respondents disapproving than approving of the role the U.S. was playing in
world affairs. These episodes, however, were always followed by a recovery of positive
views about the United States; more importantly, they were decoupled from any con-
sequences for the client status of the countries concerned. Alliances were not broken;
cooperation was not ended; U.S. personnel were not expelled; bases were not really
closed. A recent example of this concerns precisely the unpopularity of the U.S. in the
post-Iraq invasion period. As we pointed out in Chapter 6, U.S. allies took great care
not to take their opposition to the invasion very far: they permitted the U.S. overflight
rights during the war and supported the Iraqi government the U.S. set up after the
invasion. More significantly, public opinion distinguished, whether rightly or wrongly,
Bush administration policy from the general position of the U.S. in the world. Thus, in 2008,
the presidential candidate from the opposition Democratic Party, who had opposed the
invasion, found himself adulated by elites and mass publics alike in countries around
the world, with newspapers remarking on the thirst for a return to support for U.S.
leadership.30

Second, it is important to emphasize that there is a vital distinction between the U.S.
role as patron for a given client state, on the one hand, and approval of U.S. policy
toward other countries, on the other. The status of a state as a client involves an
acquiescence in U.S. surveillance and potential intervention to maintain the regime of
that state; the state in question need not cooperate with the U.S. or even refrain from
criticizing it. Quite the contrary: it is common to see clients who regularly exasperate
the United States or blackmail the U.S. into supporting its positions. The former was the
case, notoriously, for France when DeGaulle was president; the latter has frequently
been true of Israel. For this reason, public disapproval of the U.S. in a particular state
can be quite strong and still have no bearing on the state’s continuation as a client.
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The third and final point about public opinion, and indeed client exit more generally,
has to do with a remarkable statistic. At least through 2008, there never was a U.S. client
state which, though not undergoing a change in regime, nonetheless decided to end its
status as a client. We saw in Chapter 4 that states do not graduate from client status
when they become wealthy and more stable; combining this with the cyclical nature of
public opinion, the implication is that there is a deep sense among both critics and
supporters of specific U.S. policies that it is normal and natural for their states to exist
in a clientilistic relation to the United States. This suggests that instead of U.S. foreign
policy facing a break in macro-continuity, it is quite likely to go on as it has for years
to come. However, the fact that none of the standard arguments about a break in
policy macro-continuity holds up takes us only part of the way to understanding that
continuity. To explain why U.S. policy continues in the face of major, perhaps histor-
ical, changes, we need to abstract from the arguments we have been discussing.

Ideology and policy instruments

The relation between the United States and its clients is both a matter of power and of
consent. On the one hand, there is an enormous asymmetry in control, with the U.S.
overseeing internal developments in clients while the latter play no comparable role
toward the U.S. On the other hand, as we have repeatedly emphasized, there is an accep-
tance by clients, in practice if not in so many words, of that very asymmetry. Client
state regimes acquiesce on a continuing basis in U.S. surveillance, support, and possible
intervention on their behalf. Moreover, U.S. elites also accept this way of dealing with
other countries. What the discussion above points to is that the acquisition and main-
tenance of clients, if need be by intervention, is considered perfectly normal and legit-
imate by government officials and other influential citizens. Indeed, when situations
arise in which one might expect a break in clientilism, the reaction of U.S. elites is to
continue acquiring and maintaining clients. This double acceptance, in which both
client regimes and U.S. elites (and, for that matter, large segments of the mass public)
consider as normal U.S. client state policy, we would label as ideological hegemony.31

All four of the standard arguments presented and critiqued above presume that
ideological hegemony can be interrupted or broken by people changing their minds.
For example, imperial overstretch might lead to retrenchment decisions; war weariness
to disaffection; changes in international structure to a lack of concern about enemies;
or humanitarian crises to a sense of discomfiture. These sorts of thoughts, or beliefs, or
emotions are further presumed to lead to the suspension, or even the disappearance, of
the deployment of certain policy instruments, particularly those connected with the
overt use of U.S. ground or air combat forces. Neither one of these presumptions is
correct and seeing just why this is so sheds light on how ideological hegemony operates
and why clientilism is likely to continue for many years to come.

Ideology

When we use the term “ideological” as a way of describing the acceptance by U.S. and
client elites of the relationship between the two states as normal, we are doing so in a
shorthand fashion. Ideologies are connected sets of ideas about how the world does and
should work; they are used to understand, evaluate, and predict existing and future
situations.32 Thus, various liberal ideologies, such as those mentioned in Chapter 1,
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link together representative democracy and open markets, characterize countries with
these types of institutions as admirable and advanced, castigate political forces opposed
to such systems as retrograde and dangerous, and conclude that it is a moral duty for
open market democrats to distance themselves from such forces and perhaps to work
against them. By the same token, to say that clientilism is ideological is to say that U.S.
surveillance and maintenance activities are seen as complementary, that client status
(with its attendant surveillance and maintenance activities) is considered as a normal
and unexceptional relationship for states to occupy relative to the U.S., that those who
object to client status for their country are benighted or dangerous opponents of the U.S.,
and that no matter how unsavory a client regime may be, the U.S. must be willing to
make significant efforts to maintain it.

The various interconnections and inferences in clientilist ideology go a long way to
explaining the weakness of arguments about a break in the macro-continuity of U.S.
foreign policy. Those arguments, as we saw, are premised on some sort of new situation
having arisen – imperial overstretch, war weariness, change in international structure,
or internal turmoil – which will occasion a nonclientilist response from the U.S. However,
if U.S. policy making is permeated by clientilist ideology, then historically new situa-
tions will be evaluated as relevant to one or more typical client problems, which in turn
will be responded to by the corresponding client maintenance policy instruments.
Ideology in this sense is like a factory which discards some deliveries, transforms others
into standard inputs, and produces the same kind of products no matter how the sup-
pliers or the market may have changed. Ideologies can do this because they connect
“is” to “ought”: if a given type of situation is seen as normal then one should be on the
lookout to protect it and act accordingly.

The question then is how ideology performs these tasks. Most analyses of ideology
and foreign policy depict ideologies as residing in people’s heads and playing a double
mapping function: events in the world are mapped onto specific ideas in the ideology;
those ideas, by dint of their connections to other ideas, are then mapped from the latter
back onto the world.33 For example, a leftist politician denouncing a U.S. client regime
as corrupt may be perceived by officials with a clientilist ideology as a threat to the
regime, the inference drawn that this threat should be opposed by the United States,
and a recommended U.S. policy response (e.g., blackmailing him) put forward. Here,
however, we run up against the same translation problems which, as we saw in Chapter
1, apply to structural arguments for the continuity of U.S. foreign policy: in the absence
of numerous other, unspecified mechanisms, there is no way to map ideologies onto
concrete situations in client states or actions by the U.S. regarding those states. Con-
sider again the case of the leftist politician. Why do U.S. officials perceive him as a
threat to the regime rather than as a reformer who might in fact strengthen it? Are
there ideas in clientilism which distinguish between some types of denunciations and
others? Or instead, are there ideas which distinguish between political parties? What
then to do if the ideas conflict in a particular instance?

Even if somehow clientilist ideology were to contain the hundreds, if not thousands,
of ideas required for mapping situations, the second half of the depiction fares no
better. Assume now that somehow the politician has been categorized as a threat to the
client regime and that the inference has been drawn that he should be opposed by the
U.S.34 How exactly should U.S. officials map this stance onto a concrete policy? In
Chapter 5, we went over the criteria by which particular policy instruments are deployed
in specific situations. Should we assume that each of those criteria is represented in the
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ideology by an idea? But that would not be enough: each such idea would also have to
be accompanied by other ideas about each of those policy instruments: their nature,
their recent history, and so forth. Since as we know, policy instruments are often copied
or reconfigured, this would mean that the ideology would also have to contain com-
ponents about budgets, Congress, the United Nations, and various other aspects of the
world. In addition, the ideology would have to change to take account of changes in
policy instruments. These are stringent requirements.

The problem with the mapping depiction of clientilist ideology is that it requires the
heads of most policy makers to be filled with massive numbers of the same highly
specific ideas, most of which will never enter into consciousness. Not only is this
exceedingly unlikely but if it were true, so that each policy maker had the same myriad
of ideas about what to do in all sorts of highly specific circumstances, there would
never be debate among officials as to what should be done in a given situation.

A far more realistic approach is to return to the notion of policy instruments. As we
have pointed out, they are used to accomplish particular time-and-place-specific mis-
sions and thus, when deployed, are of necessity crafted to the situation – even if they
fail to succeed. Moreover, the reporting that goes on about their success or failure is
used both to adjust them – for example, to send more troops to a given region – and to
signal that they need to be complemented by other instruments. (Similar reporting
occurs for the client’s performance of certain tasks.) In this sense, the cycle by which
policy instruments are deployed, reported on, and adjusted or complemented is itself
exactly what the mapping approach to ideology is about, but without the mentalism
and the thousands of ideas all held at the same time and in the same order. Moreover,
since policy instruments are only budgeted for on the expectation that there is some
chance, however remote, of their being used to solve certain problems, then the instru-
ments can be seen as the organizational embodiment of expectations that such pro-
blems are somewhat likely to occur. For example, an institutionalized military training
capability (these days, through programs such as IMET and JCET; see Chapter 4),
presupposes an institutional expectation that the militaries of various countries will
need training, whether against domestic insurgencies, terrorist threats, or future dis-
asters in which rapid mobilization may be needed.

The connection to ideology should now be clear. We said above that ideologies are
connected sets of ideas about how the world does and should work. If ideas are not
simply thoughts that individuals happen to have, then policy instruments are precisely
such institutionalized connections: between the situation in a given country and how it
should be dealt with, and between expectations about the kinds of problems likely to
arise in certain places and the ways in which those problems should be responded to.
Policy instruments, in effect, are crystallized ideologies. Whatever may be going on
inside people’s heads, in the domain of foreign policy making, ideology takes an
organizational form.

With this in mind, we can now start to answer the question of how clientilist ideol-
ogy can help explain the macro-continuity of U.S. foreign policy. Imagine a situation
which, to U.S. policy makers, is new. Standard surveillance mechanisms will report
problems in U.S. clients (as well as opportunities in U.S. enemies), including problems
caused or exacerbated by the new situation. Such reports, as we saw, are accompanied
or shortly followed by recommendations for how particular policy instruments ready at
hand can be deployed so as to address the problems. Those instruments may not be
ideal and they may fail to address key issues, but such concerns are secondary. Thus, in
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the first instance, clientilist policy would continue. In order for there to be a break in
macro-continuity, the new situation would eventually have to lead (1) to the construc-
tion of policy instruments that have little or nothing in common with the existing stock
of clientilist instruments and/or (2) to the wholesale discarding of instruments from that
stock. How likely is this?

The persistence of policy instruments

We saw in Chapter 1 that policy instruments are capabilities for generating specific
sequences of purposeful activities, housed bureaucratically in a particular organization.
Concretely, these capabilities involve professional personnel, many of whom have con-
siderable experience in carrying out certain sequences; they in turn may be given
money to spend and perhaps various types of tools, such as weapons, to use. This
implies that in order to distinguish one policy instrument from another, we look first at
the degree to which the skills, training, and experience of the personnel differ across
instruments (this includes not only which sequences they are capable of performing but
also where and in what language); second, at the number of personnel, their budget,
and the tools allocated to them; and third, at the personnel’s bureaucratic autonomy, to
whom they report, and whether or not they are expected to perform other sequences.
Using these criteria, we can identify three ways in which a given policy instrument is
different than the instruments which previously existed.

First, an instrument can be assigned far greater resources and given greater bureaucratic
autonomy. A bureau or command consisting of a few dozen personnel can be bulked
up to several hundred or even thousand employees, with the latter given regular training
and specialized equipment, perhaps a building of their own, a program with its own line
item in the budget, and maybe an administrator of high rank. This, in effect, is what
happened to the military’s training and arms transfer programs, as we saw in Chapter 4.
Training, in particular, went from an ad hoc series of tasks carried out by marines in
places they were occupying to congressionally mandated programs with soldiers and civi-
lian administrators who devoted a number of years of their careers to these tasks.

Second, an instrument can, in effect, be cloned. An organization can be set up whose
personnel and typical programs are modeled after counterparts in another organiza-
tion. In some cases, the former’s early months are eased by temporary or permanent
transfers of personnel from the latter, whether at the operational or command level.
This is what happened to military training. The original IMET program expanded in
several ways: across branches of the armed services (JCET); into regions that had pre-
viously been a low priority (ACRI); and into new issue areas, such as narcotics, under
the authority of other executive branch agencies (ILEA).35

It may be thought that neither resource expansion nor cloning really involve creating
a new policy instrument since the tasks in question are already being carried out in
some form. However, this is not a strong objection, partly because some resource
changes are significant enough – for example, increasing the number of employees from
single digits to the thousands – to constitute major changes, as are some differences in
hierarchy (e.g., reporting directly to the president as opposed to an intermediate-level
bureaucrat). More significantly, though, the idea of a new policy instrument that starts
afresh and does not borrow from existing instruments is a fantasy. To see this, consider
a third type of different instrument, one that is not constructed by augmenting the
resources of an existing instrument or copying one or more such instruments. In theory,
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those who are designing this third type of instrument are free to choose as employees
anyone they want. In practice, that would make no sense. Policy instruments are
designed to solve certain kinds of actual or expected problems and the idea that, in the
face of such problems, one would construct an organization whose personnel would be
neophytes or those without any relevant background is farfetched indeed. What makes
more sense is to grab specialists from other agencies or perhaps from outside the gov-
ernment or even the country. Thus, when Roosevelt approved the creation of the
United States’s first coordinating intelligence agency (which eventually became known
as the OSS; see Chapter 5), its personnel, although coming from different backgrounds,
were already specialists: military intelligence officers (the War and Navy Departments);
commandos (from the armed services, as well as the British Special Operations
Executive); international lawyers, business executives, and former diplomats; and research
analysts from academia.36 As we will see below, even the most important change in U.S.
foreign policy, over a century ago, involved building on existing instruments; such
building is one of the two important mechanisms by which policy has been macro-
continuous at major historical turning points.

The other mechanism is in a sense the converse of the first: the fact that older policy
instruments are simply not discarded wholesale. Of course some specialties become
obsolete because of changes in technology: the disappearance of the horse cavalry or of
telegraph operators. Other organizations are eliminated because their principal mission
has become overtaken by events (e.g., the CIA proxy intervention in Laos: see Chapter 5);
even if the personnel are reassigned to other jobs, they may have spent so many years
on an operation that they are unable to adjust to new responsibilities. Nonetheless, when
policy instruments are eliminated in these types of circumstances, they tend to be ter-
minated on an individual rather than general basis. There are several reasons for this,
which we will label inheritance, innocuousness, inertia, and in-case-ness.

� Inheritance. Even if it has been years since the last occurrence of a particular problem
with a client, a policy instrument may still be deployed to deal with that or earlier
occurrences. For example, as we saw in Chapter 5, the U.S. engaged in emergency
military aid and assistance in South Vietnam for over a dozen years; similar policy
in Colombia had, at the time of writing, lasted almost as long. Other instruments may
originally have been deployed in a situation of intervention and then, because of
expectations, maintained for years after the situation became one of routine main-
tenance. This is the case, as we saw in Chapters 4 and 5, for the cash payments given
to Italian politicians, trade unionists, and others. Although specific operations can be
and have been terminated, the fact that other operations are inherited from previous
years means that it is difficult simply to eliminate a policy instrument, much less a
whole set of instruments.

� Innocuousness. The personnel connected with a given policy instrument are not
constantly engaged in emergency operations. There are often months, if not years,
between crises and during this time specialists nonetheless keep reporting to work.
Partly, this is a matter of recovery from earlier operations as well as of maintaining
readiness for future ones, but there are also other tasks that employees perform
during these periods. Often, specialists are rotated between the field and headquarters,
where they may carry out supervisory or training activities. Work of this sort may not
be glamorous but its very innocuousness makes it harder to eliminate the employees.
Of course, certain programs may still be ended, but it takes a formal and often

242 The persistence of client-state imperialism



contested decision to do that: the fact that employees are currently doing something
else will not, by itself, result in either single or wholesale instrument elimination.

� Inertia. U.S. foreign policy making is, as we have seen, means-driven. If a policy
instrument has recently been in use, or is at least seen as ready at hand, then it is
more likely to be employed for a given situation than otherwise. Obviously, this does
not mean that there is some kind of a queue such that the next instrument in line, as
it were, is deployed regardless of the situation; but it does mean that in complicated
situations, where more than one problem can be diagnosed, an instrument’s avail-
ability will facilitate its deployment to address the appropriate problem. Even if
the last operation for that instrument failed to accomplish the mission, it can still
be argued that this situation is different, that greater resources should be allocated,
and so forth. Thus, paradoxically, a recent failure may protect an instrument (though
spurring reforms) more than it may expose it to elimination.

� In-case-ness. By this made-up word, we mean the kinds of arguments that are used
to defend policy instruments which are on the chopping block. Such claims are
common, particularly as regards certain types of military and intelligence capabilities.
For example, even though the U.S. had no enemies with significant naval capacities
since the fall of the Soviet Union, the navy nonetheless argued for maintaining and
indeed expanding its surface warfare abilities, claiming that at some point in the
future, China, North Korea, or Iran might constitute a threat.37 Although these sorts
of arguments are sometimes rejected, they make it difficult simply to eliminate entire
groups of policy instruments.

Thus, policy instruments tend to persist, both because new instruments are built on
existing ones and because old instruments are simply not eliminated on a wholesale
basis. This in turn means that clientilist ideology, in its crystallized, policy instrument
form, will mandate macro-continuity at historical turning points: the United States will
diagnose the same kinds of problems and respond in the same kind of ways in the
presumably new environment as it did in earlier years. (Although there is macro-
continuity regarding client acquisition (see the next section), there is no equivalent
macro-continuity regarding the U.S. perception that certain states have become ene-
mies. This, as we implied in Chapter 3, is essentially a random process; to see this gra-
phically, consider Figure 7.2, which shows a sharp distinction between the continued
increase in the number of clients (with certain big jumps) and the long-term stability in
the relatively small number of enemies.) To see this clearly, let us travel back in time to
key historical turning points.38

The clientilist time machine

On three occasions in the past 11 decades, officials and commentators on U.S. foreign
policy have found themselves confronted with a situation which they considered as
qualitatively different from the past, so much so that a fundamental debate broke out
on how to respond to that situation. In each case, policy makers opted for a particular
solution that, as it turns out, either continued clientilism as the basic thrust of United
States foreign policy or installed clientilism in the first place. In each case, as well, that
choice was controversial and resisted, though unsuccessfully, by a significant segment
of opinion makers. Eventually the debate ended, with external events hastening that
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end in some instances. As we will see, the debates became less acrimonious with each
new turning point: an indication that clientilism had, in effect, become not only the
dominant ideology of U.S. foreign policy but the only one.

In the process of navigating these turning points, policy instruments developed much
along the lines discussed above. First, some existing instruments were adapted to con-
struct new ones, with the latter exhibiting many of the same qualities, whether activity
sequences or personnel, of the former. Second, other existing instruments were main-
tained and deployed, in spite of the apparent novelty of the situation. Thus, clientilism
was not discarded but continued; and when, during the first of the turning points,
clientilism was first turned to, it was very much a constrained innovation with respect
to existing policy, which itself continued for several decades. This pattern has clear
implications for the future, an issue we will return to below.

End of the cold war

The fall of the Berlin Wall and the dissolution of the Soviet Union were understood to
have ushered in an end to the cold war. This was supposed to lead to various changes,
from diminished use of the veto in the UN Security Council and hence a greater
number of UN operations to a decline in military spending.39 One might also have
expected, as we mentioned above, that the U.S. would have turned away from those of
its policy instruments linked most closely to the cold war in general and to its conflict
with the Soviet Union in particular. In fact, nothing of the sort occurred, and one of
the principal means by which Western European clients played the role of junior part-
ners – NATO – not only continued in existence but was expanded (see Chapter 4). By
the mid-1990s, the Clinton administration had decided, and had convinced the other
NATO members, to extend membership invitations to three former clients and military
allies of the Soviet Union: Poland, Hungary, and the Czech Republic.

The decision to expand NATO led to an acrimonious debate among the U.S. foreign
policy elite. Several dozen former high-ranking officials strongly opposed expansion
and published articles, op-ed pieces, and open letters in major newspapers and periodicals.
The grand old man of containment policy, George Kennan, characterized expansion as
a “fatal error,” given the adverse consequences it was likely to have on Russian foreign

Figure 7.2 U.S. clients and enemies over time
Sources: Tables 3.1–3.5 and Figure 3.1.
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and domestic policy. Nonetheless, within a year or so, the tempest had come to an end
and expansion went through. Indeed, as we pointed out in Chapter 5, NATO was for-
mally expanded precisely during the Kosovo air war, which was fought by NATO
under American command. Three years later, a second round of expansion took place,
this time with former component republics of the Soviet Union becoming members;
again, formal accession occurred when NATO was once more at war, this time in
Afghanistan (see Chapter 5). A third round followed, with two additional states
receiving invitations and two others having their invitations postponed. Although the
postponement did involve some controversy among other NATO members, the other
states accepted in the second and third rounds occasioned very little debate in the
United States. Opposition to NATO’s wars underwent a similar shift, with several of
the American opponents of expansion also criticizing the Kosovo war, but little con-
troversy in the U.S. over NATO’s role in Afghanistan.40

NATO’s expansion was contested among the U.S. foreign policy elite. Other, equally
clientilistic decisions also were made – for example, the acquisition of several Persian
Gulf states as clients; the raft of free trade agreements that were concluded during the
Clinton and second Bush administrations41 – but these were far more consensual among
current and former policy makers, with client acquisitions being practically unnoticed
and trade agreements being combated (unsuccessfully) primarily by labor unions and
other groups with relatively little influence in foreign policy. Interestingly, even though,
as we saw above, the Bush administration was widely unpopular almost from its
inception, its policies regarding NATO expansion, free trade, and a host of other pro-
grams aimed at maintaining clients were for the most part continuations of what the
Clinton administration had done; they occasioned no more debate, either at home or
abroad, than had been the case in the 1990s. In this regard, the principal consequence
of the end of the cold war was to increase the number of clientilistic policy instruments.
From time to time, certain of those instruments were restructured, but for the most
part, existing instruments were either given greater resources or cloned to cover new
domains. NATO’s war fighting is probably the newest of the instruments, though if one
looks back at other maintenance interventions (e.g., in support of South Korea, South
Vietnam, Lebanon, and Saudi Arabia), U.S. allies have already fought alongside Amer-
ican troops. In short, clientilistic ideology led to the macro-continuity of U.S. foreign
policy after the end of the cold war.

World War II

By the late 1930s, the Roosevelt administration and many members of the U.S. foreign
policy elite had decided that what later became known as the Axis powers posed a
significant threat to various countries and that if, as seemed likely, war were to break
out, the U.S. would have to back the latter. Up to that point, U.S. support for other
states fell into two categories: short-term wartime alliances, of the sort concluded with
Britain and France as part of the anti-German hostile intervention in World War I;
and clientilism (primarily against domestic opponents) with countries in Central
America and the Caribbean. What Roosevelt and his advisers opted to do was to
extend both types of support. Thus, as we saw in Chapter 3, the U.S. began to establish
various types of military links with South American countries, beginning with attachés
and staff discussions, then going on to officer training, arms transfers, and, in the case
of Brazil, the coordinated dispatch of troops. Some of these programs simply involved
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the deployment of existing policy instruments; others, as we saw, regularized what had
been ad hoc arrangements. In addition, and using much the same methods of deploy-
ing existing instruments and regularizing others, the U.S. also set up financial and other
economic arrangements. In effect, the South American states, along with Mexico and
Canada, became U.S. clients, with the Rio Treaty and other postwar accords simply
adding multilateral machinery to the arrangements.42

U.S. policy toward the Western Hemisphere was little noticed and mostly uncontroversial
in Washington. By contrast, policy toward European countries was bitterly combated. In
Chapter 6, we saw that prior to the U.S. formal entry into the war, it instituted pro-
grammatic arms transfer arrangements to the United Kingdom, then to the Soviet
Union. Several of these programs required legislative approval and it was around those votes
that ferocious debates broke out. In each case, Roosevelt prevailed, but there was strong
opposition from various political forces, many of them being somewhat misleadingly
labelled as isolationist. Only after Pearl Harbor was attacked did the debates subside.43

However, opposition was renewed after the war’s end when, as we discussed in
Chapter 3, the Truman administration responded to what it saw as the dangerous
combination of old and new problems in Western Europe, first by ad hoc arrangements
and then by transforming and expanding those into new policy instruments (the most
important being the Marshall Plan) through which most of the countries in that area
would be supported. In other words, the U.S. responded to the problem of an eco-
nomically weakened and politically fragile Western Europe by acquiring many of the
states there as clients. That decision was unpopular among many of those who had
earlier fought against Roosevelt’s interventionary tendencies but their numbers had
diminished during the war and none of the various policy instruments requiring legis-
lative approval were in any serious danger. Thus, World War II was very much a hinge
in the macro-continuity of United States foreign policy. What had been a localized
policy of clientilism, involving a small number of policy instruments and restricted to
less than a dozen countries in the Caribbean and Central America became generalized
into an overall policy: numerous new or expanded policy instruments, with far greater
resources devoted to them, and applied to states throughout the hemisphere and then,
after the war’s end, to states in Europe and a smattering of countries elsewhere. Whe-
ther anticipating a war or tidying up after it, U.S. officials opted for clientilism: a reflex
that, with time, became less and less controversial.44

The Spanish-American War

In 1898, the United States went to war against Spain. The campaign was brief and unpro-
blematic; the result, driven by available means, was, within a few years, the establish-
ment of a client state empire. That empire required new means, which were pieced
together from the array of policy instruments available at century’s end. The latter, in
turn, crystallized an older ideology which underlay much of the opposition to the war and
its immediate aftermath. However, that older ideology did not simply disappear and for
several decades was evident from time to time in other U.S. foreign policy actions.

Clientilism and its predecessors

The war that broke out in 1898 was ostensibly about Cuba; various reasons were put
forward, but all involved the situation on the island. However, the day that war began,
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McKinley ordered the U.S. fleet then in Hong Kong to proceed immediately to the
Philippines, a Spanish possession for nearly four centuries. Some weeks later, still before
U.S. forces had landed in Cuba, another order went out for an invasion of Puerto Rico,
which also belonged to Spain. Soon afterward, as an American army expedition was
heading to Manila, it detoured to capture another Spanish possession, the island of
Guam. Not surprisingly, when peace negotiations got under way, the U.S. demanded, and
soon received, all four territories. In the meantime, while the war was still going on,
Hawaii, which had no relation whatever to Spain, was annexed (see Chapter 3). The next
year, it was Samoa’s turn, with the U.S. reaching an agreement with Germany to divvy
up the islands. Although there was opposition to the annexation of the Philippines (as,
afterward, to the counterinsurgency war there and as, earlier, to the annexation of Hawaii),
it was unable to stop this initial thrust. The U.S. now had an overseas empire.45

Of course, there was nothing new about the United States expanding or going to war
with other countries. From the moment it gained its independence, the U.S. had
annexed territory, buying or taking it from Spain, France, Russia, Mexico, and a large
number of native American political groupings. Although most of this expansion had
been on lands contiguous to existing U.S. territory, the Alaskan purchase was sepa-
rated from the rest of the United States by almost a thousand miles. Nonetheless, sev-
eral of the places annexed or occupied in 1898 and 1899 differed from all of the
preceding land grabs in one vital respect: they were intended to be colonies, not states.
Until then, whenever the U.S. added new lands, Congress enacted legislation that
organized them as territories which would, eventually, become states, i.e., the popula-
tion would have full citizenship rights; they would elect representatives and, indirectly,
senators; they would be able to vote for president; and the goods they produced could
be sold to residents of other states without tariffs or restrictions. By contrast, the laws
that set up Puerto Rico and the Philippines as U.S. territories defined the local inha-
bitants not as U.S. citizens but as citizens of those places “entitled to the protection of
the United States.” Guam and Samoa were not even the objects of legislation about
citizenship for decades afterward. The first two territories were administered within the
War Department instead of the Interior Department, as was the case for territories on
the North American mainland (this eventually became true as well for Puerto Rico);
the latter two were run by the navy. In addition, Congress imposed a tariff on goods
imported into the U.S. mainland from Puerto Rico.46

The legal term for what was being created in these four places (Cuba and Hawaii
were treated differently; see below) was “unincorporated territories.” In effect, these
lands would be part of the United States but with a status that was distinct from, and
clearly inferior to, that of other past and present territories, since they had not been
“incorporated” into the U.S. as the latter had been. What this implied, legally, was worked
out in a set of Supreme Court decisions, known collectively as the Insular Cases andwhich,
although decided a century ago, still apply in important respects today. Accompanying
this jurisprudence was a set of policy instruments, all adapted from existing instruments
in order to administer these colonies. The standard territorial government machinery
was revised somewhat to be put under the War Department’s newly created Bureau of
Insular Affairs, with correspondingly greater involvement by officials appointed from
Washington than in incorporated territories to take account of the supposedly childlike
and unsophisticated character of the bulk of the local population. In setting up this
system, U.S. policy makers studied European colonial practices, although it is unclear
just how much they borrowed from them.47
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What we do know is that standard U.S. territorial administrative techniques, some-
what adapted for the presumed racial mixtures overseas, were combined with decades-
old U.S. techniques used in administering peoples who were considered incapable of
rule: native Americans. Up to the mid-nineteenth century, this had been the responsi-
bility of the War Department; even after the relevant bureau was transferred to the
newly-created Interior Department, the army was in charge of military order and
punitive expeditions. Early in the Spanish-American War, the army was involved in
the Philippines and Puerto Rico, and while hostilities ended quickly in the latter, a
vicious counterinsurgency war went on for three years in the former. Similar, if less
well-developed, machinery was created in the Navy Department for the territories it
administered. Thus, the new U.S. colonial empire was to a great degree a transplanta-
tion of well-established policy instruments for setting up territories with large numbers
of non-English-speaking peoples considered as savage or uncivilized.48

That empire, however, never grew. Instead, it had certain built-in limitations which
quickly led to a second type of empire being invented, namely the client state one that
subsists today.49 One of the limitations was precisely the racial concerns mentioned
above. Until 1898, newly annexed territories were either granted statehood immediately
(Texas, California) or else set up in a way that anticipated this status later on. That day
duly arrived, although in several cases when Congress deemed that there were too many
non-English speakers and/or non-whites it postponed statehood until the population
was “thoroughly Americanized.” As a result, Oklahoma, Arizona, and New Mexico
remained as territories until the early years of the twentieth century, the latter because
of the Hispanic population and the former because it had been “Indian Territory”
reserved originally for native Americans.50 However, it was obviously more difficult for
English-speaking whites to migrate to overseas territories and so the statehood path
appeared rockier. Hawaii, for example, was refused annexation until non-whites were
deprived of citizenship, non-English speakers disenfranchised, and a centralized gov-
ernment set up by those who carried out the coup against the Queen, changes which
presumably would make it more attractive for future migration from the mainland.
This could not be said of the Philippines, which was seen as populated by a minority of
“semicivilized” people and a majority that was “as ignorant and savage as the aboriginal
Indians” whom the U.S. needed “to educate … and uplift and Christianize them.”
(Most Filipinos had been Catholic since the early days of Spanish rule.) These views,
which were widely shared by both proponents and opponents of Philippine annexation,
also underlay the army’s counterinsurgency tactics in the Philippines. The result was
that overseas annexations were deemed to be incompatible with statehood, which in
turn meant that the U.S. would have to maintain, indefinitely, controls over the subject
populations of its new territories lest they do something (revolt? migrate to the U.S.
mainland?) unacceptable. Small wonder, then, that the next time the possibility of
taking over another population arose, Roosevelt, who once had been the advocate par
excellence of Philippine annexation, retorted that he had no more desire to do so “than
a gorged boa constrictor would be to swallow a porcupine wrong-end-to.”51

Roosevelt’s concern was not only with the idea of having to administer a large
number of people who, for him, were childlike, savage, or both. He and his colleagues
were also concerned with practical questions of military order. The Philippines, far from
the United States, were vulnerable to attack from nearby powers such as Japan; and
since the islands’ population was considered incapable of defending itself anytime soon,
this would have to be a U.S. responsibility. On the other hand, places in the Western
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Hemisphere were in less danger of outside attack and, by dint of being closer to the U.S.
mainland, were easier to defend. The peoples of these countries were also considered
more advanced, which meant that they would either be accustomed to self-adminis-
tration or, as in Cuba, expect to govern themselves; if instead they were annexed or
placed under indefinite occupation, there would be a risk of another Philippine-style
insurgency. For this reason, the somewhat accidental congressional promise to “leave
the government and control of [Cuba] to its people” was honored, at least formally. As
we saw in Chapter 3, the U.S. eventually set up an independent government for the
island, being sure to restrict the franchise to “the decent element” and, for good mea-
sure, to destroy the ballots cast for opposition candidates. These techniques, borrowed
from multiple U.S. experiences (e.g., southern U.S. states after Reconstruction, Tam-
many Hall and other urban political machines, and of course the recent case of Hawaii),
permitted the U.S. to turn over power to an indigenous Cuban regime. This, along with
other policy instruments (see below) provided an alternative to colonial empire. The U.S.
would no longer annex overseas territories; and, some 15 years later, Congress even
voted to grant independence to the most prominent such territory, the Philippines, “as
soon as a stable government can be established.”52

Racial and military considerations thus truncated the U.S. colonial empire. What
replaced it was clientilism, constructed haltingly and in piecemeal fashion. In earlier
chapters we discussed the development of the various policy instruments used in the early
years of the twentieth century to acquire and maintain client states; however, those new
and adapted instruments were preceded by two intermediary mechanisms stemming
from colonialism but ultimately serving as dead ends. The first was a legal mechanism
giving the U.S. the right to intervene. This was the Platt Amendment (see Chapter 3)
which was explicitly designed by the secretary of war to provide a right which would
“never be terminated” to “protect” Cuba. Such a right was necessary because

if we should simply turn the government over to the Cuban administration, retire
from the island, and then turn around to make a treaty with the new government,
just as we would make treaties with Venezuela, and Brazil, and England, and
France, no foreign state would recognize any longer a right on our part.

None of the countries in this list were then client states and what Root was attempting to
do was to imagine a way of institutionalizing regime maintenance. However, what he
failed to recognize was that an explicit legal provision for intervention would galvanize
opposition in Cuba, weakening the regime and necessitating more frequent and pro-
longed interventions. If the U.S. did need to intervene, it could simply engineer a request
by the Cuban government. Eventually, the Platt Amendment would be repealed.53

The second intermediary mechanism was the creation of extraterritorial zones. There
was nothing new about this practice, which dated back centuries; the U.S. itself had
been granted extraterritorial rights in a number of countries during the 1800s. The U.S.
thus set up such a zone in Cuba on which it established a naval base in perpetuity. (As we
saw in Chapter 2, this base, Guantánamo, would a century later become infamous as a
site for detention and torture of individuals captured in Afghanistan and elsewhere.)54

A few years later, after the U.S. detached Panama from Colombia (see Chapter 3), it set
up the Panama Canal Zone, an area subject to U.S. law. Much as with the Platt
Amendment, the Canal Zone was sufficiently unpopular that the U.S. finally decided to
abolish it. In this way, too, the colonial empire served as a way station between pre-1898
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U.S. policy and the client state empire that briefly began with Hawaii and then, after
the war, began in earnest with Cuba, Panama, and the Dominican Republic.

The continuation of older policy instruments

Many of the policy instruments created for routine and interventionary maintenance of
clients had their origins in ad hoc governmental or private activities. One set of
instruments, though, involved adaptation of much older capabilities residing in the U.S.
military. Up until the early years of the twentieth century, neither the army nor the
navy had been used in support of clients for the simple reason that until Hawaiian
annexation was refused in 1893, there were none. Nor, in the strong sense of the term
(see Chapter 6) were they used for hostile interventions since at that point, the U.S. did
not really have enemies, at least in terms of the definition used earlier in this book. As
John Quincy Adams characterized what was the U.S. doctrine, America “goes not
abroad in search of monsters to destroy.” Instead, both the army and the navy were
deployed on other kinds of missions: land grabs (as in the war against Mexico); rescue
operations for U.S. citizens; punitive and raiding expeditions; and gunboat diplomacy
aimed at forcing commercial treaties on “barbaric” states.55

These various operations added up: all told, the United States used military force
abroad more than 100 times during the nineteenth century, even though many of these
operations were highly limited in terms of the number of troops and the period of time
during which they were deployed (see Figure 7.3). Interestingly, those troop deploy-
ments occurred in some 33 locations spread across every region of the globe. In short,
there never has been a time when the U.S. did not use its military forces around the
world. This relativizes considerably the idea that somehow the U.S. had pursued a
policy of isolation or that its dealings with other countries were restricted to commer-
cial exchanges. It also shows clearly that when the U.S. began using its armed forces to
establish or prop up client states, or later to strike at enemy states, it was using a well-
established set of policy instruments.56

Toward the end of the nineteenth century, those instruments were modernized and given
greater resources. This started with the navy even before the war with Spain, though

Figure 7.3 Use of military force in the nineteenth century
Source: Grimmett (2008) as per note 56.
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Roosevelt accelerated the process. The army, whose performance during the war left
much to be desired, was overhauled by the energetic new secretary, Elihu Root. These
changes were aimed at giving both services, especially the navy, the ability to hold their
own against the militaries of other great powers, even though, ironically, the deployments
up until World War I were directed only at small or weak opponents. There would now
be more troops available, equipped with more modern weapons, to be deployed for
longer periods of time in support of a regime or its opponents.57

Nonetheless, older types of military operations continued. A case in point is the
suppression of the Boxer Rebellion in China, where the United States, in collaboration
with all the European powers and Japan, contributed armed forces to rescue their citizens
besieged in Beijing in 1900. The U.S. sent two kinds of troops (so too did the British,
French, and Italians): marines and armed sailors (both accustomed to raids and rescue
operations) from barracks in China, ships near its waters, or bases in nearby colonial
possessions; and when larger, more heavily armed forces turned out to be necessary,
army units with experience in fighting colonial or counterinsurgency wars (the U.S.
contributed troops from the Indian wars as well as from the Philippine anti-guerrilla
war). This kind of deployment was nothing new: it could have occurred at any point in the
preceding decades.58 Other, similar deployments would take place up through the
1930s: Pershing’s raid intoMexico against Pancho Villa (1916) and the marines’ operations
in China to protect U.S. citizens (1927–41).

U.S. foreign policy in perspective

We now can take a longer view. The Spanish-American War ushered in a new foreign
policy for the United States, one of clientilism. That change did not take place imme-
diately: there was a notable false start (colonial annexation), with clientilist policy
instruments only being developed on a piecemeal basis over the following two decades.
Even so, the new instruments did not involve wholesale replacement of existing ones.
Rather, the former were built from the latter, combining, adapting, and augmenting
them; at the same time, the old policy instruments continued to be used for decades to
come. There was a break in the continuity of U.S. foreign policy, but it did not mean
that the existing policy was disavowed or forgotten.

If we look at all three turning points over the past eleven decades, what jumps to the
eye is the uniqueness of the post-1898 policy shift. Up to the war with Spain, U.S. foreign
policy had been fairly stable. Not long after the war, that foreign policy changed, with
a whole array of policy instruments starting to be developed. Those instruments then
drove policy cybernetically; they also were the crystallized form of the U.S. foreign
policy elite’s ideology, providing built-in mechanisms for linking expectations about
foreign policy problems to the responses put forward to those problems. (That ideology
was palatable even to opponents of U.S. colonialism in 1899.) When new historical
turning points were reached, the ideology, through the mechanism of the existing policy
instruments, operated to channel policy further in a clientilist direction. The result in
each case was a multiplication of clientilist policy instruments and the acquisition of
additional client states.

From this perspective, what is distinct about 1898 is the relative paucity of policy
instruments used at that time for maintaining order outside of the United States. Policy
makers had few ready-to-hand responses for dealing those problems and as a result,
were ready to adapt domestic instruments and think about the instruments of other

The persistence of client-state imperialism 251



states. By the 1940s, and even more so, by the 1990s, the situation was radically different.
The U.S. then had a set of developed policy instruments which had become the standard
way of interacting with, first, nearby countries, then with scores of countries. Under those
circumstances, for the U.S. to have broken with clientilism would have been astonishing
and have required a revolution, not in other countries, but at home.

The situation is no more fluid today. There are more well-established clientilistic
policy instruments than ever before and they are better funded than in the past, even if
certain agencies are favored at the expense of others. Although U.S. foreign policy elites
disagreed about what to do in Iraq, they agreed that more troops should be sent to
Afghanistan; that the U.S. should continue to support the full range of its client states,
including those with contested or corrupt regimes; and that the U.S. military, in spite of
its enormous budget, should be expanded. An 1898-like situation is not likely to come
about any time soon; the United States will continue to maintain clients and oppose
enemies for many years to come.
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narcotics programs in Bolivia) was $830,000 (U.S. Department of State 2003). The programs
continued even after Morales was elected president: “Bolivia is an Uneasy Ally as U.S.
Presses Drug War,” New York Times, 28 August 2008.

30 U.S. Agency for International Development (2004b: Program Summary). The budget request
submitted by George Bush for fiscal year 2006 included $80 million destined in anti-drug
funds for Bolivia (U.S. Department of State 2005a: 77).

31 Our argument here is similar to the one popularized by Gould and Lewontin (1979) in evo-
lutionary theory.

32 Lodge to State, 23 October 1963, quoted in FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 4: doc. 209. Harkins
eventually found out he had been bypassed and was able to get the Joint Chiefs of Staff to
intercede but, in addition to their move being too late, they were only able to force a minor
change in Lodge’s instructions (i.e., to discourage a coup if he thought it would fail). Earlier in
October, Lodge had succeeded in gettingKennedy to transfer back toWashington another official
close to Diem: the CIA head of station in Saigon. For discussion of these episodes, see Pen-
tagon Papers (1971: 2: 252–263). This case is treated at greater length in the book’s website.

33 One example among many: Uruguay in the mid-1960s (Agee 1975: entry for 11 August 1964).
34 Rusk to Bruce [ambassador to UK], 19 February 1962 (FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 12: doc. 264).
35 See the matter of fact tone that characterizes Johnson’s 16 October 1964 meeting with his top

national security officials (FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 14: docs. 53–54). In fairness, it should be
noted that the Chinese exploded their first nuclear bomb the day after Khrushchev’s fall, and
so the meeting in the White House had both items on the agenda.

36 Nicolson, writing in the 1930s, gives a view of the embassy’s information sources as com-
prising the military, the top officials in the Foreign Ministry, and “men of business”; the
ambassador in “major embassies” is able to avail himself of the services of a press attaché in
understanding local newspapers (1939: Chs. 8, 9).

37 Almost three-fourths of the total civilian employees were U.S. citizens (Federal Jobs Net
2005).

38 U.K. Foreign and Commonwealth Office (2004). It is difficult to make strict comparisons
between employment figures across countries because of differences in budget and accounting
systems. We tried to come up with comparable numbers by distributing a survey to the
embassies of some seven states in around two dozen countries; but the response was too
spotty to provide more than informal confirmation of our sense of the relative size of the U.S.
overseas presence.

39 The classic anecdote about fair elections is about RichardNixon’s visit to South Vietnam in 1967,
when he was out of office. Nixon’s old acquaintance Edward Lansdale, then back in Saigon,

seized on the idea of using Nixon to build support for the elections, really honest elec-
tions this time. “Oh sure, honest, yes, honest, that’s right,” Nixon said, “so long as you
win!” With that he winked, drove his elbow into Lansdale’s arm and slapped his own
knee.

(Halberstam 1972: 207, emphasis in original)

40 Conversation between Johnson and Mann, 11 June 1964, FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 31: doc. 16.
41 State to Montevideo, 12 June 1964; letter from Mann to Coerr, 23 June 1964; Montevideo to

State, 8 July 1964; Mann to Rusk, 1 December 1964; Oliver to Rusk, 18 August 1967, ibid.,
docs. 459–461, 463, 467. Eventually the constitution was amended and, amid rumors of an
impending coup, the U.S. arranged for two economic aid packages.
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42 For example, neither the prison surveillance regimes invented by Jeremy Bentham and his
successors nor contemporary urban video monitoring operate with the explicit cooperation of
those surveilled. On the financial side, bond-rating companies and international institutions
such as the IMF do receive cooperation (if grudging) from the states whose performance they
assess, but this voluntarism is restricted in both scope and frequency.

43 Of course, Germany and Japan were viewed as economically vital to the world economy
which U.S. policy makers wanted to construct (Cumings 1984, 1990: 49; Kolko and Kolko
1972: Ch. 1). But they were also seen as important barriers to Soviet expansion, as former
enemies who needed to be controlled, as vehicles for the projection of U.S. power, and as
laboratories for developing new political arrangements. As we pointed out in Chapter 1, there
are multiple motives at play in most policies; there is no one-to-one mapping of ends (whe-
ther economic or otherwise) and means. The empire of client states the U.S. constructed was
(and is) multifaceted in nature.

44 A brief introduction, with a good bibliography, can be found in Kaminsky (1986); see also
Dewey (1993: Ch. 1). Ferguson (2003: 184n) points out that other British colonies were
similarly thinly staffed: Africa, for example, with over a dozen colonies and 43 million people,
was administered by some 1200 British civil servants.

45 The “princely states” in India have been characterized by one author as a “patron-client
system” (Ramusack 2004: 92). On indirect rule, see Fieldhouse (1966: Chs. 12, 14).

46 One of the problems with both sides of the famous “imperialism of free trade” debate about
British policy before the scramble for Africa (Louis 1976) is that the innovativeness of the
administrative arrangements in the later nineteenth century is underplayed.

47 There is some evidence that U.S. officials were from time to time nervous about this. For
example, during the height of the crisis with Diem, the Americans began to be concerned that
Diem’s brother Nhu would cut a separate deal with North Vietnam and call for the U.S. to
leave. FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 4: docs. 110, 113–114; Kahin (1986: 153–156, 168–169). We will
discuss in Chapter 5 certain cases in which the U.S. used military force to depose presidents
or other leaders of clients whose continued tenure in office was seen as a problem for the
regime’s maintenance.

48 The literature on empires is enormous. For starters, see the references in Doyle (1986: Ch. 1),
although we disagree somewhat with his discussions of some of that literature and, indeed,
with his definition of empires; also see Eisenstadt (1963, 1968), who explicitly draws the link
with patron–client relations and whose definition is closer to ours. Much of our thinking
about U.S. foreign policy was influenced by the work of Franz Schurmann (1974) and the
formal definition we have put forward can be seen as an unpacking of his recent character-
ization: “a political entity that rules over diverse peoples and territories” (Schurmann 2002).
See also Nexon and Wright (2007).

49 Significantly, the process sketched out by Lenin in his pamphlet on imperialism culminates
with territorial annexations and clashes between European states. Similarly, the British East
India Company, which administered major portions of India, was replaced by direct state rule
after the Uprising of 1857.

50 Or, alternatively, to confine “the scope of decision-making to relatively ‘safe’ issues”
(Bachrach and Baratz 1962: 948).

51 On the Peloponnesian League, de Ste. Croix (1972: ch. 4) is still an excellent overview; note
that the Spartans not only limited the policies of their allies vis-à-vis each other, but required
them to have oligarchical political systems. (The Athenians went further in the Delian League,
exacting tribute and judging certain local lawsuits in Athenian courts.) On Rome, see Badian
(1958).

52 Zorzi (2004); although eventually, the cities were absorbed into a Florentine territorial state.
53 Wauthier (1995); Rouvez (1994); Hack (2001).
54 Arguably, Cuba was a Soviet client (although, as with many U.S. clients, it was hardly sub-

missive to its patron) and, for a time in the 1970s, it had Guinea-Bissau as a client (Gleijeses
2002: 393).

55 In fact, the missiles airlifted by France in U.S. C-5As were Hawk air defense batteries,
themselves made in the U.S. (Rouvez 1994: 160). In 2008, the president of the UN Security
Council – in which, of course, the U.S. had veto power – called on the regime in Chad to be
defended, which the French then used as permission to use military force.
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56 We used several criteria for determining which states are currently U.S. clients. (The rationale
for these criteria is discussed at various points in the next three chapters.) First, we assumed,
unless there was strong evidence to the contrary (e.g., the case of Cuba), that all states with
whom the U.S. concluded a bilateral or multilateral mutual defence treaty before the end of
the cold war are U.S. clients. Second, we added to that list those countries with whom the U.S.
has close military-to-military ties, principally via treaty arrangements permitting extensive
arms transfers and military training; as well as those states over whom the U.S. at some point
established detailed budgetary monitoring and control. (Information on both the first and
second points was obtained from the State Department’s Treaties in Force publication: U.S.
Department of State 2004c.) Other countries, notably those in which there are U.S. military
bases, or with whom the U.S. recently concluded a mutual defense treaty, or for which there is
evidence of CIA budgetary support or emergency military assistance, or which are in the
same region as other U.S. clients, we added to the list if: (1) there was verbal evidence (e.g.,
from the State Department budget “justification” to Congress – U.S. Department of State
2005b) that the state in question is considered as an ally or otherwise important to U.S.
security or (2) there is no countervailing evidence of U.S. deferral to other states (e.g., France,
Russia). Finally, states that at some point had been U.S. colonies, territories, or trusteeships,
or were occupied militarily by the U.S., were also included if they did not fall into any of the
above categories. As of February 2008, the list of U.S. clients was unchanged.

3 Acquiring client states

1 Certain military basing agreements in the past few years have not been communicated pub-
licly. For example, agreements governing U.S. facilities in Qatar and Saudi Arabia were not
listed in the State Department (U.S. Department of State 2004c) compendium of treaties in
force, nor were the facilities themselves included in the Defense Department’s (U.S. Depart-
ment of Defense 2004d) report on military bases. Defense (U.S. Department of Defense
2004e) does list a certain number of troops as being present in both countries and State
(2004d) mentions Central Command’s headquarters (though not its military bases) in Qatar.
In these cases, it is necessary to get information from non-Executive Branch agencies (e.g.,
Sharp 2004: 8–9) and nongovernmental sources, both organizations (e.g., GlobalSecurity.org
2004b) and individual journalists (e.g., Arkin 2005).

2 The principal source in which these agreements can be found is the State Department’s (U.S.
Department of State 2004c) Treaties in Force publication; although, since, as per the discus-
sion above, certain recent agreements are secret, it is also necessary to consult other sources.
The most important categories of agreements are defense arrangements providing for military
assistance and training, plus of course formal defense treaties; and economic and financial
treaties providing for aid or, in earlier times, customs monitoring. However, key features of
certain arrangements can only be seen in the operational details, which means that for some
countries, it is necessary to supplement treaty information with reports of diplomatic or
military cables.

3 Marcus (1983: 104); Lefebvre (1991, 1998); Schraeder (1994: Ch. 4, esp. pp. 120–123).
4 Leffler (1992: 150).
5 Kaplan (1975); Ovendale (1994); Little (1995). The 1960 reference to “collapse” is from an
internal U.S. policy paper, NSC-6011, “U.S. Policy Toward the Near East,” cited in Little
(1995: 528); the Nixon comments are reported by Haldeman (1994: 195), although Garfinkle
(1985) reports that U.S. overt intervention was in fact unlikely.

6 The reference to consultations on Somalia comes from Schraeder (1994: 170); the reference to
Syria is from Little (1990: 55–58).

7 Even when U.S. leaders are piqued at a client’s actions, they are loathe to renounce their
patronage. Thus, although the U.S. was miffed when New Zealand barred nuclear-armed
and–powered ships from its ports, leading the former to “suspend its ANZUS security obli-
gations” to the latter, both countries continue to maintain close ties, including in the security
field, and there is little doubt that the U.S. would still come to New Zealand’s aid in case of
threat. Hence, “the United States would welcome New Zealand’s reassessment of its legisla-
tion to permit the country’s return to full ANZUS cooperation” (U.S. Department of State
2004f). For the U.S. really to end its role as patron of a given state, there must have been a
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major regime change in the client; even then, officials are reluctant simply to accept that the
state is “lost.”

8 For example, see comments about the Atlantic Alliance by De Gaulle in his press conference
of 29 July 1963, and by Mitterrand in his speech before ambassadors of 31 August 1994.
Even at the height of the U.S.-French disagreement over the 2003 war against Iraq, Chirac
emphasized France’s friendship and alliance with the United States (e.g., in his 16 February
2003 interview with Time).

9 Lundestad (1986; also 1998, 1999).
10 In technical terms, we employ a “grounded theory” approach (Glaser and Straus 1967),

refining theoretical categories by deliberately looking for apparent coding anomalies in the
“predicted” features of particular cases.

11 Kolko and Kolko (1972: 528–533).
12 The full text of the Platt Amendment can be found in Munro (1934: 11–12); see also Collin

(1990: Ch. 17) and Schoultz (1998: Ch. 8).
13 Schirmer and Shalom (1987: Chs. 4–6); Brands (1992: 227–233); Cullather (1994: 36–43,

51–59).
14 See, for example, the statements by the president of Afghanistan and the U.S. secretary of

defense, reported in the New York Times, 14 April 2005. In the spring of 2008, the U.S.
entered into negotiations with the government of Iraq for a status of forces agreement that
would regularize the presence of American troops after counterinsurgency operations would,
it was hoped, have ended.

15 Figures as of 30 September 2004 (U.S. Department of Defense 2004e); the “civilian” numbers
pertain to U.S. citizens directly hired by the Department of Defense in connection with the U.S.
troop presence (so-called “foreign nationals” are also hired). More recent data show a slight
decline in military personnel in most of these places; civilian data are no longer readily
available.

16 The list was constructed on the basis of speeches and writings by U.S. officials, both for
public consumption and behind the scenes. We began with a set of countries drawn from our
general sense of U.S. diplomatic history, then checked each one for evidence that it was per-
ceived by U.S. policy makers along the lines of the definition. This led us to take certain
countries off the list; we then added to the list by looking for evidence of other enemies whose
existence seemed compatible with the “danger” context of acquisition of particular clients
(see below) and with various types of hostile intervention (see Chapter 6). In the meantime,
note that certain states considered by U.S. officials as satellites (and hence as not having
chosen to differ with the U.S.) of enemies are not themselves included as enemies. Dates are
our best guess, within a year, as to when the state in question came to be seen as an enemy,
although often this perception crystallized only gradually. In some cases, states entered enemy
status, left it, and then reentered it.

17 The discussion in the following paragraphs is on rewards following regime change. U.S.
efforts to foment such change are described in Chapter 6.

18 Gasiorowski (1991: Ch. 4).
19 Little (1990: 56–58, 60–62).
20 Nwaubani (2001); Noer (1984); U.S. Agency for International Development (2005); FRUS

1964–1968, vol. 24: docs. 262–274.
21 Hersh (1983: Chs. 15–16); Bundy (1998: 148–153, 220–223, 373–375, 391–393); Clymer

(1999). The U.S. was already engaging in “secret” bombing of Cambodia from 1969.
22 Shultz (1993: 292–297); Woodward (1987: 240–241); U.S. Department of State (2004g); Cairo

(2005); Payne (1996).
23 FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 26: docs. 206–262; Simpson (2004: docs. 10–11); U.S. Agency for

International Development (2005); Roesad (2001: tables 3, 4).
24 U.S. Agency for International Development (2005); U.S. Department of State (2005b); Hersh

(1983: 405); Bundy (1998: 337); Quandt (1993). The one billion dollar figure is in current
dollars; see Chapter 4 for a discussion in terms of constant dollars.

25 Buell (1931a); Munro (1934: Chs. 5–6); LaFeber (1984: Ch. 1); Collin (1990: Ch. 16);
Schoultz (1998: Ch. 11).

26 Aid data from 1946–2003 generated from U.S. Agency for International Development (2005);
narrative account of post-1991 period from U.S. Department of State (2005d);
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characterization as “key” from U.S. Department of Defense and U.S. Department of State
(2004: sect. III.A.15).

27 Kolko and Kolko (1972: Chs. 8, 12); Yergin (1978: Ch. 11); Pach (1991: 104–116, 134–136).
28 See, for example, Henderson to Acheson, Dunn, and Hickerson, n.d. [probably late Dec.

1945], FRUS 1946, vol. 7: 1–6.
29 Little (2003: 127–137; 2004: 678–684). The text of the Eisenhower Doctrine is widely avail-

able online, for example, at www.eisenhower.archives.gov/midleast.htm. The Suez crisis of
1956 was another impetus to the Doctrine’s promulgation.

30 Gendzier (1997: 217–224); FRUS 1955–1957, vol. 13: doc. 140.
31 Dulles, 12 July 1957, quoted in Little (1995: 525); Macmillan, in conversation with Eisen-

hower, 14 July 1958, quoted in Ovendale (1994: 291); Little (1996: 45–49).
32 FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 24: docs. 145–180, esp. 163. 166, 168–169, 175. Later on, when Egypt

had ceased to be considered as a threat, Tunisia was seen as being endangered by Libya
(Hechiche 1989).

33 Kissinger (1999: Chs. 25–26); Brzezinski (1983: 178–190); Carter (1982: 254); LeoGrande
(1998a: Chs. 2–3).

34 Fienberg (1992); Zunes (2003); Williams (1997: 133–134); Knight and Persaud (2001: 38);
Arkin (2005).

35 Kolko (1968: Chs. 10, 21); Tuchman (1971).
36 This also applies to the Democratic Republic of the Congo (ex-Zaire). The pivotal moment

was 1964, when concern over leftist rebels led the Johnson Administration to set up a CIA-
run paramilitary war, with weapons from the Defense Department, planes piloted by Cuban
exiles who had participated in the Bay of Pigs invasion, and Belgian paratroopers and white
mercenaries brought in (see Chapter 5). After this, the U.S. strongly backed the armed forces
chief, Mobutu, in his overthrow of the civilian government; for years to come, he enjoyed
close ties with the CIA. Schatzberg (1989: 324–329); Schraeder (1994: 68–80); Gleijeses (2002:
Ch. 3); Devlin (2007). On a different region, Southeast Asia, see McMahon (1999).

37 Smith (1972: Chs. 2–4, 9); Munro (1934: Ch. 4); Schoultz (1998: Ch. 12).
38 The quotation from Baker is reported by many authors (e.g., Halberstam 2001: 46); the Bush

warning is reported in the New York Times, 28 December 1992.
39 Holbrooke (1998); Daalder (2000); Halberstam (2001); Hamilton (1996).
40 The troop commitment in 1993 is reported in the New York Times, 11 June 1993; and Clin-

ton’s letter to Congress, 9 July 1993. On relations with Macedonia, see U.S. Agency for
International Development (2005) and U.S. Department of State (2004c; 2004h).

41 Rouvez (1994: 155–162).
42 The State Department’s Treaties in Force publication (U.S. Department of State 2004c) says

that the Southeast Asia Collective Defense Treaty remains operative in spite of the fact that
the organization created along with it, SEATO, ceased to exist in 1977. Both Thailand and
Pakistan signed the treaty, although Pakistan withdrew in 1972. Pakistan had been asking for
tighter relations with the United States as far back as 1950, but the request was only granted
in 1954, when the two states signed the first of a series of military aid and training agreements
and when, with strong U.S. encouragement, Pakistan and Turkey signed a pact of mutual
cooperation (FRUS 1952–1954, vol. 9: docs. 136–241).

43 Kaplan (1980; 1984); Pach (1991: Ch. 7).
44 Yergin (1978: 351); Kolko and Kolko (1972: 498–502).
45 See, for example, the various statements by Secretary of State Warren Christopher; they are

conveniently collected in Federation of American Scientists NATO expansion website (2001).
46 U.S. Agency for International Development (2005); U.S. Department of State (2004c; 2005e);

Grafton (2003: 100).
47 South Vietnam became a client as soon as Washington installed Ngo Dinh Diem as pre-

sident, helped him defeat his enemies, lavished money on him, supplied and trained his army,
and turned what had been conceived of as a temporary holding ground for French-backed
forces into a bona fide, if externally dependent, state (Karnow 1983: Ch. 6; see Chapter 5
below). Laos, like South Vietnam an associated state under the SEATO treaty, became a
client some years later when its prime minister, who until then had had an arm’s-length
relation with the United States, asked for help against communist rebels. The U.S. rebuilt the
Laotian air force, began “armed reconnaissance” and bombing missions against the rebels,
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and then asked for, and received, permission to engage in bombing against North Vietnamese
infiltrating into South Vietnam via Laos (see Chapter 5). U.S. Library of Congress (1994);
South East Asia Community Resource Center (2002).

48 As regards the Philippines, note the U.S. ambassador’s explanation to the Philippines pre-
sident that “our public statements regarding the defense and security of the Phils do in fact
constitute a closer alliance than is the case with Australia and New Zealand,” and Washing-
ton’s exasperated reference to “unique Phil-Amer relations which totally unlike anything US
has ever had with any other country and that therefore Phils wld consider its relations with
US something far more intimate.” Cowen to State 17 July 1951; State to Cowen 18 July 1951,
both in FRUS 1951, vol. 6: 223, 225.

49 Mecham (1961: Ch. 7); Lieuwen (1961: 188–195).
50 Mecham (1961: 217–218); Smith (1972: Chs. 4, 7, 9); Gellman (1979: 136).
51 Canada Department of Foreign Affairs and International Trade (2002); U.S. Department of

State (2004c).
52 Rosenberg (1985); GlobalSecurity.org (2003).
53 Mecham (1961: 211–216); Schoultz (1998: 316–325).
54 Details on planning from Woodward (2004); the 21 November date is discussed on pp. 1–8.

The eight countries in which the U.S. built up forces were Bahrain, Jordan, Kuwait, Oman,
Qatar, Saudi Arabia, Turkey, and the United Arab Emirates. In the handful of weeks between
the attacks on 11 September 2001 and the launching of the war in Afghanistan, the U.S. also
established facilities or arranged for overflight privileges in Pakistan and five Central Asian
countries; but there were no new clients acquired: Pakistan had for decades been a client, and,
as we discussed above, the U.S. refrained from establishing clientilistic relations with the other
states, one of the reasons presumably being a concern not to irritate the Russians (Arkin
2005: 4–5).

55 In fact, the U.S. did not intend initially to liquidate its war investment in 1918. Wilson, of
course, participated actively in negotiations in Paris, and for a while, it appeared as if the U.S.
would accept a mandate over Armenia, and possibly over the Dardanelles and Anatolia as
well (MacMillan 2001: 386, 447).

56 Clayton quote from his memorandum to Acheson, 27 May 1947, in FRUS 1947, vol. 3: 221–
223. The story of the genesis of the Marshall Plan is well known and the literature on it is
immense. We would cite two recent articles discussing that literature, one a review article by
Burk (2001) and the other an extended argument about the nature of the Plan (Cox and
Kennedy-Pipe 2005).

57 George C. Marshall Foundation (2004); Pisani (1991: Ch. 4); U.S. Congress, Senate (1976:
25–41). The official who in fact disbursed counterpart funds to the OPC, Richard Bissell,
later became the CIA’s deputy director for plans, taking over as head of the successor to the
OPC. As implied in the text, Plan recipients whose economies the U.S. was not able to con-
trol via counterpart funds did not become U.S. clients: Switzerland (which never received
grant money from the ECA) and Ireland, whose continued membership in the Sterling Area
meant that its economy remained under the control of the United Kingdom (Geiger 1999).
By contrast, another neutral state, Sweden, was subject to the same control mechanisms as
most Marshall Plan countries and so we have coded it as a client. As partial confirmation, we
would note that Sweden, though refusing NATO membership the next year, nonetheless
developed close military ties with the U.S.

58 See Acheson’s letter to Marshall, 24 November 1950, emphasizing that Australia’s concern
was “not for security reasons, but as a vehicle to achieve a closer participation for Australia in
all stages of high level Washington planning” and reassuring him that Canberra no longer
expected a power of decision. FRUS 1950, vol. 6: 226–227; U.S. Department of State
(2004c). Although neither the Australians nor the New Zealanders were happy about Japa-
nese rearmament, there is no evidence that the U.S. saw them as endangered by Japan: U.S.
reassurances to them were a distinctly secondary concern in Washington.

59 Kolko and Kolko (1972: 636, 661–662); Leffler (1992: 417); U.S. Department of State (2004c).
Truman was quite unhappy with the opening to Franco, referring laconically to his decision
as being “the result of the advice from the Department of Defense” and, months after nego-
tiations were underway, saying bluntly that he had “never been very fond of” the Franco
regime. Press conferences of 19 July 1951 and 7 February 1952.
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60 Balfour-Paul (1991); Rugh (1996: 68–69); Katzman (2004: 19–21); U.S. Department of State
(2004c, 2004e); Arkin (2005).

61 Schoultz (1998: Chs. 8–9; “splendid little war” is by Secretary of State Hay, on p. 140; other
quotations are from pp. 170 and 168); Collin (1990: Chs. 9–11).

62 Roosevelt to Theodore Roosevelt, Jr., 10 February 1904, quoted in Schoultz (1998: 183).
63 Roosevelt to Root, 20 May 1904, quoted in Schoultz (1998: 184); Platt (1968); Mitchener and

Weidenmier (2004).
64 The most detailed histories of the Dominican affair are by Collin (1990: pt. 3) and Veeser

(2003). The Roosevelt “corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine was worded almost identically to
his 20 May 1904 letter to Root (see above); it was in his annual message to Congress, 5
December 1904. Interestingly, in his 15 February 1905 message to the Senate about the
Dominican treaty, Roosevelt made it clear that the value of the treaty was less to protect U.S.
investors than to maintain order in the region.

65 Rosenberg and Rosenberg (1987); Rosenberg (1998, 1999: Chs. 3–4, 6).
66 Buell (1931a: 175–176); LaFeber (1984: 42–46); Lindvall-Larson (2002: Honduras).
67 Munro (1934: Ch. 4); Schmidt (1971); Healy (1976); Schoultz (1998: 231–233).
68 Buell (1931a: 177–184); Jones (1934: 157); LaFeber (1984: 54–58); Lindvall-Larson (2002:

Costa Rica).
69 Buell (1931a: 185–186; 1932b: 188–189, 200); Munro (1974: 152–156); LaFeber (1984: 75–

76); Rosenberg and Rosenberg (1987: 68–70).
70 Jones (1934: 154–156); Munro (1974: 145–152, 283–290); LaFeber (1984: 69–74); Rosenberg

and Rosenberg (1987: 71–72); Lindvall-Larson (2002: El Salvador). For an example of the
U.S. role in presidential politics, see Corrigan to State, 29 July 1937, FRUS 1937, vol. 5: 522–
525.

71 Little (2003: Ch. 3); FRUS 1948, vol. 5: 1208, 1233, 1299, 1306, 1313, 1391, 1432, 1468,
1476, 1507, 1514, 1633. A typical passage is this:

On all of fundamentals, two parties were in agreement. Examples of such agreement are:
Existence of Israel as independent state, early and full recognition of new government of
Israel, admission of Israel to UN, economic assistance, and peaceful settlement Jewish-
Arab difficulties through UN.

(Rusk to Lovett, 2 October 1948, in FRUS 1948, vol. 5: 1448)

The loan agreement in question was from the Export-Import Bank, for $100 million, and was
made on 19 January 1949. Starting in 1949, the Israelis regularly asked for U.S. officers to
train their army. Intelligence cooperation seems to have begun very early on, in 1951 (Cock-
burn and Cockburn 1991).

72 One example of the presumption of U.S. backing for Israel, even prior to independence,
comes through in the meeting of 26 March 1948 between the top two State Department
officials (both of whom were opposed to recognition) and two representatives of the Jewish
Agency for Palestine. With some concern, the Secretary of State questioned his visitors “on
the ability of the Palestine settlement to defend itself, and … whether they were counting on
foreign assistance if the Arabs began to get the upper hand.” This conversation took place
two days after a White House meeting in which there was a “general understanding” that if a
truce could not be obtained, “steps would be taken to release the [arms] embargo.” FRUS
1948, vol. 5: 762, 755. To get a sense of the political consensus underlying the U.S. commit-
ment to Israel, see the figures and discussion in Mark (2004): from 1949 to 2006, the U.S.
provided total military and economic aid to Israel of $105.01 billion, with particularly gen-
erous financial arrangements for much of this aid; in addition, around $3 billion a year is
transferred through tax deductible philanthropic contributions, commercial loans, and Israel
Bond sales. However, the fact that relations are now much more extensive than they were in
1948 (Bar-Siman-Tov 1998) should not obscure the real U.S. commitment to Israel from the
very beginning.

73 The quotations are from Kissinger (1979: 1266, 1267). On support for Solidarity, see Brze-
zinski (1983: 463–468) and Bernstein (1992). The State Department description is from a
recent budget justification (U.S. Department of State 2005b: 409).

74 U.S. Department of State (2004c, 2004i, 2005b: 500).
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75 FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 12: docs. 241–299; Rabe (1999: 79–95); Waters and Daniels (2005);
FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 32: docs. 370–440.

76 Tate (1965: 115–299); Kuykendall (1967: 648).
77 Little (2002: 45–58); Vitalis (2002; 2006).
78 The Truman letter is 31 October 1950; it was reaffirmed by Eisenhower’s Under Secretary of

State in a meeting with the Saudi ambassador on 16 March 1953. The letter from Eisenhower
to the king (containing the “true friend” phrase) was written on 15 June 1953, several months
after he authorized grant military assistance (this never was worked out, the Saudis opting for
arms purchases as less politically risky) and just a few days before the agreement for military
training was signed. FRUS 1952–1954, vol. 9: docs. 1451, 1452, 1461, 1465, 1506; U.S.
Department of State (2004c). The linkage between U.S. military contacts (including arms
sales) and Saudi internal security was occasioned by labor unrest in the kingdom’s Eastern
Province and by U.S. domestic controversy over the sale of tanks in early 1956, following on
the sale of B-26 aircraft the year before (Citino 2002: 80, 93–94, 100–101).

79 The maps in Figures 3.3 through 3.6 are derived by aggregating the client acquisition data
across all five contexts of acquisition and then periodizing them.

80 Ambrose (1970).

4 The routine maintenance of client states

1 To be precise: the median number of years that client states (as of February 2008) have been
in that status is 57.33.

2 Ex-Im Bank history from Becker and McClenahan (2003); recent figures are authorizations
for fiscal years 2004 and 2007, from U.S. Export-Import Bank (2004: 22–26; 2007: 18–21).
The other agencies referred to are the Overseas Private Investment Corporation and the U.S.
Trade and Development Agency; both support private investment and trade activities in very
much the way that Ex-Im was originally designed to do (and in part still does) for exports.

3 World Bank figures derived from chronological listing of “first funding” for the period 1947–
57 (World Bank 2004a). Interestingly, the Bank’s very first loan, to France in 1947, was, in
inflation-adjusted dollars, the largest it ever made ($250 million, accounting for more than a
third of its loanable funds at the time), although, as we saw in Chapter 3, it was dwarfed by
U.S. direct and Ex-Im Bank loans of $1.5 billion during the same fiscal year (World Bank
2004b; U.S. Agency for International Development 2005).

4 These are not the only multilateral sources of development assistance to which the U.S. con-
tributes. The IMF has a Poverty Reduction and Growth Facility, and the UN Development
Programme Group also has funding programs. For the most part, though, the loans available
through these institutions tend to be considerably smaller and less regular than those made by
the World Bank’s agencies and the regional development banks.

5 Nixon in meeting with Helms (CIA director), 15 September 1970; National Security Decision
Memorandum No. 93, “Policy Toward Chile”; Crimmins to Kissinger, 4 December 1970
(Kornbluh 1998). Loan information pertains to World Bank (IBRD/IDA) “commitments”
with “approval date” (World Bank 2005) and to IADB “approved loans by country and
fund” (Inter-American Development Bank 2005b); for a narrative account of the pre-coup
loan situation, see Sigmund (1974: 326–29); note that the Ex-Im Bank, too, suspended loans
during the Allende years.

6 “The China Aid Act of 1948”: Title 4 of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1948 (the Marshall
Plan was Title 1), 62 Stat. 137; George C. Marshall Foundation (2004). Mutual Security Act
of 1951, Title 5, Sec. 511, 65 Stat. 381; Mutual Security Act of 1954, 68 Stat. 859; Mutual
Security Act of 1957, 71 Stat. 355. Note the statement by the chairman of a Senate sub-
committee that “in the future economic aid is to be primarily for the purpose of assisting
friendly countries to strengthen their individual and collective defenses” (Theodore Green,
quoted in Kaplan 1980: 157).

7 Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, 4 September 1961, 75 Stat. 424. There are other economic
assistance programs – for example, food aid under P.L. 480 – but these tend to be mostly for
emergency purposes, even if they have in the past been used as rewards for clients acquired
through switching.
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8 Treaty of Tipitata, 11 May 1927: FRUS 1927, vol. 3: 434–39; Nalty (1961); Schoultz (1998:
Chs. 13, 15). A similar situation took place in Panama, with the replacement of the army by a
National Police force in 1904; although since it was the U.S. that had created the country just
the year before, this was more a matter of switching policy instruments.

9 69 Stat. 334. Aside from Sandino’s rebellion in Nicaragua, which was handled by the marines
prior to their withdrawal, the only significant use of armed force by domestic opponents
against the regime of a client state prior to World War II was the communist-inspired peasant
uprising in El Salvador in 1932. On the insurgents’ side, this was a minor affair, with perhaps
five towns taken over. The army, shocked more by the fact of the uprising than by its extent
(the U.S. ambassador was quite unconcerned, unlike his European colleagues), bought large
quantities of weapons in the U.S. and, even before they arrived, summarily executed over
10,000 people, most of them Nahuatl-speaking peasants, within a few weeks (Anderson
1971).

10 Schoultz (1998: 310); Pach (1991: Chs. 1, 3–4). There were two training missions sent to Iran
in 1942, one for the army and the other for the gendarmerie; the latter was headed by Col. H.
Norman Schwarzkopf, whose son, decades later, would be the general in charge of the first U.S.
war against Iraq.

11 An Act to Promote the Defense of the United States (Lend-Lease Act), 11 March 1941, 55
Stat. 31; Pach (1991: Chs. 1–2).

12 Republic of the Philippines Military Assistance Act, 26 June 1946, 60 Stat. 315; Greek-
Turkish Aid, 22 May 1947, 61 Stat. 103; Surplus Property Act of 1944, 3 October 1944, 58
Stat. 765; Pach (1991: 26, 137–44). By 1948, the Truman Administration had decided that the
Nationalist regime in China was a lost cause; but although it resisted arms transfers, Con-
gress insisted on supplying weapons up to (and beyond) the bitter end (Pach 1991: Ch. 6).

13 Mutual Defense Assistance Act of 1949, 6 October 1949, 63 Stat. 714.
14 Chap. 11, Supplemental Appropriation Act of 1951, 27 September 1950, 64 Stat. 1063;

Agreement with Thailand Respecting Military Assistance, 17 October 1950, 3 UST 2675. Title
IV of the Mutual Security Act of 1951, which dealt with the American republics, only listed
military and technical assistance; there was no provision for economic assistance (cf. Schoultz
1998: 332–333). It was not until the Mutual Security Act of 1954 that economic assistance for
Latin America was authorized, and even then the amount was derisory: $9 million, as con-
trasted with $115 million for the Near East and Africa, and $75 million for South Asia.

15 Kaplan (1980: Ch. 4); the principal modifications were made in the Mutual Security Act of
1954. The MAAGs were preceded by survey teams, which often led to numerous clashes with
European countries over which types of materiel were and were not needed, as well as over
the possible retransfer of lend-lease goods. Although the size of the MAAGs was reduced
somewhat from what was originally planned (for example, the initial idea for Norway was
that the MAAG should consist of 66 persons, which would have made it larger than the staff
of the country’s foreign ministry), their surveillance tasks made it impossible to cut down the
numbers by more than a third.

16 Title I, Sect. 106, International Security Assistance and Arms Export Control Act of 1976, 30
June 1976, 90 Stat. 729. For a recent partial listing (training connected with arms transfers is
classified; and there is no clear indication of the range of arrangements offered through uni-
fied combatant commands in their “deployments for training”), see U.S. Department of
Defense and Department of State (2004: Ch. 3). Training by special operations forces through
the Joint Combined Exchange Training (JCET) program has for a number of years served as
a means of circumventing congressionally imposed restrictions (for example, forbidding
IMET to the Indonesian military from 1992 to 2005 because of its human rights abuses) on
contact with certain armed forces (Priest 2003: Chs. 8–10). A study of the School of the
Americas is Gill (2004).

17 U.S. Defense Institute of Security Assistance Management (2005: Chs. 4, 21, 23); U.S.
Department of Defense and Department of State (2004: Ch. 3); Singer (2003); Vitalis (2002).

18 Agee (1975: 117–130, 243–256). The operations in Ecuador helped contribute eventually to
the overthrow of the elected president, and then, some months later, of his successor. On the
more general issue of CIA payments and other forms of routine support of state officials,
journalists, union leaders, and so forth, the best sources are memoirs and biographies of
former CIA officers (e.g., Copeland 1989; Prados 2003; Holm 2003; Paseman 2004), although
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these, understandably, omit many of the types of day-to-day details laid out in Agee’s diary-
based text. Official collections, such as FRUS, have only recently begun to include CIA
operational documents, and then only the ones bearing on major covert actions. One exception
is the online collection of 5120 documents (U.S. Central Intelligence Agency 2003) on the
overthrow of Guatemala’s president in 1954 (we will discuss this case in the next chapter): many
of the documents point to the kind of routine payments detailed by Agee. On the role of U.S.
labor unions, see Rathbun (1996); Morgan (1999); and, on more recent activities, Sims (1992).

19 “CIA Paid Millions to Jordan’s King Hussein,” Washington Post, 18 February 1977, “White
House Reviewing Intelligence Operations,” 19 February 1977; “More Heads of State are
Reported to Have Received C.I.A. Payments,” New York Times, 19 February 1977; Kempe
(1990: 83); Counterpunch, 26–27 June 2004. See note 23 for references to payments to politi-
cians in wealthy countries.

20 Gasiorowski (1991: 91–92, 116–121); Agee (1975: 295, 525–526); Santo Domingo to State, 3
August 1965, FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 32: doc. 119; Green to State, Airgram A-74, 10 August
1966, FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 26: doc. 386; King Hussein interview with Hasanein Heikal, al-
Ahram, 27 September 1963, quoted in Ali (2003: 88). The U.S. Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion provided the Chilean regime with information about an opponent of the regime who was
arrested in Paraguay; he was transferred to Chilean custody and disappeared there: “F.B.I.
Watched an American Who was Killed in Chile Coup,” New York Times, 1 July 2000. On
Mexico, an account of the former CIA head of station is revealing (Morley 2008: esp. Ch. 7).

21 Rempe (1999); McClintock (1992: Ch. 7); NSAM 114, 22 November 1961, and NSAM 132,
19 February 1962, both FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 8: docs. 59, 72; NSAM 177, 7 August 1962,
FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 9: doc. 150. On current police aid via narcotics control and anti-ter-
rorism assistance, see U.S. Department of State (2005b: 75–102, 142–153); we count at least
six programs with funding going to 32 countries, most of them U.S. clients, although in some
of these cases, the local partners are the armed forces rather than the police.

22 Armony (1997: 9–12; 2005); Haugaard (1997); Prados (2003: Chs. 11–12); Langguth (1978:
312–313); Hersh (2004); Suskind (2006); McCoy (2006); Sands (2008); Mayer (2008); “Bush
Vetoes Bill That Would Limit Interrogations,” New York Times, 8 March 2008. Mitrione
spent a number of years advising Latin American internal security forces; he was kidnapped
and executed by Uruguay’s Tupamaro guerrillas in 1970.

23 McGeorge Bundy, referring to the continuation of the covert subsidies to Italian political
parties as late as 1965: Memorandum for the Record, 28 June 1965, FRUS 1964–1968, vol.
12: doc. 113 (the actual phrase Bundy used was that the subsidies were an “annual shame”).
There were apparently CIA payments to the Liberal Democrats in Japan up through the early
1970s, as well as a so-called “M-Fund” that had been used by U.S. military intelligence and
was then turned over to the Japanese: “C.I.A. Spent Millions to Support Japanese Right in
50’s and 60’s,” New York Times, 8 October 1994; Johnson et al. (1995).

24 For example, economic assistance and grants to Belgium went from almost $230 million in
fiscal year 1950 to $59.8 million the following year, to $9.2 million the year after that, and to
$1.1 million one year later. Economic aid to France tailed off abruptly in fiscal year 1954 and
practically ended the next year. For the Netherlands, economic aid crashed to $3.1 million in
fiscal year 1953; for Norway, in fiscal year 1954; and for the United Kingdom, in fiscal year
1956 (with a sharply reduced amount the year before). Portugal and Japan showed a similar
pattern, with economic aid going to zero in fiscal years 1952 and 1953, recovering to modest
amounts for a few years, then going down to tiny amounts in fiscal year 1958. For Germany
and Japan, economic aid declined in fiscal year 1954 to a fraction of what it had been,
though modest sums then continued to be provided. Only in Greece did economic aid con-
tinue at significant levels (though still lower than through the early 1950s). All data from U.S.
Agency for International Development (2005).

25 Block (1977: 141–143, 247 n4). In the early 1960s, the U.S. began to receive “offsets” of its
overseas military expenditures from some host countries but these did not cover all the costs.

26 Milward (1984); Eichengreen (1993).
27 Griffiths (1997); Herter to Eisenhower, 24 November 1959, FRUS 1958–1960, vol. 4: doc. 26;

FRUS 1958–1960, vol. 7, pt. 1: docs. 81, 83, 85, 87, 89, 93, 95–98, 100, 103, 105–108, 117;
Führer (1996: 14); Pagani (2002).

28 Block (1977: Ch. 7); Eichengreen (1996: Chs. 4, 5).
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29 The numbers are calculated by adding together “ODA/OA Commitments from DAC Coun-
tries Combined to Individual Recipients” (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development 2005a: 86–87) for 2003, for all U.S. client states and for all other recipients, and
dividing those totals by total populations for those states (see Table 2.1 for the data source).
The DAC figures include U.S. bilateral aid, but in fact, the U.S. only accounts for a quarter of
all DAC commitments (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development 2005b:
Table 1) and subtracting the U.S. amounts from the totals does not appreciably change the
per capita figures.

30 The original institution created to apply export controls was the Co-ordinating Committee for
Multilateral Export Controls (COCOM), set up in 1950 and headquartered in an annex to
the U.S. embassy in Paris. Japan, a non-NATO state, became a member two years later.
Other non-NATO members adopted policies compatible with COCOM controls. In 1994,
COCOM disbanded but its members continued applying controls; the following year, a new
institution, the Wassenaar Arrangement on Export Controls for Conventional Arms and
Dual-Use Goods and Technologies, was set up and pursues similar policies (Cupitt and
Grillot 1997; Wassenaar Arrangement 2004).

31 When we use the phrase “refrain from such help to U.S. enemies,” we do not mean that
wealthy clients fall into lockstep with the U.S. on matters such as trade embargoes. Rather,
the point is that, at the very least, wealthy clients do not even try to make up most of the
resource flows cut off by the U.S.; and quite often, they agree with the U.S. assessment of
the state in question and differ, if at all, only on tactics. An example of the former situation is
the reaction by Western European nations to the U.S. embargo on Nicaragua in the 1980s:
the aid and trade credits they provided were only a fraction of what was lost and not even as
much as the Soviet Union provided (LeoGrande 1998a: 428–431, 689–690). An example of
the latter, particularly striking in light of subsequent disagreements, is the general Western
European agreement in 1964 that only minimal trade should occur with Cuba and that there
should be no credits granted (FRUS 1964–1968, vol. 32: docs. 241, 255). In recent years, the
same situation has arisen with regard to Iran, with Europe and Japan vacillating between
active diplomatic pressure alongside the U.S. and tacit, though grudging, acquiescence in U.S.
Treasury-led financial sanctions. “The March 20, 2008 US Declaration of War on Iran,”
Japan Focus, 22 March 2008.

32 Barnhart (1997); Gallicchio (1997).
33 Dillon to Eisenhower, 15 January 1960, FRUS 1958–1960, vol. 7: doc. 99 (and ftn. 1); Memor-

andum of Conversation, 21 June 1961, FRUS 1961–1963, vol. 22: doc. 336 (and footnote. 1).
34 Other U.S. clients being considered for possible membership (as of 2008) are Chile and Israel.
35 International Institute for Strategic Studies (2008: 443–450). The data are for 2006; the

second through twelfth countries are (in order) China, Russia, the U.K., France, Japan,
Germany, Italy, Saudi Arabia, South Korea, India, and Australia.

36 Lovett to Harriman, 3 December 1948, FRUS 1948, vol. 3: 306; Kaplan (1980: 27).
37 Final Communiqué, North Atlantic Council, 18–19 December 1950, North Atlantic Treaty

Organization (2005); Kaplan (1980: Chs. 6–8).
38 Becker and McClenahan (2003: 127–128); U.S. Department of State (2004c: France/Defense).
39 Suto to Marquat, 12 February 1952; Dodge, “Japan: Post-Treaty Relationship,” 17 January

1952, both quoted in Kolko and Kolko (1972: 533); the language is similar, though more
prolix, in NSC 125/2, “United States Objectives and Courses of Action with Respect to
Japan,” 7 August 1952, FRUS 1952–1954, vol. 14, pt. 2: 1300–1308. Good general histories
of Japanese rearmament are Dower (1972) and Brands (1986). Direct sales data from U.S.
Department of State (2005b: 588).

40 U.S. Department of State (2004c); Canada Department of National Defence (1994: Ch. 5);
Australia Department of Defence (2004: pars. 69–86); Moores (2002); Stenlås and Nilsson
(2004). Data on military assistance and arms sales are from the sources discussed in note 58.
New Zealand, which signed its Mutual Defense Assistance agreement with the U.S. two
months after the ANZUS Pact went into effect, is the only one of the wealthy clients with
whom the U.S. does not appear to have a production agreement.

41 U.S. Defense Institute of Security Assistance Management (2005: Ch. 2); figures derived from
U.S. Department of State (2005b: 555, 592, 624). The numbers we report are for deliveries;
authorizations for direct commercial sales are considerably higher but may fall through or be
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stretched out over several years. It is worth noting, though, that the State Department’s pro-
jections (U.S. Department of State 2005b: 592) for fiscal year 2006 commercial deliveries are
almost $21 billion, as contrasted with $7.6 billion in 2004. Government sales are also likely to
increase: the Defense Department’s notifications of possible sales for Australia alone, fromMay
2004 to May 2005, come to $1.7 billion (U.S. Defense Security Cooperation Agency (2005)).

42 Data on defense arrangements from U.S. Department of State (2004c). For an example of
pride, see Canada Department of National Defence (2005).

43 Japan, of course not a member of NATO, helped out financially, contributing some $10 bil-
lion to the U.S.-led effort (U.S. Department of Defense 1992: 725).

44 Gibbons (1986: Chs. 2, 3); Hack (2001: 286).
45 Schwartz (2001); “Fourth Report of the Secretary General on the United Nations Mission in

Sierra Leone,” 19 May 2000, S/2000/455, par. 69; UN Security Council Resolution 1299
(2000), 19 May 2000; “Third Progress Report of the Secretary-General on the United Nations
Operation in Côte d’Ivoire,” 9 December 2004, S/2004/962, paras. 17–18; Statement by the
President of the Security Council, 6 November 2004, S/PRST/2004/42. In recent years, the U.S.
has paid around a quarter of the costs of each of the above UN peacekeeping operations,
while also providing logistical support (in many cases, channeling the funds through private
contractors) to West African peacekeepers active in these missions (Whelan 2003). This is in
addition to direct funding of training for potential peacekeeping forces through bilateral and
multilateral means (see below).

46 Statement by Rusk to the Belgian ambassador (Scheyven), 21 August 1964, quoted in Gleij-
eses (2002: 68); on the different episodes, see also Lemarchand (1976); Weissman (1979);
Mangold (1979); Odom (1988); Schatzberg (1989); and Schraeder (1994: Ch. 3).

47 Interview by de Villepin (French foreign minister), Le Figaro, 10 July 2003; UN Security
Council Resolution 1497 (2003); “Report of the Secretary-General to the Security Council on
Liberia,” 11 September 2003, S/2003/875, pt. 3; UN Press Release 11 July 2003, SG/A/848/
Rev.1; GlobalSecurity.org (2004a); UN Security Council Resolution 1529 (2004); “Report of
the Secretary-General on Haiti,” 16 April 2004, S/2004/300. Interestingly, when the UN
peacekeeping force for Liberia, UNMIL, was first created, it had 151 troops from the U.K.
and only three from the U.S. (UNDepartment of Peacekeeping Operations 2003). Once the initial
Multinational Interim Force in Haiti was replaced by the longer-term UN peacekeeping
operation MINUSTAH, France and Canada also withdrew most of their troops.

48 Jones (2005); Serafino (2005).
49 Figures calculated from Grimmett (2004: 3–4, 60, 84) and Stockholm International Peace

Research Institute (2005: Table 10.1). The first of these sources covers arms transfer deliveries
for calendar year 2003, expressed in constant 2003 U.S. dollars, including “weapons and
ammunition, military spare parts, military construction, military assistance and training pro-
grams, and all associated service” (ibid., p. 2). The second source covers major conventional
weapons – but not “small arms/light weapons, trucks, artillery under 100-mm calibre, ammunition,
support equipment and components, [or] services or technology transfers” (ibid., p. 523) – for
calendar years 2000–2004, expressed in constant 1990 U.S. dollars.

50 Armony (1997, 2005).
51 Ganser (2005).
52 Lefebvre (2003); Rudner (2004); and, for a general bibliographical listing, Clark (2005:

Intelligence Liaison).
53 Segell (2004); e-Journal USA (2004); Archick (2005); Mayer (2005); “CIA Expanding Terror

Battle Under Guise of Charter Flights,” New York Times, 31 May 2005; Council of Europe
(2007).

54 Economic assistance, military assistance, and nonconcessional loan figures from U.S. Agency
for International Development (2005); arms sales figures from U.S. Defense Security Coop-
eration Agency (2004) and predecessor volumes (some available online at http://www.dsca.
osd.mil/data_stats.htm). For details of which volumes were used to construct the arms sales
series and how they were pieced together, see the website for this book. All figures in current
dollars were converted into constant 2003 dollars using a Gross Domestic Product deflator,
available online at http://www1.jsc.nasa.gov/bu2/inflateGDP.html. These sources apply to
Figures 4.1 through 4.7, and to 4.10. The bar charts for each of the four different “client
types” shown in Figure 4.1 (and also Figures 4.2, 4.3, 4.7, and 4.10) are constructed from a
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sample of countries which have been clients since the early post-World War II era; for each
country, we calculated what percentage of the total resource flows from 1946 to 2003 fell into
each of the four budget categories, then averaged those percentages across the countries in the
sample for that client type. Here are the countries for each sample: wealthy clients receiving
reconstruction aid after World War II: Belgium, Denmark, France, Germany (earlier, West
Germany), Italy, Japan, Netherlands, Norway, and United Kingdom; wealthy clients not
receiving reconstruction aid: Australia, Canada, New Zealand, Saudi Arabia, and Sweden;
less wealthy clients: Greece, Portugal, South Korea, Spain, and Turkey; and poor clients:
Chile, Colombia, El Salvador, Guatemala, Indonesia, Jordan, Liberia, Mexico, and Pakistan
(neither Indonesia nor Jordan became clients until the 1960s, but we included them to give
greater geographical balance).

55 The amount of economic assistance sent to the poor countries in our sample actually dropped
from the first to the second period, in 2003 constant dollars, from $39.2 billion to $33.4 bil-
lion; this in spite of the fact that two of the states did not even become clients until the 1960s
and that all the states underwent significant population increases.

56 There was a secret attempt under Reagan to sell arms to Iran in exchange for the release of
hostages in Lebanon, which, when knowledge of it leaked out, was considered so scandalous
that to this day, the U.S. refuses to sell arms (and tries to discourage others from doing the
same) to Iran.

57 Figure 4.7 covers all 28 countries listed in endnote 54. Figure 4.8 is drawn from U.S. Agency
for International Development (2005) for all states in the world, converted to constant 2003
dollars. It does not include arms sales, as our figures on those sales do not cover every country.

58 The data used for the tables and figures in this section (except for Figure 4.10, which involved
the sources and sample used earlier in the chapter, and Figure 4.14, for which see below)
come from U.S. Department of State (2005b: 553–555, 566–567, 587–592, 617–622) and from
project approval figures in World Bank (2004c [both the IBRD and the IDA]); Inter-Amer-
ican Development Bank (2005a); Asian Development Bank (2005); European Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (2005); African Development Bank (2005); and (for popu-
lation) U.S. Central Intelligence Agency (2005). Depending on the source, data cover either
calendar or fiscal year 2004. Economic assistance category includes funding under the fol-
lowing bilateral programs: Child Survival and Health, Development Assistance, Economic
Support, Assistance for Eastern Europe and the Baltic States, Assistance for the Independent
States of the Former Soviet Union, as well as multilateral funding from the international or
regional institutions listed above as sources. Aid from multilateral agencies is multiplied by
the percentage of votes in each agency controlled by the U.S. Military assistance includes
funding under the following programs: Foreign Military Financing, International Military
Education and Training, the Andean Counterdrug Initiative, and International Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement. (It is impossible to get country breakdowns for other Defense
Department forms of military assistance.) Arms sales include transfers under the following
programs: Foreign Military Sales, Direct Commercial Sales, and Excess Defense Articles
Grants. For exchange rate conversions, as well as details and justifications of data sources, see
the book website. In order not to double count military aid, foreign military financing is not
counted when calculating total resource transfers; this is why the three categories of resource
transfers do not add up to the total. In fiscal year 2004, the U.S. disbursed some $18 billion in
Iraq as part of a special fund; this figure was not included in our totals, nor was the cost of
U.S. military operations there.

59 Figures for arms sales in Figures 4.11 and 4.12 are net of foreign military financing. On
wealthy clients’ arms sales to Africa see, for example, “U.K. Arms Sales to Africa Reach £1
Billion Mark,” Observer (London), 12 June 2005. On U.S. counterterrorist training (the Pan-
Sahel Initiative, its successor, the Trans-Sahara Counterterrorism Initiative, and other pro-
grams), see Hartung and Berrigan (2005) and LeMelle (2008).

60 The map in Figure 4.13 is derived from the data sources listed in note 58 above and pertains to
2004. Since then, the U.S. has become increasingly concerned about Pakistan and has poured
nearly $10 billion into various security-related programs for that country (see Chapter 5).

61 Combined military and economic aid figures from U.S. Agency for International Develop-
ment (2005); federal budget outlays (“on-budget”) from U.S. Office of Management and
Budget (2005: Table 1.1).
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5 Client maintenance by interventions

1 Our definition of intervention is closest to that used by international lawyers (e.g., Brownlie
1963: 44–45; Jennings and Watts 1996: 428–434; Cassese 2004: 98–100), even if our emphasis
on taking over tasks is more programmatic than theirs. Note that intervention, on this
account, need not be counter to the will of the intervened-in state (cf. Hoffmann 1984). The
important point is that intervention need not be military in nature, something implicitly
recognized in other authors’ work on clients (Gasiorowski 1991: 18–19; Morley 1994: Ch. 1).

2 Helman and Ratner (1993: 3); Gros (1996: 456); Krasner (2004: 85). Failed states were the
subject of a major CIA-funded study by prominent academics in the 1990s: see Goldstone et
al. (2000). Most of the failed states typically cited are essentially patronless, hence the concern
in the literature for interventions sponsored by multilateral institutions.

3 Southeast Asia Task Force to Kennedy, “A Program of Action to Prevent Communist
Domination of South Vietnam: Appraisal of the Situation,” 26 April 1961 (Pentagon Papers
1971: vol. 2, 36). The quip at the time was that Laos, in which the U.S. was also considering
introducing combat troops, was the reverse of Vietnam: hopeless but not critical.

4 Majeski and Sylvan (1999).
5 Munro (1974: Chs. 2–3).
6 Healy (1988: 182–186).
7 Schwartz (1997); Henning (1999: Ch. 3); Bordo and Schwartz (2001). From the time of the
ESF’s creation in 1934 up to, but not including, the financial rescue of February 1995,
Mexico had been offered ESF loans (usually in the form of six-month “swap” arrangements
between dollars and pesos) totalling $27.3 billion in current dollars, although not all of those
loans ended up being drawn on; after the 1995 rescue, another $18 billion was offered
through 2002 (U.S. Department of the Treasury 2005).

8 The word “crisis” comes from Acheson (1969: Ch. 26); for the sense of panic about France
and Italy, see Kolko and Kolko (1972: Ch. 13) and Leffler (1992: 157–164, 188–198).

9 U.S. General Accounting Office (1996); Henning (1999: Ch. 6); Rubin and Weisberg (2003:
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