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The views, opinions, and/or findings contained in this memorandum are
those of the author and should not be construed as an official
Department of the Army position , policy or decision , unless so
designated by other official documentation.
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FOREWORD

Thi s memoran dum was presen ted at the Military Policy Evaluation:
Quantitative Applications workshop confe rence hosted by the Strategic
Studies Instit utes in mid-1977 . Durin g the workshop, sponsored by
DePaul University and the Strategic Studies Institute , academic and
government experts presented the latest findings of fo rm al models and
statistical-mathe matical approaches to the processes of military
decisionmaking, assistance , intervention , and conflict resolution.

The Milit ary Issues Research Memoranda program of the Strategic
Studies Instit ute , US Army War College , provides a forum for the
timely dissemination of analytical papers such as those presented at the
workshop.

This memorandum is being published as a contribution to the field of
national security research and study. The data and opinions presented
are those of the author and in no way imp ly the indorsement of the
College , the Department of the Army or the Department of Defense.

ROBERT G. YERKS
Major General , USA
Comm and ant
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ARMS TRANSFERS AND THE LOGIC
OF POLITICAL EFFICACY

One of the standard exercises in experimental psychology is to
demonstrate the differences between fixed-ratio and variable-ratio
reinforcement schedules. Students soon learn that rats rewarded
irregularl y for their e fforts are much slower to “fo rget ” the reinforced
behavior than rats rewarded at a fixed rate. This observation has some
relevance for political behavior. Those policies which are occasionall y
successful are maintained long after their raison d’etre vanishes. The
transfe r of conventional weapons is a case in point.

The Stockholm International Peace Research Institute (SIPRI ) has
estimated that in 1950 , US exports of major weapons to the Third
World (excluding Vietnam) were $91 million (in 1973 prices) ; in 1974 ,
the figure was $940 million (SIPRI , l975a)) The mode of tran sfers has
change d as well. Whereas in the 1950’s, military aid funded nearl y all
major weapons exports to underdeveloped countries , by 1 97 1 . sales had
surpassed grant aid (Klare , 1972) and are currently estimated (on a
worldwide basis) to amount to 90 percent of US transfers (New York
Times , March 8, 1977). Clearly, the form of transfe r policy has changed
tremendously. But the rationale has remained unchanged: “to promote
the forei gn policy of the United States. ”2 Whether that policy has been
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to contain communism (as in the “forward defence areas ”), to gain or
maintai n US in fluence both in general and vis-a-vis the Soviet Union (as
in the “free world orientation areas”), to ensure regional stability (as in
South Asia and Latin America), to assure friendl y sources of oil suppl y
(as in the Middle East), or (as has occasionall y been asset ted) to reduce
regional arm s competition (as in Latin America) , it has rested on the
imp licit assumption that supp lying arms can somehow hel p achieve
those goals (see SIPRI , 197 1, for a discussion of these and other goals).
Arms transfe rs are deemed to be mechanisms of control ; those who
import weapons are , by reason of those imports , supposed to have
forfeited a measure of autonomy. It is this proposition , constant amid
the changing currents of t ransfe r policy ove r the last quarter century,
which bear s close examination. This paper attempts to do just that. Our
inquiry will proceed by ( 1) providing an overview of extant arguments
about arms transfers; (2) construct ing a model of political efficacy ;(3)
deriving theoretically based measure s of the various concepts involved;
and (4) testing the model empirically and estimating the efficacy of
arms transfers as determinants of political ly desirable outcomes.

Let us begin by delimiting our field of inquiry somewhat . This paper
is concerned with the political effects of arms transfers —not with the
motivations of those who sell or buy arms , nor with the economic gains
(or losses) to be realized by selling. Rather , we shall focus on the degree
to which arms transfers aid or hinder the putative goals of US fo rei gn
policy. 3

Opinions on the effi cacy of US transfers vary tremendously. Some
writers see arms transfers as having considerable political effect. Stanley
and Pearton , for examp le , assert that “the political orientation of an
arms-importing country may he deduced simp ly from the make of
weapons it imports ” ( 1972:7). If we shift our sights from the actions of
specifi c countries to the structure of asymmetric relations , we find
comparable conclusions. Hveem , for instance , referring to arms
transfers , contends that “the metropole may , and iii fact does, maintain
control by making the subpole dependent on it for the supp l y and
maintenance of the means of contro l”( l975 :335;emphasis in original ) .

Other writers take a position somewhat more toward the middle.
Harkavy (1975), in a general survey of transfe r policies , concluded that
what influence had been achieved by sellers was vitiated to some extent
by leverage on the part of recipients. Joshua and Gibert (1969), using
data on shared votes in the United Nations , found that  recipients of US
arms were less likely to support the American position than Russian
clients were to support the Soviet position.2



Finall y, some writers flatl y assert that  arms transfers have no
political e ffects that redound to the advantage of the supplier. In a case
study of US transfe r policy in the Persian Gulf , Berman attack~ the idea
that arms sales lead to “actions or policies by the reci pient states that
benefit the United States o far , this has proved illusory ”
( 1976:110) .  A study by Nincic (1975) found that US military
assistance tends to increase , rather than diminish , the proportion of
Third World hostility directed toward the United States. In short ,
despite a relativel y large number of recent works (and this listing only
scratches the surface ) concerned in part with the subject , there appears
to be no firm conclusion that can be drawn regarding the political
effects of arms transfers.

I suggest that there are several reasons for this impasse . First , there is
no common , agreed-on set of concepts and theories in the literature on
arm s transfers. At a minor level , the specific aspe’~t of transfe r policy
emp loyed as an exp lanans varies from writer to writer (e.g., some use
sales , others grants; some use major weapons , others all transfers). More
to the point , the exp lan andum also varies from study to study: North
Americ an writers focus on the behavior of individual nation-states;
Northern European writers focus on structures encompassing groups of
states. 4 Even within each approach , there are considerable theoretical
differences: in the Northern European school , Albrecht et. al. ( 1975)
focus on ideological processes as leading from transfers to outcomes ,
while 1-Iveem treats the material resources inherent in transfers as
desc riptive of the relevant process. Even individual writers tend to use
terms in a somewhat loose manner. Such a care ful source as SIPRI
( 1971) ,  for instance , uses “influence” at times as a possible effect of
arms transfers (Chapter 1) and at times as equivalent to transfers (715).
Similar incr nsistencies can also be found in Harkavy ( 1975). Given the
different concepts , theories , and levels of analysis at which the different
writers are operating, consistent results appear unlikel y and cumulative
results impossible.

A second reason for the inconsistent results is that most of the
arguments made in the literature are not rigorous enough to be
rep licated. To put it bluntly, exp licit theoretical statements about the
form and log ic of the relat ionship between transfers and
(non)e ffi cacious outcomes are usuall y lacking. Most writers fa il to
indicate the exact relationshi p being considered (e.g. , is it between the
direction of transfers and some goal of US policy, or between the
amount of transfers and that goal?). Similarly, the type of relationship
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(e.g., discontinuous , linear , nonlinear) is rarel y specified. Most
egregiously, though , outside of vague references to spare parts and the
role of the military, intervening processes are not spelled out. Most
theorists seem to deal with the transfer-outcome relationship as a
simple one--transfers lead to (non)efficacious outcomes—and to come
to their conclusion via a kind of mental correlational anal ysis (Nincic is
a welcome exception here). In short , given the imprecise , unspecified
nature of much of the arms transfe r literature , it becomes difficult to
know the extent to which one study bears on another.

Finally, even assuming that writers are speaking the same language ,
and that they are precise in their speaking, there is a third major
difficulty in most studies of arms transfers: they fail to establish causal
relationships. There are undoubtedly other factors besides transfers
which affect the realization of foreign policy goals; failure to control
for those factors can lead to a misspecified model and hence to
inaccurate causal infe rences (Johnston , 1972:169). In particular , since
arms transfe rs are correlated with other forms of interstate relations
(~~berg , 1975), omission of those other factors is likel y to result in
estimates which overstate the effects of the included factors. Not only
may arms transfers nor lead to the (non)achievement of US foreign
policy goals, the true relationshi p may be the reverse : arms may be sent
as rewards to countries which aid in the achievement of US goals. Those
authors who are cognizant of this possibility (e.g., Ilarkavy ) fa il to test
the two models in such a way as to logically distinguish them from each
other, thereb y obscuring inferences about the “true ” causal structure
(cf. Koopmans , 1953 , on the “identification problem ”). As a result of
these two difficulties , the tru e causal relationship between arms
tran sfers and US fo re ign policy goals cannot be discerned in the various
studies without considerable trouble.

For these reasons --inconsistent terminol ogy , imprecise theoretical
specification , and insufficient demonstrat ion of causality-- the various
assertions and findings reported in the arms transfe r literature provide
little or no check on each other. Thus , most work in this field is not
cumulative , and its potential value to us is thereb y diminished
considerably. It seems clear that a new approach is needed. What
follows is an attempt at such an approach.

THE MODEL

Let us assume that all US foreign policy goals can be viewed as the4



reduction of undesirable activities by foreign governments. 5 These
activities may be viewed by the United States as inherently negative
(e.g., permitting the Soviet Union to establish a military base), or they
may be viewed as leading to negative consequences (e.g., failing to
repress “leftist ” guerrilla movements). Let us assume further that
fore ign governments choose combinations of activities based on their
utility, and that any particular activity is (at least relative to other
activities) subject to declining marginal utility. Then the effect of arms
transfers - -or any other interstate transaction- -on foreign governmental
activities can be modeled as follows.

Reci p ient governments choose between increments of those activities
undesirable to the United States, and all other activities. Assuming the
declining marginal utility of any activity, the set of choices between
which the recipient government is indifferent describes a hyperbowi
convex to the origin. Since the activities yield utility to the recipient
govern ment , greater levels of an activity are pre ferre d , ceteris paribus ,
to lesser ones. If , for presentational purposes , we restrict out exposit ion
to two-dimensional sp~ce (which should not a ffect the conclusions we
draw) . the above reasoning yields the standard indifference curves
shown in Figure 1. As indicate d in Figii re 1 , the set of choices desc ribed
by curve b is preferred to the set described by a; likewise , the set
described by c is preferred to both b and a.

There ~re two ways in which the United States cart restrict the level
of A L t i V i t y  I . The first is by increasing the “price ” of I relative t~ the
resources cf the recipient. Every activity carrie s wi th it a cost in terms
of nmn et a~’~ ~iid nonni o iictary (e.g., time , inforniation) resources . 1 he
greater tha t  cost , the smaller t h e  irnount of lie act iv i ty  that  can be
“purchas ed” by the government. Given the assumption that the United
states at tempts to reduce the level of Activity l , the greater the US
coti tr ul over the Costs of various recip ient activities , the less of I we
shouid expect the goverr~inent to engage j~ , 6 For examp le , Il ’ the level
~f recipient resources is p, and if the United States is able to maintain a
ratio of Activity l’ s cost to Acti ’~ity II ’s equal to m/x , then we would
expect , ceteris pari bus, that the United States coul d prevent the
recipient government from engaging in levels of I greater thai ~/m. This
situation is sketched in Figure 2. Readers conversant with
m.icroeconomic theory will notice that the level of Activity I is not
like ly to actually exceed k. This leads us to the second way in which
undesirable activities can be constrained: ideology.

The United States does not have to manipulate costs in order to
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Figure 1: Government Choices

foreign C

polic y ) 
b

a

Activi ty I
(Undesirable to the U.S.)

restrict the level of Activity I. Instead , it can do so by lower ing the
preference the recipient has for Activity 1, independent of the
recip ien t’s resources or the cost of the activity. Given the above
assumption about US behavior, the gre ater the ideological sway the
United States holds over recipient decisionmakers , the less of Activity I
we should expect the recipient government to engage in.7 For example,
suppose that, through a variety of propagandistic means, the United
States is able , ceteris paribus, to make Activity I seem less preferable t
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Figure 2: Cost Constraints

Activity II
p/x

Activity I
one government than it is to another. Then the ind ifference curves in
the forme r case will be flatter than in the latter.  Given this disparity in
slopes , it is a relativel y sim p le exercise to prove that  the point at which
the  “f l at ” curve (a) is tangent to the bud get line will not be furth er
from the origin along the x- axi s than the point of tangency of the
“steep ” curv e (b). An instance of this is sketched in Figure 3; the
distance OM will always be less than or equal to OK . Thus , even if US
control over costs is minimal , it can still restrain levels of undesired
activity b y ideological means.

We have now sketche d two techniques the United States can use to
keep undesirable activities at low levels. One is based on the
manipulation of cost s, the other on the mani pulation of pre ferences.
Assuming these tactics have different effects on the level of disagreeable 7



Figure 3: Ideolog ical Constraints
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Ac tivi ty I
activity, we can represent the above arguments as ( 1) D = f(g(C),h(l))
where D represents the level of disagreeable activity which US policy is
aimed at lowering, C represents the extent of US control over costs , and
I represen ts the ex tent of US control over ideology . If we make the not
implausible assumptions that both C and I have e ffects on D
irrespective of each other , that the effects of t ’ and I can be dep icted as
linear , that there is a “normal” level of disagreeable activity, and that
the relation is subject to stochastic disturbances , we can rewrite ( I )  as



the following st ructural  equation: (2) D = Bo + Bi ( ’ + $2 1 + u where
$o is the “normal ” level of 0, B I and 132 are coefficients indicating
the strength of ( and i , and u is a stochastic disturbance term.

Before we proceed to the estimation of this equation , severaJ points
should be cleared up. The l u st concerns , quite sensibl y, the relation of
the foregoing argument to the ori ginal question: just what does all this
have to do with arms transfers? To answer this , let us delve somewhat
more deep ly into the l i terature . In 197 1 , SIP RI summarized three basic
arguments related to the political effects of arms transfers (termed by
SJPR I “hege mony ” .) . it is worthwhile to quote the passage in some
detail , for as we shall see , there is a considerable degice of
correspondence between the SIPRI summary and the model elaborated
ab ove .

There are three ways  in which the supply of weapons can reinforce
hegemony. E i rs t , arms can be provided to enable local forces to perform
mili tary task s which are in the interests of the supp lying country: to
prevent  real or imag ined military threats to the syste m or to expand the
system by force. Secondly, the suppl y of arms may serve to strengthen the
relationshi p between the supplying country and the recipient government.
In this case , the supplying country may have littl e or nothing to gain
through the use of the weapons. Having received arm s, the recipient
country becomes , in some degree , militarily dependent upon the supplying
country,  which can then demand favours or threaten to withhold spares or
fur ther  supplies if the recip ient does not comply with its interests.
Alternatively,  the supp lying country may sim ply be interested in
preventing another  supp lier from achievin g this kind of re la t ionshi p: this is
known as pre-emptive supply. Thirdl y, the supp ly of arms may provide an
oppor tun i ty  for inf luencing individuals in the recipient countries , in
part icular those in the mili ta ry establishment. This occurs when contacts
are made between the mi l i t a ry  pers onnel of the two countries and when
militar y training au~u I i i p a n i e s  the provision of weapons. This funct ion is
mo st relevant  for count r ies  where the mili tary play an impor tan t  role in
poli t s as they do in a lartzc nu inh er  of countr ies .  ‘S!PR I , 1971: 19)

Let us consider  each of these arguments. The model we presented
doe s not deal w~t l~ the first proposition. Since none of the “Forward
Defence ” countries have (unt i l  quite recently) been denied milita ry
hardware , the existence of any necessary relation between arms and the
prevention ul threa ts  cannot be empiricall y demonstrated . Most
systematic evidence , however , points toward the conclusion tha t a large
arsenal does not have a significant deterrent effect (e.g., Choucr i and
North , 1975; Wallace , 1973). We shall also ignore the preemptive
argument , since it is true by defini t ion.

()
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The second and third propositions , however , strik e closer to home.
By withholding or threatening to “withhold spare or further  supp lies ,”
the United States can in effect raise the cost to reci p ient countries of
disagreeable activities. By contac t ing and training inf luent ia l  personnel ,
the United States can likewise shape the preference of national elites
away from disagreeable activities. The model is therefore not
inconsistent with standard arguments in the arm s transfe r li terature.

In addition , the model is consonant with two of the basic theoreti cal
approaches to relational control. The first derives its insp iration from
the literature on power. Let us call the conditional probability that B
will engage in a certain type of activity Q, given that A desires that type
of behavior from B, the amount of influence A has over B with respect
to Q (Dah i , 1957; cf. Nagel , 1975). I larsanyi (1962) points out that the
opportunity cost incurred by B in not performing Q is likely to be a
significant determinant of the amount of influence A has over B. Now ,
an activity which is highly unlikely to be performed by B, because of
the high opportunity costs associated with it , is likel y to be an activity
whicl 1, for all practical purposes , B does not consider a viable opb~m.
Thus , to the extent that A exerts influence over B, A ipso facto
constrains B’s activities. 8 This notion corresponds nicel y to the
argument in the model concerned with cost man ipulation.

The second approach differs from the first as brainwashing differs
from torture , to use a gruesome (but apt) analogy . Thi s approach
derives its theoretical insp iration from Gramsci’s work on hegemony
(1971). Gramsci argues that in those nations with a highly developed
civil society, the bourgeoisie is able to maintain itself in authority
through relativel y peacefu l means (peaceful , that is , compared to
physical coe rcion). The “web of group-affiliation .” to borr w Simmel’s
phrase , that exists in most pluralistic societies renders the state less
importan t as an instrument of class domination than it is in nations
where civil society is relativel y minuscule. In this respect , Gramsci
contrasts Italy with Russia , arguing that Lenin ’s methods would be
inappropriate for a country as “dense ” as Ital y. Such hegemony by the
bourgeoisie as Gramsci describes certainly has the effect of constraining
the activities open to the prol etariat. And the intriguing point about
Gramsci’s argument is that these constraints need not be generated by
manipulation of material resources , but rather by control over ideas and
symbols (cf. Marcuse , 1964 ; Althusser , 1971). There is a clear
correspondence between this conclusion and the argument about
ideological control modeled above. Hence , the model we put fo rward is
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grounded , not onl y in the arms transfe r literature , but on a broader
theoretical level. We should therefo re be able to apply it , not only to
arms transfers , but to other forms of interstate interaction.

A final point. It is important to realize that the model elaborated
above argues that stru ctural relationships between nations (controls
ove r costs and ideology) lead to behavioral consequences (limited
disagreeable activities). There are , of course , other ways to look at these
phenomena. Rather than focus on behavior as the outcome of interest ,
one coul d concentrate on structural outcomes such as immiserization or
class cleavages (the Northern European work on “structural violence ”
and the Latin American work on “dependencia ” are of this sort). This
essay eschews that approach -—not because structural outcomes are
trivial , but because governmental activities are not. Much of the
literature on both the right and the left treats the governments of Third
World countries as either passive or insignificant. This may be the case ,
but surely it is a propositio n which should be examined empirically,
and that is what this paper attempts.

MEASUREMEN T

Befo re we turn to measurement per Se, a preliminary point on
methodology is in order. Since we are trying to determine whether
control over costs and ideology can produce systematic variations in
behavior , we must be able to observe whether there is indeed a
discernible pattern of behavior. This requires us to aggregate behavior
over certain time periods. Somewhat arbitrarily, the period January 1 ,
1970 to July 31 , 1973 , was chosen.9 Similarl y, in order to even out
fluctuations in control over costs and pre ferences , the independent
variables were agg regated over the period extending from roughly 1950
to 1970. 10 (The reason for the longer time period is that we are
interested in the extent of control over the total stock of resources and
ideology, and a 20-year period should approximate that stock. 1 1)  The
independent variables are aggregated over a time period which ends
several years befo re that of the dependent variable , in order to take
account of any time lags which ensue between the onset of an influence
attempt and its obse rvable consequences.

Turnin g to the actual issue of measurement , let us begin by focusing
on the outcome delimited earlier: the degree to which the putative
goals of US foreign policy are met. In the previous section of this paper ,
we explicitly equated the satisfaction of US goals with low levels of
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activities undesirable to the United States. The problem now is which
activities to focus on. If we pitch our analysis at too low a level , we
would limit sharp ly our ability to generalize across cases. If on the
other hand we move to a high level of abs trac tion, we shall be forced to
include so many disparate activities that we would be in danger of
obscuring the semiautonomous character of foreign policy goals (Davis ,
1972). Let us there fo re focus on two middle-range , relativel y distinct
activities which seem to describe the overarching concerns of US
foreign policy. The first relates to superpower rivalries: it is the extent
to which other countries tend to favor the Soviet Union over the
United States. The second concern relat?s to anxieties of a more overtly
commercial nature : the extent to which American property overseas is
threatened. Keep in mind that these are putative goals ; no claim is made
that they are the “true” and only goals of US foreign policy.
Nevertheless, they appear to be quite plausible goals for American
policymakers to hold—and goals which in fact appear to be operative at
least into the mid-l970 ’s. l 2 Keep in mind as well that these goals are
not the only one s we can impute to the US Governmen t; obviously,
there are many others. We would contend , however , that those other
goals are premised on the realization of the two major objectives we
mentioned above. As examples , contrast US policy toward Mossadegh,
Arbenz, Allende, and the Dergue with “normal” American policy
toward their predecessors. In short, the “cold war” and “economic”
goals appear to be (a) reasonably accurate portrayals of “true ”
American policy; and (b) relatively significant in the constellation of
US foreign policy objectives.
We are now faced with the problem of finding indicators for the

satisfaction of these goals. To ascertain the degree to which a nation
favors the USSR over the United States, data were gathered from the
World Events/Interaction Survey (1975) on the behavior of nations
toward the Soviet Union and the United States during the 1970-73 time
period referred to above.1 3 Those actions deemed to possess some
degree of friendliness1 4 were selected , and scored a: I or 2, depending
on whether the friendly action was in response to the United States or
USSR or was initiated by the country. All scored actions were then
added together to create indices for each nation of its friendliness
toward the United States and toward the USSR. (If a nation had no
friendly actions, it was scored as 0.) Since we are interested in the
extent to which nations favor the Soviet Union over the United States,
the US friendliness score was subtracted from the Soviet score, yielding
an index of disagreeable cold war activity.

12



The process of finding an index of threats to US overseas property
was somewhat less involved. Data were collected from the State
Department (197 1 , 1974) on the number of nationalizations ,
expropriations , and other disputed takings of US investments which
were initiated dur ing the above-mentioned 1970-73 period. Some
thoug ht was given to weighting actions by the severity of governmental
behavior , but , as the authors of the studies explain , both practical and
legal distinctions between types of investment disputes are becoming
increasing ly blurred. Consideration was also given to categorizing
disputes by the book value of the property in question , but such data
are difficult to find. The number of disputes were then added to obtain
an index of disagreeable economic activities.
For the purposes of this paper, we shall t rea t the two indicators as

separate explanandums. (Scores, by country , for both indicators , are
shown in the Appendix.) The goals are quite distinct from each other ,
both conceptually and, as we have argued, bureaucraticall y. Moreover ,
there is very little empirical connection between the two measures
(r= .08). Evidently, nations are not “anti-American” in any systematic
way. Finally, fo r policy purp oses, it is more useful to asses s the effect
of some instrument of US fo reign policy on specific outcomes rather
than on more abstra ct concepts. For these reasons , there appears to be
considerable utility in estimating two sets of equations- - -one dealing
with cold war goals , the other with economic ones. In later work , we
shal l attempt to create a measure of fore ign policy success
incorporatin g both cold war and economic goals.

Turning now to the independent variables , let us begin by
considering the extent of US control over the cost of reci pient
government actions. As implicitl y defined above , the “price” of an
activity refers to the amount  of resources that  must  be given up to
perform the activity.  To the ext ent that the United States can demand
large amounts of resources if a recipient engages in a certain activity,  it
ipso facto sets a high cost on that activity.  The extent of US control
over cost s can therefo re be ascertained by the extent of US control over
resources. It is reasonable to assume that  American po licymakers find it
easier to control US-supp lied resources than to control resources they
did not supply. For one, many resources are not supp lied in one-time
shipments but are spread out over a per iod of several years. The
supplier can then use the threa t of emb argoing later supplies as a means
of raising the cost of those activities it considers t.i nde sirab le. A similar
argument holds for spare parts. l~ven if resources are delivered in sing le
shi pments , recip ients will typically need spare parts and fuel.
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If the above reasoning is correct , it suggests two things. First , US
control over any given resource is propor tional to the amount of that
resource supplied by the United States. (Since a shipment of S5 million
worth of some resource is obviousl y more important to Chad than to
Brazil , it makes sense to divide the amount of each US-supplied
resource by some measure of flational size.) Second , the extent of US
control over any specific resource varies from one resource to another ,
depending on the nature and delivery patterns of the resource . For
these reasons, what we have hitherto represented as a single ter m in the
model, C, is in reality composed of a set of individual terms Ci, each
representing the extent of US control over the cost of some resource i.
Since the extent of US control varies, ceteris paribus , by the type of
resource , since some resources are niore important to reci pient
governments than others, and since we would like to separate the
effects of arms transfers from other US-supplied resources , it seems
reasonable to assume a different coefficient for each resource cost
rather than arrive at some average. Dividing each resourc e by a measure
of national size also has the advantage of yielding variables which are
percentages, thereby permitting direct comparison of the estimated
coeffIcients.
The question now is which resource to include. Many different types

of resources flow between countries, and cer tainly some are more
important than others. From a reading of the relevant literature, it
appears that three types of resources are theoreticall y apposite. The
first is exports. As far back as 1945 , Albert Hirschman proposed that
decrease s in trade could be used as a means of app lying pressure to
other countries, in their famous essay on the “imperialism of free
trade ,” Robinson and Gallagher (1953) prefigure the work on
neocolonialism by noting the informal political controls made possible
by trade. The UN’s use of trade sanctions against Rhodesia , and the
recent call for sanctions against South Africa , provide evidence that
trade is still viewed as a political instrument. Accordingly, data on
exports to the United States in 1 970 were culled from the International
Monet ary Fund Direction of Trade Annual and divided by gross
domestic product in 1970 , drawn from the UN System of National
Accounts.15

A second resourc e of some import ance is investment. I t is by no
means a noval proposition that investment can lead to political
malleability ; explicit statements of this proposition, however , are
relatively recent. Some speculation can be found in early writings on
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neoco lonialism (cf . Barra t t  Brown , 1974 , Chap. I I ) .  Most writing on
the subject , however , has concerned mult inational  corporations , which
have been the subject of both “liberal” criti ques (e.g., Vernon , 1971;
Servan-Schreiber , 1968) and “radical” ones (e.g., Barnet and Muller ,
1974; Vaitsos , 1974). With these points in mind , data were collected
from the Organization for Economic (‘ooperation and Development
( 1972) on the stock of US investment in forei gn countries as of
December 3 1 , 1 967 , 1 6 and divided b y GDP.

A third resource often deemed significant is forei gn aid. Recurrent
congressional attempts to impose political conditions on US assistance
only echo the characterization of “aid as imperialism ” (Il ayter , 1971).
Similar arguments have also been made by Frank ( I  969) and Hirschman
(197 1).  Accordingly, data on net (aid minus interest and repayment)
US loans and grants to foreign countries for the period 1945-69 were
gathered from the US Agency for International Development (1970)
and divided b y GDP.

Finally, we come to the resource that is the subject of this paper:
a rms transfers. In order to separate the “cost ” effect of transfers from
the “ideolog ical” effec t, data were taken from SIPRI (1971) on the
stock of major weapons transferr ed by the United States between 1950
and 1 969 . Since SIPRI data are reported in range s rathe r than precise
amounts , the mid-point of each range was rather arbitrarily chosen as
the value of transfers for that year. 1 7 When the data specified no upper
bound , the exact fi gure could usually be found b y combing the text.
Data were similarly collected on the stock of Soviet arms transfers.
Since we woul d like to gauge the effects of weapons man ipu lation , a
denominator representing the size of a country’s stock of major
weapons would be appropriate . To my knowledge , no such information
in value form (i.e., monetary worth) exists in the public domain. As a
surrogate , data on the stock of all transfers as of 1969 were used. This
measure ought to be valid: SIPRI notes that because indi genous
production of major weapons in Third World countries at least
through 1970 - was on a rel ativel y small scale : because onl y a few
countries had succeeded to any extent in producing significant portions
of their needs; and because much of that production relied on licensing
ar rangements, “No country has managed to acquire military
self-sufficiency. Indeed . . . the degree of self-sufficiency is hardly
increased by domestic defence production ” (SIPRI, 1 971:782). Our
surrogate therefore appears to he a relative ly good measure of the stock
of major weapons.

I 5
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The arms indicators were then comb ined to produce two indices of
US control over the p rice of arms transfers. For the “economic ”
equation , we are concerned primarily with the proportion of total
weapons “stocks” coming from the United States. The greater that
figure , the more the United States ought to be able to limit property
threats. For the “cold war” equation, though, our concern is with
recipient behavior toward both the United States and the USSR. For
this reason, Soviet transfers were subtracted from American ones , and
divided by the “stocks” of major weapons.
Let us turn now to the last concept in our model: US control over

ideology. We are concerned here with the extent to which the ideas of
governmental policymakers are of American incul cation--if not ori gin.
We cannot, of course , observe ideas directly. But we can observe the
way in which they are transmitted. One such way—and an important
one—is through schooling. As O’Donnell argues:

Executives attendin g business schools molded after presti g ious U.S.
models, military officers studyin g abroad and in military academies that
adopt curricul a and approaches proposed by forei gn advisory missions , and
tecnicos getting their degrees abroad—all learn role-specific techni ques , but
above all they learn role-models. How role-incumbents in the ‘originating ’
societies perform, w hat support they have and what rewa rds they can
expect , what the criteria for achievement are—all  are transmitted together
with the more specific technical expertise of each profession.

This is a crucial point. What is transmitted from the ‘ori ginating ’ societies
is a complex constellation , of which the technical expertise is only one
element. (O ’Donnell , 19 7 1 : 8 1 )

Our hypothesis would be that the greater the proportion of any
particular group schooled in the United States , the greater the control
over that group’s ideology that can be imputed to the (Jnited States. As
with prices , we shall trans fo rm the single term I into a set of terms
each representing US control over the ideology of some group j, and
estimate coefficients for each of those groups . ’8

The question now is which groups to focus on. One group, of course ,
is the military. Few writers deny the importance of the armed forces in
Third Wo rld nations; Quijano has gone so far as to call them “a sort of
sub-state within the state” (1974:88-89). Recognizing the political
import ance of the armed forces in the Third World, the United States
has had for a number of years a training program for forei gn military
personnel. This program is, in a sense , the ideological counterpart of
arms transfers; as the Drape r Report urge d , traini ig “brings foreign

16



nationals into close contact with US citizens under conditions which
tend to promote an appreciation of the value of our country and way
of life ” (quoted in SIPRI , 197 1:164). Accordingly, data were gathered
from the Department of Defense ( 1969) on the total number of
students trained under the Military Assistance Program between 1950
and 1968. 19 To assess the impact of this training on the armed forces ,
the number of trainees was divided by the size of the armed forces in
1968, as gleaned from the Arms Control and Disarmament Agency
( 1973).

The military, however , is not the only politically relevant group. A
second group, which writers in the “dependencia ” tradition (cf. Duval l
et. aL , 1977) have increasingly focused on , is what Quijano (1974) calls
the “techno-professiona l bureaucracy. ” Both Latin Am erican writers
(e.g., Cardoso , 1973) and African ones (e.g., Amin , 1974) have seen this
group as playing a major role in political decisions. Ideall y, we would
like data on the number of “technocrats ” from each country educated
in the United States. Unfortunately, such data are not extant. However ,
data do exist (UNESCO , 1 972) on foreign students, and even if all of
them are not “technocrats,”2° most of them are likel y to be elites who
witi eventually play important roles in their eountnes’ political
hierarchies. Data from UNESCO (1972) were therefore collected on the
number of foreign students, by country, studying in the United States
in 1970, and div ided by the total number of students enrolled in higher
education in each country in 1970 (also taken from UNESCO).

Having derived measures for foreign policy goals, control over costs,
and control over ideology, we are now in a position to test our model.
Since measurement considerations have altered somewhat the form of
the variables , the implicitly transformed model is depicted below:

In n
(3a ) D ~~~~ z0 + E 8 1 C1 + E y  I + u
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where a subscripted c represents the “cold war ” definitions of D and Pj
and a sobscripted e represents the “economic” definitions of those
terms .

RESULT S

Data on the above-mentioned variables were gathered for a sample of
69 Third World countries (see the A ppendix for the list).2 1 The sample
was restricted to Third World countries because there is little evidence
that the United States transfers arms to advanced capitalist countries in
an effort to satisfy either of the goals enumerated above. Obviously, the
goals would not app ly to socialist countries.

For reasons which will be discussed below , Equations (3a) and (3b)
were estimated using different techniques. We shall begin by discussing
(3a), the “cold war” variant. Since the standard Gauss-Markoff
assumptions ought to hold here (and visual inspection does not
disconfirm this expectation), Equation (3a) was estimated using
ordinary least squares. Results of this estimation are reported in the top
half of Table 1. As can be seen , the results are not overl y encouraging:
the equ:’tion as a whole accounts for only 7 1/2 percent of the variance,
and a test of the hypothesis that all terms except the constant had
coefficients equal to zero could not be rejected. Only one
term —ideological control over the military—has a coefficient significant
at the .05 level, and that is a paradoxical one, indicating that the greater
the proportion of armed forces trained by the United States , the greater
a nation’s relative friendliness to the Soviet Union. Clearly, something is
am iss.
One omission in our model is its failure to take into account the

effects of context. Clearly, the power of the United States to reduce
undesirable rec ipient activities depends to a large extent on the degree
to which the recipient government feels itself endangered. h igh degrees
of threat perception will result in a stronger preference for.escape from
the status quo relative to those activities the United States finds
disagreeable. In effect, governments which feel threatened will have
flatter indifference curves than those feeling secure; by the proof
referred to before, this will lead us to predict lower levels of the
disagreeable activity for threatened countries than for unthreatened
ones. Endangered governments will also be more receptive to US
manipulation, since the total costs of resisting American pressure will
be greater than for secure ~ovemments. Finally, since threatened actors
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tend to perceive fewe r options than unthreatened ones (hl o lst i , 1971),
we would expect ideology and hence US-controlled ideology - to play
a more signi fIcant role in the process of decisionmaking for threatened
regimes than for unthreatened ones. The above arguments are
summarized graphically in Figure 4. They can best be tested by defining
a dumm y variable , dl , equal to I when the reg ime is ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ and 0
when it is not. Since i t  is reasonable to assume U I conflict
represents a threat not quickl y fo rgotten , the value ~as assigned
based on whether , in 1970 , a nation had experier gnificant armed
conflict on or wi thin its borders in the last fIv~ years. Three sources
were used to determine this information: SIPRI (197 1), The New York
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Figure 4: The Effects of Threat

Level of 41
~~~cure Regimes
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Threatened Regimes

U.S. control over resources
and ideology

Times Index, and Kessing ’s Contemporary Archi~es. 22  If we
additionally define another dummy variable d:~~i - d l ,  we can dep ict
the “conflict” hypothesis as follows:

(3* ’) D — a0 + a1d 1 + d 1t 6 1 c~ + d i z + d2~~ 8~~c1 + d 2 1’ r  ~

This equation was estimated by ordinary least squares and the results
are reported in the lowe r half of Table I . As we can see , respeci fIcation
of the model to take account of dange r results in far more significant
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estimates overall. The R2 has risen to .53 , indicating that  over hal f the
variance is accounted for. An F-test of the hypothesis that all
coeffIcients except the constant are equal to zero is significant about
the .01 level.

As for specific coefficients , the first thing we notice is that there is
indeed a significant “danger ” effect. The coe fficient of d i  is both
negative and significant , indicating that endangered regimes are ipso
facto less disposed to favor the Soviet Union over the United States. In
addition , the coefficients for one of the variables — arm s transfers - - is not
only correct in sign , but is far stronger for threatened countries than for
peaceful ones. This is exactl y as we predicted. In short , the “danger ”
model appears- -at least as far as arms transfers go—to be relatively
accurat e. For the moment , let us postpone discussion of arms transfers,
and proceed to the other variables.

With the exception of milit ary training, none of the other terms are
si L’ni fl cant . This is not reall y surprising. For one , the ability of the
United States to fine-tune trad e and investment is relativel y low; unless
businessmen change their behavior on the basis of Third World foreign
policy posture s, the net effect of both of these variables on cold war
goals is apt to be random. Comparable considerations app ly to foreign
aid : while A. 1.D. can raise or lower assistance levels without much
difficulty, in general it tends to do so less on pol it ical grounds (unless
gross changes in “allegiance” occur) than on economic ones. The
combination of US ability and willingness to man ipul ate prices for
“cold war ” ends appears—b y the early 1970’s, at any rate- - to be
concentrated in those agencies having responsibilities for arms tran sfers.
If the goal in question were economic , we would expect a diff erent set
of variables to be significant—which , as we shall see , is indeed the case.
There may be a methodolog ical factor at work as well . The terms
representing ex po rts and investment are highly correlated (r .83) so
that multicollinear ity may he increasing the standard errors
considerabl y. This would suggest a multi ple indicator strategy
(Camp bell and Fiske , 1959) for future research -at least with respect to
those two terms.

The effect of ideology is somewhat surprising. While both I
~ 

terms
are insignificant for secure regimes , the training term is positive and
significan t for endangered governments , and the student term is not far
from being so. h o w  to expl ain this anomaly? o n e  exp lanation might be
that people trained or educated in the United States tend to think of
the United States as friendl y to them. If a crisis comes and US aid isno t
forthcoming in expected- -or at least requested -amounts , those elites
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who had high hopes about the United States are likel y to feel betrayed
by the United States. Under these conditions , cognitive dissonan ce
theory (Festinger , 1957) would lead us to expect a swing in friendliness
toward the Soviet Union. The cases of Pakistan and Turkey would seem
to exemp lify this phenomenon. In short , it is those countries with rosy
views of the United States whom the United States is (not
intentionally) most likely to alienate during a crisis.

If this line of argument is correct , it has rather disturbing overtones.
For recall that arm s transfers appear to have the expected negative
effect on friendliness to the Soviet Union. Yet as we have just
contende d , the threat or enactment of ~ii arms cutoff has the effect of
alienating recipients so that they lkl ove toward the Soviet Union. In
order for these two relations to hold simultaneousl y, there must not be
many cases in which the United Stat es cuts off or reduces arms
shipments to a country which gets most of its arms from the Unit ed
States. This means that , on the whole , the significant negative
relationship between transfers and pro-Soviet behavior can onl y be
explained by US acquiescence in the arms demands of threat ened
recipients. 23 But if thi s is the case , then the tail is wagging the dog:
recipients of US weapons can obtai n additional arm aments by
threatening to turn toward the Soviet Union. In effect , the Unit ed
States is poised on a knife-edge between loss of friends and loss of
control—and most of the time , it opts for the latter. In addition ,
remember that the countries who pose this dilemma to the United
States have recently been engaged in armed conflict: b y agreeing to
their demands, the United States is in effect being blackmailed into
underw rit ing local wars. This is reverse leverage with a venge ance.

The irony, however , lies deeper than that. The evidence indicates
that Third World countries can use their policies toward the US-Soviet
rivalry as a tool to manipulate the United States. These policies appear
to be quite volatile. The onset of crisis leads to high levels of support
for the United States, yet these levels arc maintained only if the United
States gives in to recipient demands. Clearly, the lasting significance of
cold war policies on the part of Third World countries is quite limited.
This should not be misconstrued as an attack on Third World nations ,
for given the nature of the international system , it is good polit ics as
well as good psychology to switch loyalties if your supp lier does not
come through. Rather, the foregoing argument is a criticism of
universality in policymaking, the kind of universality which transplants
European-centered containment policies to Third World milieus. If
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American policymakers reall y do have as a prim ary goal the reduction
of relative friendliness to the Soviet Union , and if they use that goal as
a touchstone of their relations toward third world countries , most of
whom consider the US-Soviet rival ry to be of low significance , then
they are as1’ ~ig to be m ani pulated.

Let us turn now to the second variant of the model , that concerning
threats to US overseas property. The distinctive feature to this outcome
is that it is truncated: while there can be any positive number of threats
against US property , the number cannot be .negative. Since there are in
fact a large number of countries for which no threats against US
investments were reported , norma l linear regression techn iques

will often be emp irically inap p r opr ia t e .  The absence of negative D~’sj  in



the sample will tend to keep the estimated regression relation above the
axis over the relevant range of the [Ci ’s and lj ’S ] .  But this protection is
purchased at the expense of making the relation so flat that the [number
of investment threats l will be underestimated at the high end of the
relation. (Goldberger , 1964: 251-252)

A way of getting around this problem is by using the “tobit ” model. 24
Equation (3b) was estimated according to this techn ique. Results are

reported in the top half of Table 2. The first thing to be noticed is that
the model the equation represents is not confirmed overwhelming ly. A
likelihood ratio test of the hypothesis that all terms except the constant
have coefficients equal to zero provides no grounds for rejecting the
hypothesis beyond the .10 level. The one significant coefficient is for
the term representing the relative importance of US investment , and
that has a sign opposite to the predicted one. Why are the coefficients
basically insignificant? One reason , as before , may be multicollinearity,
but some of the insignificant terms—arms trans fers , for example—do
not fit this category . Another answer may be similar to that of
Equation (3a): namely, we have neglected the effects of situational
phenomena. One such phenomenon of great potential significance is the
economic importance of a country to the United States. US
policymakers are unlikely to be as interested in Chad’s economic
behavior as in Brazil’s. This could lead to vastly different prices being
set for identical outcomes. It may also be the case , as with crises, that
ideological factors maj be dormant , or at 1~east minor , for most
countries , but that the United States can cue them , in a sense , by the
rhetoric it uses toward countries in which it has a significant interest. In
effect , we are adding an argument about decision costs (cf. Buchanan
and Tullock , 1962) to our initial assumption that the United States
strives to reduce disagreeable activities. Only when the opportunity
costs of not striving are great (i.e., when the United States has a lot to
lose) will the costs of activities be mani pulated and the rhetoric become
manichaean. In many countries , this kind of effort is not worth the
State Department ’s time .

With these considerations in min d, let us define a variable M
representing the commercial importance of each country to the United
States. One measure of that importance is the amount of US investment
in each country. The above hypothesis can then be expressed as
follows:

In 25(3b’) D 
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Thi s equation was estimated using the tobit model , and the results are
shown in the bottom half of Table 2. As can be seen , this formulation
appears to account for the data somewhat better than the
“situation-blind ” approach. A likelthood ratio test of the hypothesis
that the coefficients of all terms except the constant are zero is
significan t above the .005 level. All but one of the coefficients are
significant above the .05 level ; all but two are significant above .01.

The picture the estimation paints is an interesting one. The
coefficient for arms transfers is insignificant , the only such coefficient
in the equation. This can be seen as further evidence for the
compartmenta lization of US forei gn policy referred to previously.
Threats of weapons cutoffs evidentl y have little effect on the economic
policies of reci pients , probably because such threats are not often made
and woul d, therefore , not be credible . Given the somewhat Pavlovian
way in which US transfe r decisions appear to follow recipient foreign
policy behavior , this is not surprising.

What do appear to be important are ideological factors. The
coefficients for both trainees and students are significant , and both
hav e the predicted sign—evidence that the US ability to appeal to a
shaTed woTld view is a definite factor in a government ’s economic
decisions. It will be recalled that in the cold war model , the coefficient
for the military training term was far stronger than the coefficient for
the student education term . Considering the importance of the military
in fo reign a ffairs - especially under conflict situations—this is not
surprising. In similar fashion , we would expect that the military p lay a
smaller role in the determination of economic policy than do
“technocrats; ” support for this can be seen by comparing the
coefficients of the two terms.

Arms tran sfers excepted , cost factors appear to be more significant
than ideological ones. The effects , however , are somewhat surprising.
The prominence of both US investment and of US aid in the economies
of underd iveloped countries seems to increase , rather than diminish ,
the number of investment threats (though exports appear to have an
opposite effect). Why should this be? The answe r , I thin k , is one of
opportunity costs. The greater the role played by investments and aid
in a natio n’s economy , the greate r the opportunity costs are to the host
government if it fails to control those resources (cf. Breton , 1 964;
Johnson , 1965).  This is tru e both for “technocrats ” trying to maintain
control over economic policy and for the milita ry and other groups
trying to maintain (or acquire) political soverei gnty (cf. Moran , 1976).
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In either case , investments and aid represent , in Keynesian terminology,
“leakages” which reduce the “multip lier ” of those groups ’ power. One
way of reducing those leakage s is to increase their geographical scope . If
investments and aid come from a great many countries instead of being
restricted to one or two , a nation ’s vulnerability to the whims of
another country is considerabl y lessened. This might account for
peripheral nations ’ strong preference for multilateral forms of aid.
Another way of reducing those leakages is to bring greater amounts of
resources under national control. Hence , we would expect that the
more prominent the economic role played by US investments and aid ,
the greater a nation ’s recourse to investment threats.

In this type of situation , a great deal depends on the nature of
American policy. If the United States appeals to a shared ideology ,
then , as we have seen , it can have moderate success in keeping
investment threats at a low level. If the United States increases its
im ports from a country , then , as the negative coefficient indicates , it
can increase the costs to that country of any disruptions in trade
resulting from nationalization disputes (cf. Hirschman, 1945; Moran,
1974). This type of maneuver has the effect of lowering the
opportunity costs of the “leakages,” thereby lowering the probability,
and hence the expected number , of investment threats. If the United
States threatens to tighten investment controls or to reduce forei gn aid ,
however , it will tend to exacerbate the situation rather than improve it.
American sanctions with regard to investments or aid serve to
emp hasize the very “leakages” which concern governing groups. This
type of policy will raise the opportunity costs of acquiescing to US
demands , thus making for more , not less , gove rnmental truculence. A
case in poin t is J amaica , where “Ambassador Vincent de Roulet
threatened financial reappraisals (if not worse) if nationalization in the
bauxite industry became an issue in an upcoming Jam aican campaign.”
When the ambassador’s efforts “became publicl y known , he was
declared persona non grata , and the attack on the American aluminum
comp anies intensified” (Moran , 1976: 22). In short , whatever power
the United States has to prevent other nations from undertaking
disagreeable economic policies is a function of the subtlety of American
policy. Ideological (in the broad sense of the word) and material
inducements will succeed ; threats and sanctions will fail .

CONCI USION

Two conclusions can be drawn from this study. The fir st concerns
26



arms transfers: the second is more general. From the stand point of
American forei gn policy , the use of arms transfers has been singularl y
unsuccessful . Arms transfers have no effect on national economic
policies ; when used punitivel y in forei gn affairs they backfi re . Instead
of restraining the forei gn policy behavior of reci pient nations , they are
themselves determined by that behavior. The only othe r effect of
transfers this stud y has been able to discern is that they serve to
underwrite local conflicts. From the stand point of the two goals
examined in this paper , there appears to be no political reason for the
United States to transfe r weapons to Third World countries. There may
of course be economic reasons: arms sales can help the balance of
payments. There may also be highly specific political reasons for
transfers: the cases of Israel and Pakistan suggest that if the United
States builds up the arsenals of its recipients enough for them to figh t a
war , it may, under certain circumstances , get them to stop figh t ing--fo r
the time being. Finally, there may be a military justification for
transferring weapons to certain Forward Defence countries , but it needs
to be assesse d rather than assumed. Overall , based on available
info rmation , the political costs of transferring arms to Third World
countries are both demonstrable and significant. Proven benefits would
have to be quite major to justif y the continuat ion of the transfe r
program in its present form.

The view from the peri phery is only partl y rosier. It is true that
Third World governments exhibit a considerable capacity for def ying
American pressure ; on the other hand , the “ relative autonomy ”
(Poulantzas , 1973) those regimes evince has disturbin g imp lications for
social refo rm . For if governments can withstand American threats , they
can also withst and domestic ones—especially if they are fortified by a
stock pile of US-supp lied milita ry hardware. In fact , the very popularity
reaped by reg imes which expropriate US property or otherwise strike
out at the Yanqui presence may enhance their  capacity to repress social
unrest and postpone necessary refo rms. Brazil is a case in point. In
short , strong governments are not always a blessing; autonomy cuts
both ways.

On a more general level , it appears that the United States has onl y a
limited ability to accomplish basic foreign policy objectives.
Manipu latk ’n of US-supplied resources ‘,ackfire s more often than not.
Ideological inculcation has a moderate effect on economic policy and
an initially similar effect in foreign a ffairs. One could conclude that the
cause of this disparity in the effects of resources and of ideology is
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bureaucratic. Different agencies have hold of different parts of the
resource leve r , and fail to coordinate their policies , whereas ideology is
all of a piece. There is some truth to that notion , but I think that  the
underl ying problem is phenoinenological: Third World countries have
different goals and needs than does the United States; they therefore
see a different world. Since the United States is much more concerned
about the Soviet Union than are most underdeveloped countri es , any
US effort to use such concerns as a standard of behavior is bound to
result in the manipulation of US behavior by the underdeveloped
countries. Since Third Worl d countries are much more concerned about
politic al and economic autonomy than is the United States , any US
attempt to bring about economic outcomes by threatening national
autonomy is bound to result in increased truculence by the Third World
nations.

Ideological techniques, on the other hand , appeal to a shared world
view and there fore have a good chance of being received
sympathetic ally. The difference between resource threats and
ideological appeals is that the latter approach speaks to Third World
concerns; the former approach ignofes , or preys on , those concerns. In
the end , the only way for the United States to accomplish its goals
vis-a-vis Third Worl d countries is to speak to those countries ’ concerns.
This phrase is an ambiguous one—and deliberately so. For what is
needed is not only that the United States speak to Third World
countries— there are enough American-trained elites by now for that to
be accomplished—but to speak to their concerns. The need , in other
words , is far more than just talk - -it is for empathy.
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FNDNOTES

1. Because it covers only major weapons , these figures “reflect only about
one-hal f of the total procuremen t of military equipment in this region ” (SIPRI ,
1975a: 250). We are concentrating in this paper on American transfe r policy, for
three reasons :

The United States is the largest arms salesman and therefore the most
important single case on which to concentrate.

~JS transfer policy is more clearly directed at influence than any other
nation ’s except the Soviet Union (SIPRI , 1971). Since this paper is concerned
with the extent  to which arms transfers lead to political goals , the United States
appear s the most relevant single case.

• ~)at a for some of the variables used in the analysis do not exist for countries
other than the United States: what does exist is less reliable than that  pertaining
to the United States.

2. Preamble , Mutual Security Act of 1951. The 1973 Foreign M ilitary Sales
Act directed that “sales be approved only when they are con sistent with the
foreign policy interests of the United States” (Legislation on Foreign Relations ,
1974:223).

3. Note that we wish to concentrate on pu tative goals; we do not claim that
such goals are actually held by decisionmakers. Thus arguments about
bureaucratic politics are not germane here.

4. In an earlier version of this paper , I argued that since the North American
and Scandinavian approaches operated on the basis of different epistemological
assumptions , there was no common conceptual ground on which to compare
them. In retrospect , I believe that I overstated that conclusion . Both approaches ,
it seems to me , emphasize broadly similar outcomes; it is the level of analysis at
which they operate , in addition to their normative assumptions , which sets
theorists of the two schools apart. In this sense, the two approaches are not
wholly different paradi gms.

5. This assumption is not very restrictive. If a “real” goal of US policy is to
increase the likelihood of a favorable event occurring, it can be represented by the
reduction of the opposite of that  goal. Notice that we are postulating reducing,
not minimiiing, behavior; the United States is viewed as “satisficing. ”

6. Unless , of course , the government ’s demand for the activity is completely
inelastic. Notice that we are hypothesizing a relation between the level of US
control over costs , and the level of undesirabl e activity. This is in fact an end-state
reached after a series of US-initiated cost increases and a concomitant series of
diminutions in Activi ty I . Since we propose to use data aggregated over a long
time period , the end-state is likely to have been achieved , and we ought to observe
the relation between levels which was referred to above. Only if the intensity of
US pressure varies nonrando m ly would we need the detailed model—and as we
shall see, there are indirect ways of tapping this phenomenon (e.g., through
interaction terms representing the importance of the rec ipient to the United
States . In any case, to actuall y estimate the dynamic relationship would require
far subtler data than we now possess.

7. The same considerations about dynamic models apply here as in note 6.
8. This should not be take a as a complete description of the influence
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process. For one , A incurs opportunity costs in pressing an influence a t tempt , not
simp ly by manufacturing carrots and slick s , but  by using them against resi stance.
Moreover , the “schedules ” by which A converts resources into  carrots  and st icks ,
and by which carrots and sticks raise B’s opportuni ty  costs , are by no means the
same for all pairs of actors. See Alker ( 1973) for a more detailed explication of
this point.

9. The choice of mid-1973 as a terminal point for the dependent variables
was dictated both by considerations of data availability, and by a desire to
exclude the “shocks” of the September coup against Allende and the October war
in the Middle East.

10. Because data series vary according to sources , and access to data series
varies according to library acquisition policies and univers i ty  construction
timetables , the specific dates for the independent variables are not identical.

11 . There are two cases where stock data were not used : trade and students  In
the former case, flow data are theoretically more appropriate (it is diff i cul t to
think of the United States controlling a stock of export earnings); in the latter
case, no al ternate sources of data were readily available.

1 2. As one indication that concern over expropriation of US investment
extended beyond Senator Hickenlooper , former President Nixon appears to have
been quite agitated by the prospect of massive nationalization of US property in
Chile following Salvador Allende’s election. As evidence that concern over cold
war issues has not abated , the same issue of The New York Times (May 26 , 1977)
which reported the Nixon story also reported that the State Department has
become concerned enough about Ethiop ia’s leanings toward the Sovie t Union to
seriously consider military aid for the Sudan. More recently, there have been
suggestions that Somalia might receive aid. Of course , these stories do not prove
that the putative goals we cited are actually held by policymakers; they are ,
however , strongly suggestive of such beliefs.

13. It should be noted that “cold war ” data are missing for March to
December of 1970.

14. Hostile actions were excluded on theoretical grounds: it is by no means
apparent that if a country becomes less friendly (defined in some sense by
“we-feelin~s”) to another it thereby becomes more hostile (defined in some sense
as “anti-we-feelings”). Recent psychological evidence tends to support this
contention (cf. Ebbessen , et. aL , 1977) .

15. Export data were used rather than import data because it seemed that
foreign exchange was a somewhat more salient resource for most countries than
imports. In practice , the relationship between export concentration and import
concentration is very strong (Micha cly , 1962) .

16. Ideally, we should have used data on the stock of investment as of 1970 ,
but to my knowledge , no such data exist. The empirica l consequences , in any
case, are likely to be similar. A word on those consequences: readers who are
aware of the enormous body of literature concerned with issues of “dependencia ”
may be surprised that we have failed to cite any of the work in that tradition
done on investment. The reason for this omission is simply that none of the
dependencia literature bears directly on the question we are asking: how , and to
what extent does the United States—or any major industria l nation -have the
power to shape those actions on the part of underdeveloped countries which are
aimed at the United States? While much of the dependencia li t erature is
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concerned with how extern al pressures affect governmental policy it takes the
effectiveness of many of those pressures as a given. its ~o~us, moreover , is
pri marily on domestic governmental aims and domestic pressures. What we are
asking, then , is considerably different than the questions most dependenc ia
theorists have been asking, even thoug h the broad concerns are the same. For a
state ment of dependencia theory , see Duvall et. a!., 1977.

1 7. 1 am indebted to Arne Disch for suggesting this procedure .
18. There is still a problem remaining: it is difficul t , if not impossible , to

separate the effects of domestic ideology from those of US-im posed ideology .
Thus to conclude that all relatively flat indifference cur ves are instances of
American ideological hegemony may be quite misleading. The anticommunism of
Saudi Arabi a is a case in point. Data . on domestic ideology would resolve this
dilemma , hut such data are very d iffi cul t to come by. (‘onsider , though , that we
only need to distinguish between forei gn and domestic ideologies when the two
do not covary much; it is only if US ideolog ical domination is unrelated to
existing domestic ideology that the latter type can bia s the relationship of the
former to US forei gn policy goals. As an empirical proposition , thi s situation is
likely to be relatively rare. Baring rather drastic upheavals such as major coups or
revolutions , there is no reason to ex pect that governments adhering to certain
ideologies will lack complementary external ideological ties. A very rough test
lends support to this proposition: those countries with the greatest proportion of
their students enrolled in American universities appear to be those countries with
the most ri ght-of-center regimes, the only exceptions being countrie s like
Allende ’s Chile. For our purposes , then , there is no compelling need to
differentiate between foreign and domestic ideological ‘nfluences.

1 9. A nu m ber of countries were not listed in the table. To determine whether
this was due to reportin g problems or to the fact that no soldiers were trained , I
inspected the arms supply registers in SIPRI ( 1975b) to see whether any
equi pment had been delivered by the United States prior to 1970. If there were
no transfers , the number of personnel trained by the United States was probably
small or nil In most of the omitted countries , this turned out to be the case, and
they were coded as 0. Those omitted countrie s to whom the United States had
supplied major weapons were dropped from the sample.

20. In 1970 , UNESCO figures indicate that roughly 2/3 of all foreig n students
in the United States were specializing in “technocratic ” subjects (natural  and
social sciences; engineering).

21. Originally, the sample comprised around 80 countries. When a country was
missing data on some variable , the case was dropped rather than incorporate data
from another source. The aim was to standardize reporting techniques for each
variable.

22. This is not intended to be a definitive listing of violence -- far from it. The
purpo se was solely to get a rough idea of whether or not a government was
threate ned; there arc obviously other dimensions besides the one we have tapped.
The reader interested in high qu ality data on the amount and type (not just
existence) of violence (not just armed conflicts) is referred to the source listings in
Gurr and Bishop ( 1976).

23. Additional support for this explanation comes from the fact that the
bivari ate correlation between cold war behavior and the US prop ortion of total
transfers is lower than the correlation between cold war behavior and total US
transf ers (not a percentage figure) . This indicates that the United States i~ riot so
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much mani pulating it s customers toward acceptable behavior as it is rewarding
those recipients who have already acted in friendly ways.

24 . This approach postulates an index , Y , which is a linear function of th a
variable s C~ and l j That is,

• n
1 — o .~ + L 8  C + Z y  I + u .  Y i s thsn 1ink ~~~to the obs .rved

S is le 
~ 111 J . j  S

outc ~~~ , D , as fo11o~.s:S

D — o  if Y-u < 0
• S

D Y—u if Y-u > 0 .
• S

On the assumption that ue is distributed normally, with  mean i.cro and standard
deviat ion a, we can construct the cumulative distribution function fo r  De in
terms of ~~~~, ~ i, ~yj, and o~. Frot~ this distribution the likelihood function can be
constructed , and those a., $~, ‘yj~ and a~ which maximize the logarithm of the
likelihood function caii be estimated. Joint hypotheses about n parameters can be
tested by ut ihzii~ the tac t  that -2 times the natural logarithm of ~~ the likelihood
ratio , is dis t r ibuted approximately as X 2  with n degrees of freedom. (I t  should be
noted t h a t  this test is strictly appropriate only for large samples .) This is a brief
summary of the basic logic underlying the model; readers wishing more d c t a i te d
desc riptions \~-ruu ld  consult the exposition in Tobin (1958).

25. ( ‘on-;idering the way M has been measured , it may be th~.t we are building
in a tautology. The argument her e would be that  given equal chances , L e t i  ri..
paribus, for investments  to be threatened , the greater the ~n i o u n t  of invest m ent ,
the greater the e\ r ccted  number  of threat s. I th ink that  ti n , argument js

misleading. R e n n ’ n r ~her tha t  we are talk ine ,ibou t the number investment
th reat ’  not the ~~~~ value of those t h r e a t s  N ov to he sure , if the leve l of
Investment  is five times greater in one coun tr  than an other ,  we wou ld expect
t h at the :rscrage th l ea t en L d firm in the former case woSl I (I tv i v e  a be i. value
r oughl y five t imes  that  of the  la t te r .  But the. dues i~~~ mean tha t the ~iurnber of
threatened h i m ,  will be gr t a t c r  in the former case . f o r  th a t  t o be true , we would
has~ to show that the ~ o k  of US investment covaried with the number f . US
fi ims . and tha t  t h e  numb er  of firms w ; .  in tu rn  r e lated to the number  of
investment l h r ~ ,j t s  [u check on this , data were gathered from Angel (1975) ori
t he  numbci  of US firms in each country oh the sample. An empirical  test of fb i
above hypotheses confi r med the first but rejected the second ( R 2 .04). There
decs not seem to be any simple relation between the number of firms and the
numbe r of investment threats possibly because the chances of any one firm being
nationalized in a country with many US firms are smaller than  in a country with
f ew firms. (This hypothesis suggests something about the prominence of
investment , whic h will be explored below.) The inclusion of investment as an
independent variable is thus not tauto logous. However , because the absolute
amount of investment does covary with the prominence of US investment
(C2~(R 2= . I 6 ) .  a multip lier indicator strateg y for measuring M would be
prefe rable.
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APPENDIX
SCORES ON THE DEPENDENT VARIABLES

FOR CO UNT RIES IN THE SAMP LE

Country “Cold War ” Score “Econornic ”Score

Afghanistan -6 0
Algeria -2 0
Argentina -II 3
Benm 0 0
Bolivia -4 2
Brazil -18 0
Burundi 0 0
Cambodia -62 0
Cameroon -2 0
Central African Empire 0
Chad 0 0
Chile - 15 42
Colombia -2 3
Congo 0 , 0
Dominican Republic -2 0
Ecuador -14 4
El Salvador -2
Ethiopia -6 0
Gabon 0 ‘ 0
Ghana -2 2
Guatemala 0
Guinea 0
Guyana 0 1
Haiti -7 2
Honduras 0 0
India -8 7
Indonesia -3 0
Iran -14 1
Iraq 13 0
Ivory Coast -4 0
Jordan -16 0
Kenya -2 0
Korea (South) -39 0
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Kuwait 0 1
Lebanon I
Liberia -12 3
Libya 4 6
Madagascar 0 0
Mal awi -1 0
Malaysia -8 0
Mal i 0 0
Mauritania 0 0
Morocco 0
Nicaragua -8 0
Niger 0 0
Nigeria -6 3
Pakistan -26 1
Paraguay -5 0
Peru -3 7
Philipp ines -23 0
Rwanda -2 0
Saudi Arabia - 11 1
Senegal -3 0
Sierra Leone -1 0
Somalia 0 3
Sri Lanka I
Sudan -8 4
Syria 22 2
Tanzania -2 0
Thailand -44 0
Togo 0 1
Trinidad and Tobago 0 1
Tunisia -7 0
Uganda -19 9
Upper Volta 0 0
Uruguay 0 0
Venezuela 0 8
Zaire -5 0
Zambia -10 5

(See text for definitions, measures, and sources.)
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