1798 France

NAME: Quasi War

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 9, 1798- December 21, 1801
TARGET STATE(S): France (FRN), 220
SUMMARY:

Just before the turn of the Nineteenth Century, the young American Republic engaged in its first
major conflict since the Revolutionary War. The Quasi War was an undeclared war waged with
Revolutionary France between 1798 and 1800, although a peace treaty was not officially ratified
by the U.S. Senate until 1801. Often referred to as America’s first limited war, the Quasi War
was almost exclusively fought on the high seas, in the Gulf of Mexico, and off the Eastern coast
of the United States by naval and privateer forces on both sides.

Following the execution of Maximilien Robespierre during the height of the French Revolution,
executive control of the French state was exercised by a ruling body of five men known as The
Directory (le Directoire). In short, the Directory was fully committed to the ideals of the French
Revolution and sought to spread revolutionary ideology across Europe. In accomplishing this, the
Directory declared war on Great Britain, Austria, Prussia, and the Netherlands — all monarchal
empires and in stark contrast to the democratic French state. In response to the French declaration
of war, the British seized a number of islands in the Caribbean under French control. Livid, the
French Directory protested to the Americans that they were obligated under the 1778 Treaty of
Alliance (the treaty which helped bring France into the Revolutionary War) to help defend French
holdings in the Caribbean if they were attacked. The United States disagreed; they claimed that
because the French had made the first move in declaring war on the European powers, British
aggression was warranted and the American military was not obligated under the 1778 treaty to
defend the islands. While the French acknowledged their role as the aggressor in this situation,
they maintained that war was the last option and that they had exhausted all other avenues to
maintain peace with the kingdoms of Europe and were insistent that America recognize this. The
young Republic did not. In addition to American inaction in the Caribbean, the French were also
incensed at American foreign policy towards the British. Following the Treaty of Paris and the
conclusion of the American War for Independence, a number of issues still lingered between the
Americans and the British, despite the establishment of formal peace. These issues included final
agreements over the location and manning of British forts/garrisons in North America and the
impressment of American citizens into the Royal Navy. In the mid-1790s (1794), the United States
and Great Britain concluded Jay’s Treaty. While not perfect (and would later become a central part
of the push towards war in 1812), helped to reconcile the relationship between the two nations and
even went so far as to allow British privateers exclusive rights to American ports— a right which
used to exclusively belong to France. Additionally, Jay’s Treaty also prevented the U.S. from



trading war materiel with Britain’s adversaries, which at the time included Revolutionary France.
This close relationship between the British and the Americans helped to sow the seeds of conflict.
In response to these actions, the French began to attack American merchant ships in the Atlantic
Ocean and Caribbean Sea, particularly around the island of St. Domingue. The United States was
helpless to do anything; the young republic had no official navy and relied on a ragtag collection
of revenue cutters which were middle effective against the French.

Not looking to make trouble or become engaged in a war with France, President Adams dispatched
a negotiating team to France to attempt to strike peace. The American delegation was rejected by
the French who refused to meet with the diplomats. Instead, the French demanded the U.S. provide
the Directory with money, loans, and an apology for accusing France of meddling in the domestic
affairs of the United States; the American refused outright which prompted the XYZ Affair. When
the American delegation attempted to leave, they were threatened by the Directory that should they
depart France, the French Navy would begin an unconditional war against American merchants.
Unwilling to take such a chance, the American delegation debated France and left Eldridge Gerry
behind; however, should the French have followed through on their promise, it would have likely
backfired on them and drawn the U.S. and Great Britain closer together against France.

As the situation with France became more fraught and diplomacy no longer an option, Congress
was faced with the difficult choice. Never before had the American Republic been faced with such
a situation and although some called for war, it was not the prevailing opinion. The first step was
to suspend all political ties, trade, and diplomatic exchange with the revolutionary state. Second,
Congress passed and President Adams signed into law ‘An Act to Further Protect the Commerce
of the United States’ on July 9, 17898, officially beginning the Quasi War. This legislation allowed
American merchants and warships of the nascent Navy to seize armed French ships anywhere in
the world in an effort to protect American commerce. Military action against traditional, unarmed
French ships was prohibited. Despite the aggression of France, Congress opted against a formal
declaration of war, instead choosing to steer the United States into a grey area of conflict;
lawmakers likely realized that an open war with France would have been devastating to the young
Republic, as it would have probably involved the Dutch and the Spanish. While the Quasi War
was a conflict primarily fought on the sea, however, land battles occurred every now and then. The
most well known example occurred at Puerto Plata Harbor in what is now the Dominican Republic,
when American forces on board the USS Constitution captured a French privateer and rendered
the local fort’s guns unusable. More importantly for American military lore, it represents the first
deployment of U.S. Marines on foreign soil.

By time the Quasi War broke out, the United States had a very limited fighting force. While the
U.S. had an unknown number of merchant vessels armed and outfitted for combat, in total, 49 U.S.
Navy ships fought in the Quasi War. These ships included 14 frigates and 11 smaller ships, 2
sloops, 4 brigs, 3 schooners, 8 revenue cutters, and 7 galleys. In addition to military vessels, best
estimates suggest that the United States started with 452 armed merchant ships which rose to 933
ships, each outfitted with an average of 18 men and seven guns. Tragically, during the three year
conflict, 40 American belligerents lost their life at sea and given the nature of France attacks on
merchant ships, an unknown number of civilians lost their lives. As for ships, the United States
only had one sunk, while two others disappeared at sea; an unknown number of merchant ships
were also lost. As the war progressed, the American posture became more war like, which in turn



prompted France to more robustly seek peace. Following a number of coups against the Directory,
Napoleon Bonaparte successfully ascended to the French throne. The Adams Administration,
acting against hawkish Senators led by Alexander Hamilton, began to negotiate with the Napoleon
Court to bring an end to the war. On September 30, 1800, the Treaty of Mortefontaine was signed
between French and American diplomats, however peace was not officially made until the U.S.
Senate ratified the Treaty more than a year later on December 21, 1801.

Following the hard won peace, Franco-American relations (as established by the 1778 treaty) were
severed and the U.S. did not enter into another formal alliance until the United States entered into
another formal alliance until the 1950s, nearly a century and a half later. Additionally, at the war’s
end, the United States chose not to disband its navy as it had done following the American
Revolution and the conclusion of the Quasi War also saw the establishment of the United State’s
first peacetime navy. The Quasi War, while not often remembered too much in history, has left a
lasting impact on the United States. Firstly, it was during this conflict where the United States
Navy was created and battle tested. Secondly, the Quasi War was not only the first war fought by
the independent American states, but also the nation’s first limited war, as it was fought entirely
on the high seas. Despite misgivings during the last 1790s, in hindsight, the war has been seen as
legitimate. The Supreme Court twice ruled in the 18th Century that Congress has power to declare
formal war, as well as undertake more limited actions (see Bas v. Tingy and later Talbot v. Seemen).
In the modern era, the Rehnquist Court in United States v. Verdugo-Urquidez case ruled that the
war was constitutional (in the broader issue of whether the Fourth Amendment applied to an alien’s
foreign residence).
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS:
American: 40
French: 91-113

TOTAL DEATHS:
American: 40
French: 91-113

COSTS: 49 U.S. naval ships deployed, 933 U.S. Merchant ships requisitioned for the conflict.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: The Quasi War is included in the CRS’s comprehensive record of
notable deployments of the United States military.
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1801 Libya

NAME: First Barbary War

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: May 14, 1801 - June 12, 1805
TARGET STATE(S): Libya (LIB), 620

SUMMARY: Most of North Africa between Morocco and Egypt was historically governed as a
set of city states, officially with a loose allegiance to the Ottoman Empire, which engaged
heavily in piracy against the lucrative international trade on the Mediterranean and collectively
known as the Barbary States. Britain and France paid local rulers handsome sums of money to let
ships under their flag pass without incident. Until the United States declared independence, then,
its sailors were covered by British agreements, an arrangement that stopped abruptly after 1776.
U.S. diplomats easily concluded treaties with Morocco, Algiers, and Tunis but the Pasha of
Tripoli (in present-day Libya) proved more recalcitrant and an agreement was not to be found.

In 1801 the Pasha declared war on the United States, citing insufficient and late payments. In
response, President Jefferson dispatched several warships to the region to mark their presence.
At some points, these warships bombarded Tripoli from the sea. However, in October 1803 the
U.S.S. Philadelphia ran aground on the rocks near Tripoli and her crew was captured. In
response, in a combined naval and ground operation, navy warships bombarded Tripoli while
U.S. Marines approached the city on camelback from Cairo.

The assault on Tripoli was successful in early 1805, and the U.S. government imposed their
terms on the Pasha as the two countries reached a formal peace treaty. The U.S. paid $60,000 in
ransom for their troops that had been held hostage but otherwise did not agree to pay future
tribute for shipping privileges in the area. Thus, the war was a success for the United States.
However, peace only held for ten years as the First Barbary War was followed by a second that
broke out in 1815.
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OBJECTIVE:
Policy Change; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:

Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: Unclear, possibly zero

TOTAL DEATHS: Unclear (small number)

COSTS: Loss of the U.S.S. Philadelphia, whose crew was taken hostage; small deployments of a
squadron of warships over the course of several years; $60,000 in ransom; about 500 Marines and
107 camels.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features only in the CRS report. We confirm it as an
instance of U.S. military intervention abroad.



1806 Mexico

NAME: Arrest of Pike's Expedition Team
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 27 - February 26, 1807
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

In July 1806, President Thomas Jefferson sent Captain Zebulon Pike and 21 additional men to
explore the south and west of the recent Louisiana Purchase. During the winter of 1806 to 1807,
Pike’s expedition was in search of the Red River.

On January 27", 1807, Pike’s expedition, now down to 11 men in total, found what they
presumed was the Red River and built a fort along the shore that would help them survive the
winter. After one month, on February 26", 1807, Spanish forces located Pike’s expedition team
and arrested them without incident. From the Spanish, Pike learned he was not on the Red River,
but on the Rio del Norte which was inside of Spanish controlled Territory (now contr. In Pike’s
journal, he expresses a sudden awareness of his mistake and believes the border violation can be
solved by explanation. The Spanish took him to Santa Fe and then to Chihuahua before finally
releasing him back into the Louisiana Purchase territory in July 1807.

The overall long-term consequences are best spelled out in Pike’s journal. Pike kept detailed
notes throughout his time in the Spanish territory and gained valuable information about the
military capabilities and settlements. Some of the information he wrote down was seized by the
Spanish, but Pike kept a journal hidden amongst his men that eventually stayed with Pike after
his release. Spain complained to the US about the violation of territory, but no diplomatic or
economic consequences occurred.
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PERFORMED BY ORDER OF THE GOVERNMENT OF THE UNITED STATES DURING
THE YEARS 1805, 1806, AND 1807. AND A TOUR THROUGH THE INTERIOR PARTS OF
NEW SPAIN, WHEN CONDUCTED THROUGH THESE PROVINCES, BY ORDER OF THE
CAPTAIN-GENERAL IN THE YEAR 1807." The General Repository and Review (1812-
1813), Apr 01, 1812, 374

"Pike, Zebulon Montgomery." In The Columbia Encyclopedia, by Paul Lagasse, and Columbia
University. 8th ed. Columbia University Press, 2018.

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory.

OUTCOME: Released from Seizure

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 10 U.S. Deaths

COSTS: Deployment of 21 troops.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in the CRS dataset. While Pike’s expedition
was intended to be entirely domestic it crossed borders. Therefore we have chosen to code this
expedition with the defense of U.S. territory. Also, the case is coded as occurring in Mexican

territory, however the conflict occurred in territory controlled by Spain at the time. In modern
times, the land is now held by the United States.



1806 Spain

NAME: Gulf of Mexico Piracy
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: 1806 - 1810

TARGET STATE(S): SPN and FRN
SUMMARY:

In 1803, Thomas Jefferson purchased the Louisiana territory from the French for the low price of
$15 million. Included in the purchase, was the city of New Orleans, which sat at the mouth of the
Mississippi River and on the shores of the Gulf of Mexico. Disconnected from the seat of
government in Washington, D.C., the New Orleans Naval Station was a standalone facility, with
no large ships-of-the-line or capital ships. Founded in 1806, the station under Captain John Shaw
boasted four gun boats, along with two smaller bomb-ketches, for a total of 16 guns and almost
200 men. The idea was to use the Atlantic Ocean as a natural barrier and allow the navy to serve
in a joint role of national protection and territorial expansion in the West. To this end, the New
Orleans Naval Station was critical to the projection of American power along the Mississippi
River. Internationally, the New Orleans port was located within striking distance of the Spanish
colonies in modern-day Florida and the French in the Caribbean, and could protect American
interests in the Gulf of Mexico with the aforementioned gunboats.

Privateer action in the Gulf of Mexico is not well documented; much of the focus of 1806-7 New
Orleans was the traitorous action of Aaron Burr and his march West following his fall from
political grace at the beginning the 19th Century, as well as revolutions action in Mexico, and then
later conflict in the War of 1812. At the end of the 18th Century, the French colony of Saint-
Domingue (present day Haiti) gained its independence from France following an uprising by the
island’s enslaved Africans. More than a decade later, the island retained a fragile independence,
however, it was seen as a threat throughout the Caribbean, the United States, and even Europe. In
particular, American elites, particularly white southerners worried that the 1790s revolution in
Saint-Domingue would inspire their own slaves to undertake a similar action against plantation
owners. To help prevent this, the United States, under President Jefferson, sought to isolate the
island nation. In addition to the restrictions placed on shipping to and from Saint-Domingue, the
United States’ passage of the Embargo Act of 1807 prohibited the importation of British or French
goods in response to the Napoleonic Wars and violations of American neutrality. The embargo
was a robust failure. Privateers, many of them French, would attempt to break this embargo and
import their goods. At the same time, Congress also passed (and Jefferson signed into law) an Act
Prohibiting Importation of Slaves which took effect in 1808. Given an overwhelming demand for
slaves by Southern plantation owners which could not be met by American-born slaves (which at



the time was the only legal course of action), privateers operating out of Spanish holdings were
known to import slaves in violation of the 1807 Act Prohibiting the Importation of Slaves. Two of
the most notorious privateers were Jean Lafitte and his brother, Pierre. The Lafittes, especially
Jean, were expert smugglers who operated with the Baratarians, a similar band of smugglers. While
the American government Lafittee claimed was a pirate, the smuggler claimed to have letters of
marque from the city-state of Cartagena in present day Colombia making him a privateer;
nevertheless the United States still sought to curb his activities, along with those of his compatriots,
claiming they did not recognize the government located in Cartagena.

While the official end of this particular conflict was 1810, tensions in the region (and between the
US and her European nations) was still fraught. Within 18 months, the United States would be at
war with her former colonial subjugator and the Gulf of Mexico would become a battle front again;
this time with a more sophisticated naval presence. By the end of that war, New Orleans would be
a critical battle to establish American military power and by 1822, Florida had been ceded by the
Spanish and organized into the Union. While the panhandle would not become a state until the
1840s, the decade following the War of 1812 gave the young American republic control of the
North American territories bordering the Gulf of Mexico with the exception of Mexico and Texas.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection
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OUTCOME: Unclear/missing

BATTLE DEATHS: Unknown
TOTAL DEATHS: Unknown

COSTS: Unknown costs. At a minimum there were six ships engaged in hunting privateers, given
there were four gunboats and two additional bomb-ketches at the New Orleans Naval Station in
1806.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Much of the literature which focuses on this time period in this region
overlooks the American action against Spanish and French privateers. Rather, there is a greater
emphasis towards the fear of Aaron Burr’s actions in the West and revolutions in Mexico against
the Spanish.



1810 West Florida

NAME: The US Annexation of West Florida 1810 (from the Mississippi River to the Pearl
River)

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A
DATES: December 6, 1810 — December 10, 1810

TARGET STATE(S): The Republic of West Florida, Spain, SPN 230; United Kingdom, UKG
200; France, FRN 220.

SUMMARY:

Since the Congress ratified the United States’ treaty to purchase Louisiana from France under
Napoleon on October 20™, 1803, the US government maintained that West Florida — the area
south of the 31st parallel from East of the Mississippi River to the Perdido River — was part of
purchase. However, Spain, the colonial possessor of West Florida, opposed this American claim.
Out of Washington’s interest in avoiding war with Spain and Britain, President Thomas Jefferson
and, later on, President James Madison refrained from pursuing America’s legal claim in West
Florida militarily. With the outbreak of the Peninsular War in Europe in 1808, the French
invasion of Spain undermined Madrid’s control over its colonial possessions in North America,
including in West Florida.

By September 1810, a group of White Anglo-American settlers revolted against the Spanish
colonial regime in West Florida, defeated the colonial forces and gained control of major cities,
such as the capital St. Francisville and Baton Rouge. On September 26, the rebels declared the
end of Spain’s colonial rule and the independence of the Republic of West Florida. Monitoring
the situation closely, the Madison administration recognized an opportunity to control a territory
that it believed was legitimately part of its Louisiana purchase, and decided to intervene
militarily in West Florida. By doing so, James Madison would continue expanding the US
territories South, create an American access to the Gulf of Mexico, and deny Great Britain an
opportunity to intervene in West Florida. On October 27%, 1810 President Madison made a
proclamation where he instructed Governor William C. C. Claiborne of the Orleans Territory to
occupy West Florida. On December 10, 1810, using 5 gunboats from the navy and 450 soldiers
from the army, the United States occupied West Florida, from the Mississippi River to the Pearl
River, ending the independence of the Republic of West Florida.

On April 10™, 1812, the Congress approved the annexation of West Florida to the State of
Louisiana. The US occupation of this part of West Florida signaled the beginning of America’s
territorial expansion in West Florida and the end of Spain’s colonial rule.
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Acquire/Defend Territory; Economic Protection.

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S.

BATTLE DEATHS: N/A

TOTAL DEATHS: N/A

COSTS: Deployment of five ships and 450 troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: You might consider integrating this case with other cases in West
Florida that happened in later years. The interventions for annexing West Florida began in 1810
and the US concluded them in 1819.



1812 East Florida

NAME: The Patriot War of 1812 (US occupation of East Florida)

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 17, 1812 — May 5, 1814

TARGET STATE(S): Spain, SPN 230; United Kingdom, UKG 200; France, FRN 220

SUMMARY: On January 15%, 1811, the Congress authorized the Madison administration to use
military force to change the Spanish colonial regime in East Florida and annex the region to the
United States territories. The authorization offered President James Madison the option to either
occupy East Florida by invitation from local residents or by force in case another major power —
Great Britain or France — attempted to replace the Spanish colonial rule. The Congress also
appropriated $100,000 to the Madison administration to fund the annexation policy.

During his term, President Madison wanted to continue his predecessor’s -Thomas Jefferson-
policy of territorial expansion in North America, especially that Spain’s colonial rule in Florida
was weakened due to the French invasion of the Iberian Peninsula in Europe in 1808 and
Napoleon’s efforts to change the monarchical regime in Spain. As a result, the Madison
administration exploited Spain’s distraction with fending off the French invasion and worked to
gain control of Spain’s colonial possession in East Florida. By doing so, Madison would expand
the US territories South, create access to the Gulf of Mexico, and prevent Great Britain from
replacing Spain in East Florida. Furthermore, members of Congress, and southern states,
especially South Carolina and Georgia, wanted to end the Spanish colonial rule in East Florida
because Spain had adopted a sanctuary policy whereby runaway black slaves would be freed
from slavery if they settle in East Florida. Spain also encouraged native Americans to settle there
too.

Building on the congressional authorization, the Madison administration appointed General
George Matthews, former governor of Georgia, to secretly organize a revolution whereby White
owners of plantations in East Florida would rebel against the Spanish colonial government,
change the regime by force, and then officially request from the United State government to
annex the region to the US union. By March of 1812, General Matthews had succeeded in
orchestrating the rebellion with the assistance of a detachment from the US Army (75 soldiers)
and three gunboats from the US Navy. After receiving an official invitation from the rebels, the
United States army occupied Fernandina city in Amelia Island on March 17", 1812 and marched
to St. Augustine the other major city in East Florida to occupy it too. The Spanish colonial
government with the help of native Indian Americans (Seminoles) and black militias succeeded
in defending St. Augustine, but still the US army under cover from the Navy’s gunboats
managed to put the city under siege. As France failed to occupy Spain in Europe, the Spanish



colonial regime in East Florida became more empowered to resist the United States. Out of fear

that the situation in East Florida might escalate to a military confrontation with Spain, President

Madison deescalated his military efforts and lifted the siege of St. Augustine on September 12",
1812. However, the US army maintained its presence in East Florida until 1814 when it reached
an agreement with Spain to completely withdraw its forces.
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Acquire Territory; Economic Protection; Protect own
Military Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for Target & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: Not available

TOTAL DEATHS: Not available

COSTS: The Congress appropriated $100,000 (historical dollars) to fund the annexation of East
Florida. The Navy used three gunboats and the Army deployed from 75-250 troops in East Florida.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in the CRS dataset. It is considered one of
the earliest cases of American covert regime change operations.



1812 United Kingdom

NAME: War of 1812

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 18, 1812- February 17, 1815
TARGET STATE(S): UKG
SUMMARY:

The War of 1812, a conflict fought between the United Kingdom (along with a host of Native
American allies) and the United States, has its origins in the early 19th Century Europe. These
origins can be observed in the simplistic, yet politically charged, message of “Free Trade and
Sailors’ Rights” which came to dominate the period preceding and during the War of 1812,
however, debate continues to rage in academic circles over the true motivations for war with the
United Kingdom. Following destabilization caused by the French Revolution, Napoleon
Bonaparte gained absolute control of the nation. Four years into his reign (1803) brought the
European continent into total war in an effort to extend his empire and the United Kingdom, not
wanting French control of the nations of Europe, fought to contain Napoleon’s spread. Only in
its infancy, the United States declared that they wished to remain out of European affairs and
publicly stated a position of neutrality. Additionally, the United States reasoned that as a neutral
power, it would have the ability to conduct trade with all European powers, regardless of which
side of the Napoleonic Wars they fought. This idea of free trade was ingrained in the American
mentality and to the majority of Americans, the ship of a neutral party state could trade with
either belligerent power. This belief was not shared by the nations of the Old World, the United
Kingdom and France included; in the European mindset, trade, especially in war, was inherently
indicative of allegiance and a nation’s neutral status mattered little. If the U.S. were to trade with
one of the major powers in war, it would alienate the other. As American merchants regularly
conducted business in French (and French occupied) ports, the British government issued a
dozen Orders in Council which allowed the Royal Navy— who at the time had control of the
seas— to search European bound American ships, effectively rendering free trade impossible
and refusing to respect American neutrality and the self declared rights that obligated. The
second critical issue which brought the United States and Great Britain to war was the treatment
of American sailors on the high seas. To help ensure a strong military capability, the Royal
Navy, operating under the direction of the aforementioned Orders in Council, would engage in a
practice known as ‘impressment.” Impressment was the practice of capturing American sailors
and forcing them to join the ranks of the Royal Navy against their wishes. Between the birth of
the American republic in 1789 and the end of the War of 1812 in 1815, an estimated 10,000
American citizens were pressed into the service of the Royal Navy, many of them natural born
British subjects who had achieved American citizenship via naturalization. It is worth noting,



however, that while these were the two main causes which lead to the outbreak of war with
Britain, smaller factors also helped to stoke the flames of war such as perceived British agitation
of Native Americans against settlers in the Northwest and a desire to invade and occupy Canada
and Florida.

Taken together, these actions by the British evoked a nationalistic response from “war
hawk” lawmakers in Congress and to more a more contested degree, President James Madison.
These hawkish politicians viewed the British refusal to accept the American position of
neutrality and the impressment of American citizens into the service of the Royal Navy as an
English rejection of American legitimacy in global affairs and an affront to the nation's ability to
develop its own foreign policies. After years of this mistreatment, President Madison and
members of Congress believed the time was ripe to launch a ‘Second War of Independence.’
Voting in June of 1812, the Congress narrowly passed a declaration of war after much debate
and with little support from Northern states. Even at its onset, the War of 1812 was a divisive
issues and of the five times the United States has formally declare war, the vote totals from June
1812 remains the closet margins ever; in the United States the war was seen as purely a game of
the President and his political party (the Republicans) by many in the opposition Federalist Party,
as evidenced by the derogatory nickname for the war as ‘Mr. Madison’s War.’

Geographically, this Federalist opposition was clustered in New England, a region which
had nothing to gain from a second war with England and believed would have an adverse impact
on the young nation. This is evident in the theatres of the war which focused on the borders of
the United States. The War was concentrated in four major theatres of operation: the US-
Canadaian Frontier, the Northwest, the Southwest (modern day Lousiania and Alabama), and the
Chesapeake Bay. Throughout the War, the British relied on Native Americans to help alongside
Canadian militia and regular troops and in 1814, began to recruit American slaves into the ranks
of His Majesty’s army. Looking for a place to quarter this army, the British were allowed by the
Spanish (who remained neutral in the War of 1812) to take control of the garrison at Pensacola in
order to protect it from a hostile and threatening army under the command of Andrew Jackson.
Following a successful defense of Mobile, Jackson turned his attention to Pensacola, which he
believed to be the heart of British control in the South. In addition to expelling the British from
the South, Jackon’s additional (and zealous) aim was to publish the Spanish for their neutrality in
the war. In the late fall of 1814, Jackson issued an ultimatum to the Spanish political authorities
in Pensacola requesting they evict the Native American forces under British command and
revoke their permission for British occupation of Fort San Carlos de Barrancas. By time the
American army arrived from Mobile, the Spanish governor had not provided a response to the
ultimate and so Jackson’s forces attacked the town and Fort). Jackson’s nearly 3,500 men easily
sacked the town and forced the British to abandon their position and evacuate via the Royal
Navy fleet in harbor. The success of the U.S. Army in Florida dealt the British a massive blow
and following the evacuation of Pensacola, were unable to re-establish a presence in the south.
Once the British had been expelled from Pensacola, American forces returned command of the
town and fort to the Spanish, which, in combination with poor treatment they received from
British occupiers, likely helped to avoid Spain’s entry into the war against the U.S. Once finished



in Florida, Jackson moved back into the Mississippi Territory to continue to counter the British
until the war’s final battle at New Orleans.

As war broke out, figures place the size of the federal military between 7,000 and 12,000
and on the water, the US Navy had a command of 20 vessels which consisted of 6 frigates
(evenly divided between 44-gun boats and 38 gun boats) and 14 other ships. Because of the
conflict in Europe, Britain was unable to muster the entire force of its superior military.
Estimates suggest that British and Canadian Regulars numbered 7,000 in the Upper and Lower
Provinces of Canada and were able to muster approximately 10,000 militiamen; additionally, the
British army was more successful at enticing Native Americans into alliance than the American
Army was. Moreover, the Royal Navy could only spare a fleet of approximately 79 ships which
were thinly spread patrolling the Western Atlantic, protecting British trade, blockading American
ports, and protecting the St. Lawrence River. By the end of the war two years and eight months
later, as a result of a push by the Federal government to swell the ranks of the army, enlistment
in the regular army rose to between approximately 35,000-60,000 troops, while nearly 458,000
militiamen and 10,000 volunteers were raised for service of the nation; however, more
conservative estimates place the total number of American servicemen closer to 286,730. On the
British side, with peace in Europe achieved in 1814, resources that did not exist at the onset of
the war became available. In total, it is estimated that 58,000 regular British troops served in
North American, alongside 4,000 militia men, and almost 10,000 Native Americans. In terms of
casualties, official figures place American battle deaths at 2,260, but death resulting from other
means at between 15,000-17,000 and the cost of the conflict at $158 million; for the British and
her Native American allies, casualties numbered only 10,000 for the British and close to 7,500
for the Native Americans.

Despite this immense human and economic cost, the War of 1812 was a war without a
winner. Almost as soon as the war begun, there were immediate calls for peace with Britain,
however, negotiations failed throughout 1812-1814. The Treaty of Ghent was signed on
December 24, 1814 and ratified by the U.S. Senate in February 1815. Under the provisions of the
treaty, any conquered territories were returned to their original holder and conditions/relations in
North American between the British and the Americans returned to the status quo ante bellum.
More importantly, the War of 1812 was the last major Anglo-American conflict and in the long
term helped to usher a close alliance that is still present.
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OBJECTIVE:Acquire/Defend Territory; Economic Protection; and Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Stalemate

BATTLE DEATHS:
United States: 2,260;7,738
Great Britain/Canada: 3,000; 8,774

British Native American Allies: ~1,000



TOTAL DEATHS:

United States: 15,000-17,000
Great Britain: 10,000
British Native American Allies: 10,000

COSTS: $158 million

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is referenced in both the MID and CRS dataset. The CRS
dataset notes a separate intervention against British forces occurring in 1814 in Pensacola, Florida.
Closer research indicates that this 1814 dyad was a result of a mobilization of British forces from
Pensacola to intervene against U.S. forces in the War of 1812. This British mobilization allowed
U.S. forces to deploy into Pensacola. As a result, MIP has aggregated the 1814 case into the War
of 1812.



1813 West Florida

NAME: The US Military Occupation of West Florida and Mobile City
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 14, 1813 — April 13, 1813

TARGET STATE(S): Spain, (SPN), 230 and United Kingdom, (UKG) 200,

SUMMARY:

On February 12, 1813, President James Madison signed a congressional bill that authorized his
administration to occupy West Florida, south of the 31 parallel from the Pearl River to the
Perdido River along the Gulf of Mexico coast. At the time, the United States was at war with
Great Britain in North America (the War of 1812.) Furthermore, Spain — the colonial power in
West Florida — was an ally of London. Out of fear that Spain might allow Britain to deploy its
military forces, including the royal navy, in Mobile city West Florida, the United States decided
to occupy the area. Washington was also concerned that Spain might invite Indian Seminoles and
African slaves to settle in the area between the Pearl and the Perdido Rivers. The new settlers,
according to the Spanish colonial forces, would serve as a buffer between Spanish and American
forces in West Florida.

On March 14™ 1813, General James Wilkinson ordered the United States army in New Orleans
to invade West Florida, East of the Pearl River. The US deployed 800 soldiers and 5 navy
gunboats. General Wilkinson marched with his forces toward Mobile city where Spain stationed
its forces. On April 14", 1813, Wilkinson reached an agreement with the commander of the
Spanish forces in Mobile whereby Spain retreated East of the Perdido River and withdrew
toward Pensacola.

The occupation of West Florida represented the only territorial gain that the US secured during
the War of 1812 with Great Britain. The occupation also marked the completion of America’s
control over all its territorial claims that resulted from the Louisiana purchase of 1803. After
consolidating the occupation, the United States annexed the city of Mobile to the Mississippi
territory.

SOURCES:
Isaac Joslin Cox, The West Florida Controversy, 1798-1813, (Baltimore: The John Hopkins
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Maintain an Empire; Acquire/Defend Territory

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: None

TOTAL DEATHS: None

COSTS: Deployment of 800 troops and five ships.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the CRS dataset. It is similar to an earlier case
of U.S. intervention in West Florida in 1810. MIP originally considered aggregating this case with

the 1810 case. However, on closer inspection the cases are different given that the context of either
case is different.



1815 Libya

NAME: Second Barbary War

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 3, 1815 — December 23, 1815

TARGET STATE(S): Present-day Libya 620 / Algeria 615

SUMMARY: The Second Barbary War technically began in 1812 as the Dey of Algiers — one of
the Barbary States centered on the leader of present day Libya — renounced the established treaty
with the United States guaranteeing free passage of U.S. merchant ships in the Mediterranean
from piracy. In practice, the renunciation coincided on purpose with the War of 1812 and the
British attack on the United States. Because of this war, Congress and the U.S. military could not
respond at first to this act.

In 1815, however, Congress authorized a naval squadron to deploy into the Mediterranean. This
naval force went on to capture several Algerian ships and take their crews hostage. Eventually
the ships arrived in Algiers, which by then was under the control of a new leader: Dey Omar.
Dey Omar wanted political stability and rapidly negotiated a new treaty with the United States.
The Dey at first disobeyed the treaty, but eventually signed a new and virtually identical one on
December 23, 1815 after U.S. warships bombarded Algiers that same month. The Second
Barbary War was thus a success for the United States.

SOURCES:
Cleveland, William. 2004. 4 History of the Modern Middle East. Boulder: Westview Press.

Department of State, Office of the Historian, “Barbary Wars, 1801-1805 and 1815-1816.”
https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/barbary-wars

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Policy Change; Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://history.state.gov/milestones/1801-1829/barbary-wars
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: Very small numbers, possibly zero.

TOTAL DEATHS: Very small numbers.
COSTS: Deployment of two naval squadrons for most of the year of 1815
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report. We merge two separate entries

for Tripoli (Libya) and Algiers (Algeria), respectively, to create a single entry for the Second
Barbary War.



1817 Spain

NAME: Amelia Island Affair
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: December 23, 1817

TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPA), 230
SUMMARY:

During 1817, the Spanish Empire was collapsing. With this weakening, the Spanish controlled
Amelia Island, off the coast of Florida, became desired land for both the United States and Latin
America countries. In June 1817, the island was briefly captured by Latin American insurgents
led by General Gregor MacGregor and the island quickly became the home to privateers, pirates,
and smugglers. In September, MacGregor fled the island and Spain attacked but failed to
recapture it. A privateer and friend of MacGregor, Louis-Michel Aury, took control of the island
and then declared it under control of the Republic of Mexico.

President James Monroe and Secretary of State John Quincy Adams saw the island’s privateers
as problematic to the United States as the illicit actions originating from the island would put the
United States into conflict with Spanish controlled territory. This was particularly important
because Spain and the United States were at that point negotiating boundaries of the Louisiana
Purchase. The United States notified Aury of their decision to take the island in which Aury
replied that he would peacefully surrender control. The island was brought under American
control on December 23, 1817. Six American ships with 200-250 men were used to capture the
island.

The immediate outcome of the capture was Spain asking for the island to be returned. However,
Monroe resisted claiming that the island was a source of conflict for the United States and that
since Spain could not adequately defend it, the United States had to act. The long-term
consequences of this action were not significant. Spain was angered by the American action,
however, ceded Florida to the United States in its entirety in early 1821 after being unable to
financially support the territory.

SOURCES:
Bowman, Charles H. "Vicente Pazos and the Amelia Island Affair, 1817." The Florida
Historical Quarterly 53, no. 3 (1975): 273-95. Accessed January 18, 2021.
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Milgram, James Willard. "A Florida Cover under American Occupation of Spanish
Territory." The Florida Historical Quarterly 40, no. 1 (1961): 93-100. Accessed January
18,2021.
OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Acquire/Defend Territory; Economic Protection;
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: None
TOTAL DEATHS: None

COSTS: 6 Ships, 200-250 men. Sources are mixed on the exact number of troops used.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the CRS dataset. MIP confirms this as an
instance of U.S. force.



1817 Spain

NAME: First Seminole War

DISPUTE NUMBER: 3239

DATES: November 21, 1817 - February 22, 1819
TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPA), 230
SUMMARY:

The First Seminole War was the first of three conflicts in present-day Georgia and Florida
between the Seminole Indians and the United States. The First Seminole War is unique in that it
was fought on Spanish controlled territory.

The causes of the war stems from the War of 1812. Runaway slaves and the Seminoles sided
with the British causing the United States to engage in conflict with them in Georgia. After the
War of 1812, these groups moved into southern Georgia. The United States continued to fight
with the Seminoles over the next couple of years with most sources agreeing that the United
States was motivated by a desire to recapture runaway slaves that were supported by the
Seminoles.

The exact start date of the conflict is somewhat disputed amongst historians but the consensus is
that the conflict began on November 21, 1817 when the United States attacked the Seminole
village of Fowltown in Georgia. On March 15, 1818, Andrew Jackson and his army of roughly
4,000 entered Spanish controlled territory to pursue the Seminoles marking the first intrusion
into Spanish territory during the war. In Florida, Jackson led a campaign against the Seminoles
resulting in numerous deaths as described below. On February 22, 1819, the Adams Onis treaty
was signed giving the United States control over Florida in exchange for $5 million. While it
would take two years to go into effect, the treaty ended all diplomatic conflicts between the
United States and Spain over American war efforts in the area.

On September 18, 1823, the Treaty of Moultrie Creek was signed as a peace agreement between
the United States and the Seminole Indians ending the conflict and relegating four million acres
of land and assistance to the Seminole Indians. The land was considered poor and the assistance
never came. Peace lasted up to 1835 when increased tension between the Americans and the
Seminole Indians caused conflict in the form of the Second Seminole War. The Second Seminole
War would prove far more deadly for both the Americans and Seminole Indians.

Historian Colonel Raymond K Bluhm claims 47 Americans were killed during the First
Seminole War. Total Seminole deaths is far less certain but estimated to be at least 99.



According to Dale Cox, six to eight died during the battle of Fowltown, 43 (33 soldiers, 6
women, and 4 children) died during the Scott Massacre, and 10 died during the battle of Upper
Chipola. Haki Shakur claims 40 died in a battle along the Suwanee River. It is certain that many
more combatant and civilian Seminoles died in the conflicts, though numbers are unknown.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Acquire/Defend Territory
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 146
e 47 Americans total (Bluhm)
e (-8 Seminoles in the Battle of Fowltown, GA (Cox)
e 33 Seminoles in the Scott Massacre, FL (Cox)
e 10 Seminoles in the battle of Upper Chipola, FL (Shakur)
e 40 Seminoles in the battle along the Suwanee River (Shakur)


https://www.britannica.com/event/Second-Seminole-War
https://www.exploresouthernhistory.com/fowltown.html

TOTAL DEATHS: 146
e 47 Americans total (Bluhm)
e -8 Seminoles in the Battle of Fowltown, GA (Cox)
e 43 Seminoles in the Scott Massacre, FL (Cox)
e 10 Seminoles in the battle of Upper Chipola, FL (Shakur)
e 40 Seminoles in the battle along the Suwanee River (Shakur)

COSTS: Roughly 4,000 American troops were used to fight the war.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is found in CRS and Gilbert. This case’s objective is labeled
as Economic Protection because it was fought over returning and preventing further support of
runaway slaves. The objective is also labeled as Acquire/Defend Territory as the invasion in
Spanish Florida had a direct intention of also giving the United States influence to buy the land.
This case’s casualty count for the Seminoles is coded as being 101 to account for the unknown
number of soldier and civilian deaths occurred but are not accounted for. Finally, the case is filed
under 1816 Spain as that is the date claimed by CRS. However, the date for when the First
Seminole War first started is disputed amongst scholars. November 21, 1817 is used in this case
as the official state date as it constitutes when the war was “formally” initiated in Fowltown. The
end date of the conflict has been listed as February 22, 1819 as it describes the end of hostilities
with a foreign power. After that the conflict with Seminole’s becomes a domestic dispute which
is not the purview of MIP.






1818 Oregon Territory

NAME: Oregon Territory Claims
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A
DATES: August 19, 1818 - August 20, 1818.

TARGET STATE(S): Russia (RUS) 365, Spain (SPN) 230, Great Britain (UKG) 200, France
(FRA) 220

SUMMARY:

The Oregon Territory was originally claimed by several countries prior to 1818. The United
States, Great Britain, Russia, Spain, and France all claimed some part of the west coast of North
American in present day California up through Canada to Alaska. In 1818, the United States
wanted to “reaffirm” its claim over the territory by sending in a military vessel to claim the land.
The previous American claim to the Oregon Territory was based on the Lewis and Clark
expedition from 1803 to 1806 and another American named Robert Gray who named the
Columbia River in 1792.

On August 19" 1818, Captain James Biddle and the USS Ontario arrived at the Columbia River
to claim the land under American control. The USS Ontario was too big to enter the Columbia
River so Captain Biddle took “three boats well-armed and manned with more than fifty officers
and seamen” into the river to Cape Disappointment. There he nailed a plate to a tree claiming the
territory on both sides of the Columbia river under American control. The rest of the day and into
the following morning, Captain Biddle visited nearby settlements inland and claimed more land
for the United States. He ceased claiming land on August 20™, 1818, though stayed in the area
for provisions until August 30", 1818.

The immediate and long-term consequences of James Biddle’s actions were relatively minimal
as they served more as a symbol than claiming territory. In October 1818, Great Britain and the
United States agreed to joint occupation and settlement of the Oregon Territory. Other countries
dropped their claims to the territory shortly after. In 1846, the Oregon Territory would officially
become part of the United States in the Oregon Treaty.

SOURCES:
"Documents." The Quarterly of the Oregon Historical Society 3, no. 3 (1902): 310-13.

"Gray, Captain Robert." In The Great American History Fact-Finder, by Pam Cornelison, and
Ted Yanak. 2nd ed. Houghton Mifflin, 2004.



"Oregon Territory." In The Great American History Fact-Finder, by Pam Cornelison, and Ted
Yanak. 2nd ed. Houghton Mifflin, 2004.

"Treaty of 1818." In The Great American History Fact-Finder, by Pam Cornelison, and Ted
Yanak. 2nd ed. Houghton Mifflin, 2004.

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory

OUTCOME: Unclear/Missing

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The USS Ontario, three accompanying boats and at least 50 men.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the CRS dataset. We confirm it as an instance
of military force.



1820 Liberia

NAME: African Slave Trade Patrol and Resettlement
DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: May 15, 1820 - 1823

TARGET STATE(S): Liberia (LBR), 450
SUMMARY:

In 1818, the American Colonization Society sent representatives to West Africa to search for
suitable land for a colony to “resettle displaced blacks”. The Society was working to solve the
“racial problem” in the U.S. by seeking to establish a colony on the African coast to return
displaced Africans. This idea was modelled by the British efforts to resettle blacks in what is
now Sierra Leone. In 1819, Congress introduced a bill declaring slave trade as piracy. The three
key components of this bill included authorizing the President to deploy navy ships to combat
the slave trade, a $25 bounty to crew members of a ship for capturing slave vessels, and
$100,000 to help implement the law. Signed in May 15, 1820, The Slave Trade Act made
participating in the transatlantic slave trade punishable by death. It became illegal to build a
vessel for slaving, to participate in slaving, and to introduce slaves into the United States.

The Slave Trade Act was strengthened by the deployment of the U.S. Navy to suppress
American slave trading off the African continent.. The presence of the Navy also assisted in the
American Colonization Society's mission of establishing a colony in West Africa. In 1820, three
U.S. ships began seizing American slave traders off the coast of West Africa. The most notable
events of these were a capture by a US sloop of war John Adams along with the British brig
Snapper off of Rio Pongas on October 22nd, 1820. In 1821, the schooner Alligator led by
Lieutenant Robert F. Stockton, captured four slaver vessels near Sherbro Island. On November
5th, 1821, Alligator neared a ship that appeared to be distressed. The ship hoisted the Portuguese
flag and began to fire. Alligator was ill-equipped and out of range, suffering several casualties
before she eventually was able to capture her. In October 1821, Lieutenant Commandant
Matthew C. Perry sailed on the schooner Shark to join the anti-piracy and anti-slave trade
mission. On this journey, Perry also brought Dr. Eli Ayers, the Society’s representative who
would settle the purchase of the land.

With the goals of the Society in mind, Lieutenant Robert F. Stockton convinced the
administration to give him command of the Alligator from 1820-1822. In addition to his anti-
slaving operations, Stockton landed in Cape Mesurado on December 12, 1821 to secure land for
the new colony. With Dr. Ayers, Stockton coerced the native King Peter of Cape Mesurado to



cede the land that would eventually become the Republic of Liberia. In exchange for the land,
the Society offered trade goods, supplies, weapons, and rum (approximately $300).

By 1822, Perry had heard nothing new of American slaving activity off the West African coast.
It was a general consensus that piracy and slaving activity in the region had significantly
declined due to the Navy’s activities. As a result of low slaving activities, patrolling and
surveillance was reduced.

SOURCES:
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OBJECTIVE: Acquire Territory; Social Protection & Order; Humanitarian Intervention
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: “Several”, exact number is unknown
TOTAL DEATHS: Unknown

COSTS: $100,000 dollars to support the Slave Trade Act, deployment of three navy ships, the
schooner Shark, the schooner Alligator, the Cyane.
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DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is referenced in the CRS Report. While the primary target
in this case was patrolling for American slavers, there was also an incident of hostility with natives
of Cape Mesurado (now Liberia) when Stockton acquired the land by force. In addition, there was
the encounter with the Portuguese pirates. For this case the target has instances of hostility against

itself, Portugal (POR, 235) and of State B (LBR, 450).



1822 Cuba

NAME: Landings in Cuba to Suppress Piracy (I, 11, and III)
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 16™, 1822 — October 23", 1824
TARGET STATE(S): Cuba (CUB), 40

SUMMARY:

The Spanish empire began to break apart in the early 19" century, and conditions in the West
Indies became conducive to piracy. In 1819, US President James Monroe authorized the use of
American ships to capture pirate vessels. In 1822, the West Indies Squadron was created as part
of the US Navy’s broad anti-piracy effort. Soon, American naval ships were patrolling the
country’s southeastern coastline, as well as the Gulf of Mexico.

During this period, it was common for pirates to use the northern coast of Cuba as a base.
Although Cuban authorities tried to prevent American landings, US ships sent personnel ashore
in pursuit of pirates on at least two occasions in early 1822. On January 16, 1822, the American
ship Porpoise sailed for northern Cuba. There, American personnel landed, burned a pirate base,
destroyed five pirate vessels, and arrested three pirates. On March 81,1822, the Enterprise
landed at Cape San Antonio (on the far western edge of Cuba) and destroyed another pirate base.

In 1823, the US expanded its efforts to suppress Atlantic piracy, adding several ships to the West
Indies Squadron. Throughout 1823, American ships patrolled the waters near Cuba, occasionally
landing forces in pursuit of pirates.

On April 8", the Gallinipper and the Mosquito ran the pirate vessel Pilot ashore near Havana,
killing two pirates and capturing a third. The Jackal and Fox also aided in this operation. On
April 16th, the Gallinipper, Mosquito, and Peacock captured a small pirate vessel in waters near
Cuba. Gallinipper and Mosquito also captured the pirate vessel Catalina in July near Siquapa
Bay. During this incident, the American ships pursued fleeing pirates to a nearby village, killing
most of the pirates over the course of the engagement. On July 21%, the Beagle and Greyhound
sent troops ashore to attack pirates near Cape Cruz. Although the pirates escaped, the troops
destroyed their base.

Lieutenant C.W. Skinner commanded the Porpoise, one of the schooners in the West Indies
Squadron. On October 19, 1824, Lieutenant Skinner sent Lieutenant Hunter to survey the area
around Matanzas for pirates. On October 22", Hunter returned in possession of a pirate schooner
and three prisoners, who the Americans handed over to the Governor of Matanzas.

On October 23", the American force pursued a pirate vessel near Camarioca, close to the Bay of
Matanzas. The pirates fled onto the shore, and though the American force pursued them, the
pirates were not captured. There do not appear to have been any combat deaths.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection
OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:
US: 0
Pirates: 67-78 (1823 Incident)

TOTAL DEATHS: 67-78

COSTS: Estimated number of ships in squadron is seven. With ships listed being the
Greyhound, Jackal, Beagle, Gallinipper, Mosquito, Porpoise, and Enterprise. Cost of
maintaining a naval presence in the West Indies.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This case appears in the CRS dataset, but not in the MIDs dataset. CRS also notes two other
military interventions that occured in 1823 and 1824 respectively. Both cases were a
continuation of the West Indies Squadron’s protection of U.S. economic assets. MIP has
aggregated these cases together given the consistency in U.S. objectives and outcomes across the
cases.

The true number of ships used throughout these interventions is unknown but estimated to be
seven given data from the U.S. Navy. The number of troops deployed onland is unknown.



1824 Spain

NAME: Fajardo Affair/Expedition

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 1, 1824 - November 14, 1824
TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPN) 230
SUMMARY:

By the early 19th century, the U.S. was actively using the military in expeditions to suppress
piracy. This was most prominent in the West Indies, where piracy threatened U.S. maritime trade.
What exacerbated the problem was the territorial disputes the U.S. had with the European nations.
Spain, in particular, was slow to react to the piracy around Cuba and Puerto Rico; partly because
piracy hurt U.S. commercial interests.

Spanish officials in Puerto Rico helped facilitate piracy in the U.S. In October of 1824, pirates
stole $5,000 worth of goods from a U.S. company. An U.S. official traveled to Puerto Rico to
investigate, but was arrested and detained by local officials. Upon release, he reported the incident
to his superior officer Porter. Commodore David Porter had gained a reputation in the early 1800s
for his actions against piracy. Angered by his subordinate’s imprisonment, Porter sent an
unauthorized expedition to Puerto Rico with three ships and 200 marines and sailors.

After arriving in Fajardo, Puerto Rico, Porter demanded an explanation and full apology for the
imprisonment and support of pirate activities. He ordered the 200 soldiers to disembark but was
met with Spanish soldiers prepared to defend Fajardo. After a tense standoff and diplomatic
negotiations, Spanish officials gave their apology. As punishment for the unsanctioned expedition,
Porter was court martialed.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: None

TOTAL DEATHS: None

COSTS: 200 Marines and Sailors Deployed. 3 Ships: John Adams, Grampus, and Beagle
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: The intervention was mentioned in the CSR, but it did not include

specific start and end dates. The intervention occurred in Puerto Rico, which was still a colony of
Spain.



1825 Cuba

NAME: Multilateral Battle against Piracy
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 25, 1825

TARGET STATE(S): Cuba 40

SUMMARY:

During the period of 1821 to 1825, piracy increased dramatically in the Gulf of Mexico.
To counter the pirates and protect merchant vessels from their countries, the British and
American governments routinely sent naval ships to the area. Commander Isaac M Keever of the
US Navy was dispatched to fight the pirates in the Gulf. In March 1825, while stopped at Stone
Key, he met British commander who also was looking to decrease piracy in the region. They
agreed to form a team and attack a pirate enclave in Sagua la Grande, Cuba.

A force was assembled of two barges and four cutters equally split one barge and two cutters per
nation. Each cutter had five men and the barges were “well manned.” They immediately went to
Sagua la Grande. After several days, on March 25™ they found a ship down river. After a brief
attempt at a peaceful resolution, a fight ensued. Eight pirates were killed, and 19 prisoners were
taken, six of which were wounded. It is unclear but suspected that a significant proportion of
pirates escaped into the forest along the river. Only one British soldier was wounded. No
American soldiers were killed or wounded. The following morning, another pirate boat was
chased down but was abandoned by the pirates before conflict occurred. Armaments are
unspecified from the American and British side. The pirates attempted to use large weapons on
the pirated ship, but none successfully fired.

The only lasting consequence of this action was a decrease in piracy in the region. According to
a few sources, piracy operations were successful in the early 1820’s and piracy was generally
eliminated by the end of 1825.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 8 killed, all pirates. 7 wounded — 6 pirates and 1 British. 19 taken
prisoner.

TOTAL DEATHS: 8

COSTS: One barge (Gallinipper) which was “well-manned” and two cutters with five men each.
Troop number is guessed to be 25 on the Gallinipper and 10 total for the cutters.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears only in the CRS dataset. We confirm it as an
instance of U.S. military intervention against a non state actor.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.



Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1827 Greece

NAME: Anti-Piracy Operations in the Cyclades
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 25, 1827 - December 6, 1827
TARGET STATE(S): Greece (GRE), 350
SUMMARY:

In 1827, during the Greek War for Independence, there was a rise in Greek piracy as a result of
the power shift in the Mediterranean Sea. While the United States remained neutral in the
conflict, they aimed to continue and protect American trade with the Ottoman Empire. Due to the
rise in piracy and Greek pirates viewing any ship trading with the Ottomans as fair game, the
United States deployed the Mediterranean Squadron to actively stop Greek piracy and to escort
merchant ships. The Squadron sailed for the Mediterranean on February 22, 1827. From
September 25 to December 6, the Mediterranean Squadron formed a convoy that sailed between
Smyrna and Malta. During this time, the most notable tactical anti-piracy operations took place
between October and November with the USS Sloop Warren and the US Schooner Porpoise.

In September, under the command of Lieutenant Louis M. Goldsborough, the Porpoise and three
other ships left for Malta with a convoy leading 11 merchant vessels (5 of which were
American). On October 16, while sailing through the Doro Passage at night, a British vessel, the
Comet, fell under attack by five Greek pirate vessels from Andros and Negroponte. Despite
being outnumbered with at least 200 pirates (possibly 300) and only 35 officers and men, Comet
was recovered. One American was killed, 80-90 pirates were killed, and Lieutenant John A. Carr
managed to kill the pirate chief himself. On September 25th, under the command of Master
Commandant Lawrence Kearny, Warren escorted American merchant ships with the convoy
from Smyrna, separating at a halfway point from Sicily. On October 4th, Warren captured their
first pirate boat of 15 men. That same day, off of Gramvousa (Grabusa/Carabusa), they captured
another pirate ship armed with 16 guns. Over the next few weeks, Warren continued to engage
with Greek ships, patrolling the area and escorting merchant ships in transit. On October 25th,
Warren captured and sank a 10-gun pirate ship on Kimolos (Argenteero/Argentiere), however
the pirates managed to escape ashore. That same day, while sailing near Milos (Melo/Milo),
Kearney learned that two American ships, Rob Roy and Cherub, had been attacked by Greek
pirates. On the 28th, Warren located the Cherub at Syros (Syra) and retook possession. That
night, Lexington came to guard the Cherub while Warren resumed its pirate hunt. The following
day, they found an Austrian ship (Silence) robbed of its cargo and sails. The Warren brought the
Silence back to Syros to be guarded by Lexington. On October 30th, while sailing around
Mykonos (Miconi), Warren captured a 40-oar pirate ship. Upon landing on Mykonos on



November 1st, Kearny found some stolen property, including sails, rigging, and opium, from
Cherub, Rob Roy, and Silence. The crew fired at the town in order to obtain the stolen property
and the locals handed over four men who were supposedly pirates, meanwhile the crew captured
a fifth from the mountains. Kearny and the crew also captured a pirate ship of Mykonos and
burned it. On November 7th, Warren returned to Syros to return the stolen property and
continued on to Andros Island (reputable for pirates), meanwhile, Cherub headed for Smyrna
with the protection of Lexington. Lieutenant William L. Hudson led a boat expedition from
Warren to observe the coast of Andros. On November 9th, they captured a pirate boat, burned a
second pirate boat, and blew up a house which the Americans believed to have been the home of
a pirate.

Warren continued sailing between Andros and Giaros (Yiaros/Jura) until November 14th. While
on Andros, the local people handed over a pirate ship containing a 12 pound carronade and some
stolen tools from Cherub. On November 18th, Warren sailed into the harbor of Milos Island. On
the 27th, two American ships, Sarah and Esther, and six others arrived. On the 30th, Warren
rejoined a convoy en route to Smyrna where they arrived by December 6th. Warren remained in
the Mediterranean for the next two years, patrolling and protecting American trade until she
returned to the US in the summer of 1830.
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OBJECTIVE: Humanitarian Intervention; Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 1 American (at the Battle of Doro Passage), 80-90 Greek pirates

TOTAL DEATHS: 1 American (at the Battle of Doro Passage), 80-90 Greek pirates

COSTS: Deployment of the Mediterranean Squadron, particularly the deployment of the US
Schooner Porpoise (35-40 officers and men), and the US Sloop Warren (Unknown number of
men). Known number of ships deployed is four.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is referenced in the CRS report. The exact number of men
and ships involved in the Mediterranean Squadron is unknown.


https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/w/warren-iv.html

1832 India

NAME: First Sumatran Expedition
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 6, 1832 - February 9, 1832.
TARGET STATE(S): India (IDN), 750
SUMMARY:

On February 7, 1831, the Friendship, an American spice trading vessel, was in port at Quallah
Battoo, Sumatra to purchase pepper. While the spices were being loaded, the locals attacked the
Americans on the ship killing several and forcing its immediate departure. Word quickly spread
back to Washington and Captain John Downes of the USS Potomac with 480 men was sent to
Sumatra to seek compensation and, if necessary, destroy pirate boats or capture those involved in
the attack on the Friendship.

On February 5, 1832, the Americans tried for a peaceful resolution to no success. In the morning
of February 6, American troops advanced on the town and fighting began. After two and a half
hours, several of the town’s forts were captured. Of the 480 Americans, 282 were sent to fight on
land. Two men were killed in action and 11 wounded. An estimated 150 Sumatrans died which
included an unspecified number of women and children. During the following days until
February 9, the USS Potomac continually cannoned the village. Francis Warriner, who was on
the USS Potomac, claims the Malays said at the time of surrender that 60 men were killed from
the shelling. Other sources indicate 300 were killed or wounded during the bombardment.

On February 9, 1832, the Malays surrendered and promised to maintain peace with American
traders. This was short-lived, however, as another American ship was attacked in 1838 leading to
a second expedition against the Malays by the Americans in December 1838. Additionally, the
expedition was viewed in the United States as being an excessive response, but President
Jackson claimed it built respect for the American flag in Asia. Notably, Captain John Downes
never sailed again presumably because of the severity of the attack.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 2 Americans, an estimated 210 Malays

TOTAL DEATHS: 2 Americans, an estimated 210 Malays

COSTS: 480 troops were used, 282 landed on February 6. The Remaining troops stayed on the
USS Potomac to assist with cannoning the city.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is only mentioned in the CRS dataset.There is some
discrepancy with the amount of Malays killed by cannoning. Francis Warriner, a primary source,
claims the Malays said 60 were killed. Other sources indicate up to 300 killed or wounded. No
peer-reviewed or primary sources were found to corroborate the 300 killed or wounded.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.



Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1833 Argentina

NAME: Landing to Protect Foreign Interests During Unrest in Argentina
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: October 31, 1833 — November 15, 1833

TARGET STATE(S): Argentina (ARG), 160

SUMMARY:

In October 1833, a rebellion broke out in Argentina. The American ship Natchez, under the
command of John Zantzinger, was in the harbor near Buenos Aires when hostilities began. At the
request of American business interests in the city, the Natchez remained in the harbor.

Upon learning of the unrest in Buenos Aires, Commodore M.T. Woolsey of the Lexington left
Montevideo for the Argentine capital, arriving on October 21st. Woolsey sent a representative
from the Lexington ashore to communicate with the Argentine President and ascertain the
situation, as the US had no diplomatic representation in Argentina at the time.

On October 31*, unrest spread throughout the city, and Commodore Woolsey sent 43 personnel
ashore, where they protected foreign interests until November 15, at which point the instability
subsided. US forces do not appear to have suffered any losses.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934 (Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, US Marine Corps Headquarters).

Lillich, Richard B. 2002. “Appendix I: A Chronological List of Cases Involving the Landing of
United States Forces to Protect the Lives and Property of Nationals Abroad Prior to World War
IL,” in Lillich on the Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad, eds. Thomas C. Wingfield &
James E. Meyen. International Law Studies, Vol. 77 (Newport, RI: US Naval War College).
Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed
Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Congressional Research Service.

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0



TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: Maintaining two ships in the harbor near Buenos Aires.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears only in the CRS dataset.



1835 Mexico

NAME: Ingham Incident

DISPUTE NUMBER: 1556

DATES: June 14, 1835

TARGET STATE: Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

The U.S.-Mexico relationship was strained during the 1800s. For years, the U.S. expanded its
territory into North America, which led to several battles over Mexican territory. Mexico,
meanwhile, was plagued by political and economic problems. In this situation, Mexico began to
assert more control over its Texas territory in the 1830s. This development began to cause civil
unrest in Texas.

The Mexican Navy began to capture ships they suspected of carrying illegal goods and arms to
the growing rebellion. The most notable incidents were when the Mexican schooner Montezuma
seized the American schooner Martha and the Texan ship Columbia for customs violations on
May 7, 1835. Outrage (from the public, businessmen, and President Jackson) over these seizures
eventually drove the U.S. military to order the schooner /ngham to rescue the captive U.S.
citizens. After traveling for several weeks, they found and engaged Montezuma on June 14,
1835. Several shots were fired, until the captain of Montezuma crashed his own ship to avoid
capture and the U.S. citizens were rescued.

The Ingham Incident (also sometimes referred to as the Montezuma Affair) was the first naval
battle between Mexico and the U.S. It is also seen as a major trigger for the Texas Revolution
and a precursor to the eventual Mexican-American War. As a side note, scholars argue the
Ingham Incident was the origin of the Coast Guard motto “Semper paratus.”

SOURCES:

“Revenue Cutter Ingham.” Published June 19, 2015.
https://www.maritimeprofessional.com/blogs/post/revenue-cutter-ingham-14786.

Wells, William R. II. ""Every Protection That Was Asked For..." The United States Revenue
Cutter Ingham, Texas Independence, and New Orleans, 1835." Louisiana History: The Journal
of the Louisiana Historical Association 39, no. 4 (1998): 457-79.
http://www.]jstor.org/stable/4233538.



https://www.maritimeprofessional.com/blogs/post/revenue-cutter-ingham-14786
http://www.jstor.org/stable/4233538

Wells, William R. II. “SEMPER PARATUS: The Meaning.” Published 2006.
https://media.defense.gov/2017/Jul/01/2001772265/-1/-

1/0/SEMPERPARATUSTHEMEANING.PDF.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Social Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:

Released (for Seizures)

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS:
e Navy Sailors: 22
e One Navy ship: Langham

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
o The military intervention does not appear in the CSR dataset of military interventions.

The incident was mentioned in the MID list. However, in the MID, the ships involved had
different names, such as Paragon or Texas. There were no ships that had those names, and
we could not find any interventions around the same time-period that involved those ships
and Mexico. Thus, we determined the names in the MID were incorrect and resolved the
error.

The MID also mentioned the involvement of Envoy extraordinary and minister
plenipotentiary to Mexico Powhatan Ellis; however, he was an envoy in 1839, and he did
not have any relation with the Incident.

The MIP dataset listed the Incident happening during 1839, but this is probably due to the
inclusion of envoy Ellis.


https://media.defense.gov/2017/Jul/01/2001772265/-1/-1/0/SEMPERPARATUSTHEMEANING.PDF
https://media.defense.gov/2017/Jul/01/2001772265/-1/-1/0/SEMPERPARATUSTHEMEANING.PDF

1835 Peru

NAME: Protection of the American Consulate in Callao and Lima
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: December 10, 1835 to December 7, 1836

TARGET STATE(S): Peru (PER), 135

SUMMARY:

In 1835, a civil war broke out in Peru. Due to the conflict, on December 6", American citizens in
Callao petitioned for marines to land for protection. The USS Brandywine, in harbor at the time,
complied with this request on December 10, and deployed between 40 and 50 marines to the area
where they quartered with the Americans living there. The marines returned to the Brandywine
on January 24™, 1836. The protection proved successful as no hostilities against the Americans
occurred.

Additional deployments occurred throughout the remainder of 1836. In one instance, a single
private was sent to Lima to the American Consulate on an unspecified mission though it is
implied that he was sent to aid in defense of the consulate. Details of other troop deployments
and numbers were not found in the available literature. There is, however, no mention of other
ships in the area, suggesting that the USS Brandywine was likely the only American naval ship in
the area during the Peruvian Civil War.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Alanson. “Peru.” Essay. In One Hundred Eighty Landings of United
States Marines, 1800-1934: a Brief History in Two Parts ..., 137-38. Washington, DC:
History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps, 1974.

Mooney, James L. “Brandywine.” June 26, 2015.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/b/brandywine-i.html.

“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad ...,” January 13, 2020.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests



OUTCOME: Unclear/Missing

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: 1 Naval Ship — USS Brandywine and an estimated 45 troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in the CRS dataset. CRS indicates that only
two deployments occurred. We confirm the double instance of U.S. military intervention and
continue to code it as one single instance given the same objective of protecting U.S. diplomatic
interests.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.



Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1836 Mexico (1) Urrea

NAME: General Urrea Incident
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1554

DATES: December 1836 — April 16, 1837
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

After the Texan victory in the Battle of San Jacinto in March 1836, the northern territory claimed
independence from Mexico. Leading up to the defining victory, tensions between Mexico and
Texas reached a boiling point; in January 1836, Mexico announced a blockade of Texas ports in
an attempt to starve the separatist movement of support. The United States, confined by the
Neutrality Act of 1818, was caught in the middle. One of the first acts the newly independent
Texas carried out was to create a navy, initially used to transport troops in the ongoing conflict
with Mexico. However, the entrance of the Texas navy into the Gulf of Mexico created
numerous problems for American commerce.

Multiple examples of state-sponsored piracy characterized the relationship between Mexico and
Texas, which complicated United States’ commerce. In April 1836, the Mexican brig of war
Libertador captured the Texas schooner Independence and imprisoned its crew in Matamoros.
The Texas navy retaliated by attacking Mexican vessels and coastal towns. The Texan Invincible
captured an American ship thought to be carrying military support to Mexico and was
immediately declared a pirate by the United States naval command. In the same month, the
Mexican port of Matamoros denied entrance to four American merchant vessels, reneging on the
1831 Mexican-American Commercial treaty that governed trade between the two countries. The
United States navy began to convoy both Texas and Mexican ships to facilitate trade.

In April 1837, two American vessels, the Champion and the Louisiana were captured outside of
Texas by a Mexican squadron led by the brig of war, General Urrea, and imprisoned in
Matamoros. American Commander Mervine led the Natchez to liberate the two American ships
and their crews, and captured the General Urrea in the process (which was eventually returned
to Mexico). In April 1838, the United States and Mexico agreed to arbitration of the events that
occurred. A drawn-out tribunal concluded investigations in February 1842 which left neither the
United States nor Mexico satisfied with the result. These naval confrontations undoubtedly led to



increased resentment between the United States and Mexico, culminating years later in the
Mexican-American War.

SOURCES:
Bauer, K. Jack. 1970. "The United States Navy and Texas Independence: A Study in Jacksonian
Integrity." Military Affairs 34, no. 2: 44-48.

Haugh, George F. 1960. "History of the Texas Navy." The Southwestern Historical Quarterly 63,
no. 4: 572-79.

Moore, Marc A. 1967. "Marines of the Texas Republic." Southwest Review 52, no. 2: 164-76.
OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire, Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0

COSTS: Deployment of five United States ships (Constellation, Concord, Natchez, St. Louis,
Boston) to Matamoros.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This dispute features in the MID dataset on intervention.



1836 Mexico (2) Gaines

NAME: General Gaines in Nacogdoches
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1555

DATES: April 4, 1836 — December 18, 1836
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70

SUMMARY:

In the 1830s, the relationship between the United States and Mexico started to fray as American
settlers began to rapidly populate the Mexican state of Texas. Both countries were operating
under their April 1831 Treaty of Commerce, and as more Americans moved to Texas, President
Jackson publicly practiced a policy of “strict neutrality”. After their victory in the Battle of San
Jacinto on April 28, 1836 and the signing of the Treaty of Velasco, Texans declared their
independence from Mexico. However, Mexico declined to accept the document, as their general
and President, Santa Anna, had been captured during the battle and signed the treaty under
duress.

The borderlands and Texas were heavily populated by native American tribal populations during
this time. The 1831 Commerce Treaty attempted to make both countries accountable for the
violence committed by native American communities that crossed the border. In January 1836,
President Jackson sent General Edmund Gaines, commander of the Western Department of the
U.S. Army, to the eastern side of the Sabine River, the geographical marker long established as
the border between Mexico and the U.S., to defend national territory. Gaines explained to the
Mexican and Texan generals how any army recruiting native Americans living in U.S. territory
would be punished severely. He was given large discretion to manage his 1600 troop force.

On July 31, 1836, acting based on rumors of native American insurrection, Gaines moved his
troops across the Sabine River into Nacogdoches. Mexico maintained that the territory still
belonged to them as the Treaty of Velasco was void; Texas claimed the treaty still held; the
United States kept “neutrality”. Manuel Edward Gorostiza, Mexico’s minister plenipotentiary to
the United States, was furious that their northern neighbor was using government funds in this
manner and resigned in October. Gaines was heavily criticized for his decision and recalled to
Washington for an investigation. Troops were removed from Nacogdoches on December 18,
1836. Louisiana and other Southern states rose to Gaines’ defense and ultimately changed public
opinion in the United States to push for annexation of Texas years later. In the absence of a
Mexican diplomatic mission in Washington, tensions between the two countries continued to
rise, ultimately leading to the Mexican-American War.



SOURCES:

Jones, Robert L. and Jones, Pauline. 2012. "Occupation of Nacogdoches." East Texas Historical

Journal: Vol. 50 : Iss. 2, Article 8. Available at: https://scholarworks.sfasu.edu/ethj/vol50/iss2/8

Kent Barnett Germany. 1996. "Patriotism and Protest: Louisiana and General Edmund Pendleton
Gaines's Army of Mexican-American War Volunteers, 1845-1847." Louisiana History: The

Journal of the Louisiana Historical Association 37, no. 3: 325-35.

Silver, James W. 1935. "Edmund Pendleton Gaines and Frontier Problems, 1801-1849." The
Journal of Southern History 1, no. 3: 320-44.

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory; Social Protection & Order; Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Unclear/missing

BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexico: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexico: 0
COSTS: Deployment and maintenance of 1600 troops for five months.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in both Gibler’s (2018) International Conflicts
database and the CRS report.



1838 India

NAME: Second Sumatran Expedition
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: December 24, 1838 to January 3%, 1839
TARGET STATE(S): India (IDN), 750
SUMMARY:

Following the First Sumatran Expedition in 1832, the United States believed that the Sumatra
people would remain friendly to American trading vessels. On August 26", 1838, the American
trading vessel Eclipse was robbed in a similar manner to the 1832 robbery of the Friendship
while in port near Mukie (spelled sometimes as Muckie). Commodore George C. Read learned
of the robbery and immediately took two frigates, the USS Columbia and USS John Adams, to
Qualla Battoo (spelled sometimes as Kwallah Batu) where some of the robbers were located in
an attempt to reobtain the goods stolen.

The frigates arrived on December 22, 1838 and attempted to retrieve the stolen goods to no
avail. On December 25%, 1838, the frigates cannonaded the town destroying two of the forts. No
troops landed in this battle and no indication is made that the Malays fought back. The frigates
then proceeded to Mukie. On January 1%, 1839, the frigates cannonaded Mukie and then landed
350 men to destroy the town. The Malays again did resist the destruction of Mukie and the town
was left “a mass of ruins.” The frigates set sail away from Mukie on January 3™, 1839. Sources
indicate that the Americans suffered zero casualties across both conflicts. William Murrell, a
primary source, indicates that the Malays suffered an unknown number of casualties in the battle
at Qualla Batoo and presumably zero at the battle at Mukie.

There are no overall long-term consequences as piracy and theft continued in the region for

many years to come. There are no indications in the primary or secondary sources found of
Dutch involvement in the conflict.

SOURCES:
“Important from Sumatra.” The Baltimore Sun, May 30, 1839, 4-4.

Logan, James Richardson. “The Piracy and Slave Trade of the Indian Archipelago.” The Journal
of the Indian Archipelago and Eastern Asia 4 (1850): 623-25.



Murrell, William Meacham. “9.” Essay. In Cruise of the Frigate Columbia around the World,
under the Command of Commodore George C. Read, in 1838, 1839, and 1840, 103—11.
Boston, MA: B.B. Mussey, 1840.

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. &

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Two frigates, the USS Columbia and USS John Adams, and 350 marines/sailors.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: There are unsupported sources that claim Dutch involvement as
primary and secondary sources do not make any mention of the Dutch playing a role in the battles.
Additionally, dates across all sources are conflicting but generally within one or two days of each
other.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an



intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1839 United Kingdom

NAME: The Aroostook War (The Pork and Beans War)

DISPUTE NUMBER: 15

DATES: February 15%, 1839 to March 21%, 1839

TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom, 200. Location: Canada, Canada CAN 20.

SUMMARY:

The Treaty of Paris in 1783 officially ended the American Revolutionary War and established
boundaries for the United States and British controlled New Brunswick. However, the boundary
between Maine and Canada was never explicitly established in this treaty. The sides interpreted
the vague language differently over the next few decades, causing land claim disputes over
roughly 12,000 square miles of land.

The repercussions of an unclear boundary reached a critical point in 1838 and early 1839. Both
the United States and Canada frequently arrested “trespassers” in the disputed territory. On
February 15™, 1839, Maine passed legislation for 10,000 troops to be sent to the border to secure
the territory. Other states pledged support and Congress soon passed funds for an additional
50,000 troops, however, these troops were never actually deployed. Immediately following, the
British began sending troops to the area. Seeing the potential for conflict, President Van Buren
sent General Winfield Scott to negotiate peace foremost until a diplomatic solution could be
arranged. Lt. Governor of New Brunswick John Harvey and Scott exchanged letters throughout
March and reached an agreement on March 21, 1839. For the sake of preventing conflict, both
sides would retract troops deployments and allow for diplomats to solve the border dispute.

The long-term consequence to this dispute was the Webster-Ashburn Treaty of 1842 which
formalized the boundaries between Maine and New Brunswick. The United States is universally
viewed to have received a better outcome as they received 2/3 of the disputed land and control of
the St. John River.

SOURCES:
"Aroostook War." In The Great American History Fact-Finder, by Pam Cornelison, and Ted
Yanak. 2nd ed. Houghton Mifflin, 2004.

Britannica Academic, s.v. "Aroostook War," accessed January 25, 2021.

McCue, Michael Westaway. 2000. “The Aroostook War.” Beaver 80 (4): 12.



Ring, Elizabeth "Aroostook War ." Dictionary of American History. Encyclopedia.com. (January
12, 2021).

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory
OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: 10,000 troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the MID data by Gibler (2018). Because of the
speedy exchange between Scott and Harvey, the 50,000 Congressional troops were never deployed
to the conflict. Only the 10,000 troops Maine sent were deployed with a large number still traveling
to the border at the time of the agreement. The start date of the conflict is the day Maine passed
legislation to send troops as it provoked a response by the British. The end date of this conflict is
stated as March 21%, 1839 as a military truce was formally established on that day and troops were
retracted. Coding of this instance assumes that both countries had legitimate ownership of the land
at the time. Therefore, troop deployments by both parties were strictly to fortify the borders and
not seize opposing land.



1840 Fiji

NAME: Fiji punitive expedition
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 12, 1840 - July 26, 1840
TARGET STATE(S): Fiji (F1J), 950

SUMMARY: In 1838, Congress issued orders to a squadron of U.S. naval ships to enter the
South Pacific Sea on a mission of exploring and surveying local islands in areas thought to be
relevant and valuable for future U.S. commercial maritime trade. When arriving in the area in
1839, the commander of the squadron contacted local native tribes and negotiated a set of
commercial regulations to guide future interactions.

Over the next year locals — who may or may not have understood that they were supposedly
bound by these treaties — flagrantly violated the regulations, for instance by looting a stranded
U.S. ship and (in a separate incident) murdering two U.S. officers who had surveyed local
territory and took a local hostage when they were scared by hostile natives.

In response, U.S. forces landed and burned multiple villages to the ground. After this
demonstration of force, local actors no longer attacked U.S. ships or personnel in the area.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

Westerfield, Donald. 1996. War Powers: The President, the Congress, and the Question of War.
Westport: Praeger.

OBJECTIVE:
Maintain Empire; Economic Protection; Protect Own Military/Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: 2 Americans, 7 Fijians

TOTAL DEATHS: 2 Americans, 7 Fijians

COSTS: The squadron of six ships deployed included the Vincennes, Peaco, the Porpoise, the
Relief, Flying Fish, and SeaGull. The number of troops deployed on the island is unknown.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1841 Kiribati

NAME: Battle of Drummond's Island
DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: April 6, 1841 - April 9, 1841
TARGET STATE(S): Kiribati (KIR), 946
SUMMARY:

During the Wilkes Exploring Expedition (expedition by the US between 1836-1842 to map
uncharted territory/oceans, and for scientific and commercial expansion) while sailing around the
Gilbert Islands, aboard the Peacock, Lieutenant William L. Hudson heard of a shipwreck that
happened some time ago in the area. Supposedly, the whole crew was massacred, except for a
woman and her child. On April 6, Lieutenant Hudson anchored his ship four miles out from the
town of Utirod on Drummond’s Island (where the catastrophe supposedly took place). With four
armed boats, two officers, and the Scientific Corps, Hudson landed on the island to make
scientific observations and collect information, and to determine if the woman and child were on
this island.

Upon landing, the crew was initially cordially greeted by the natives. Despite this, the natives
kept their homes closed to the Americans, and no information was obtained when the Americans
inquired about the woman and child. However, remnants of the shipwrecked vessel were found.
At the end of the day, Hudson and his crew returned to the ship with plans to continue their
search the following day. On April 7, the Americans continued searching for several hours
before returning to their ships. Hudson realized one of his men, John Anderson, was missing. A
search for Anderson was made and Hudson even offered a reward. The natives became hostile
and took arms. As the Americans returned to the ships, leaving the shore, the natives crowded
around stoning them and waving their weapons. The Americans waited for Anderson for two
days before concluding that he was murdered.

On April 9, Hudson decided to attack the natives to punish them for the death of Anderson. The
schooner, the Flying Fish (which had arrived the previous day), was ordered to cover the party in
boats (7) as a haven for the landing party should the men need to retreat. Under Lieutenant
William M. Walker, eighty armed and equipped marines were deployed and they were met with
a force of roughly 800 natives. Walker fired a rocket, which caused the natives to flee into the
bushes. However, the natives soon returned to surround the boats. The Americans fired a volley
of musketry bringing many natives to fall. When the Americans landed, they immediately set out
to destroy the village. In less than two hours, all huts (approximately 300) in the town were burnt



to ashes. They continued on to burn the neighboring village, Aita, before returning to the ships.
In total, twelve natives were killed and John Anderson, the woman, and child were never found.
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Walker, James. “United States Exploring Expedition (1838-1842).” The Oregon Encyclopedia,
February 6, 2020.
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X_i8dthKjid.

OBJECTIVE: Humanitarian Intervention
OUTCOME: Yield by US

BATTLE DEATHS: 1 American, 12 Natives
TOTAL DEATHS: 1 American, 12 Natives

COSTS: Deployment of the Peacock and the schooner the Flyish Fish, a few navy officers, and
80 marines and seamen.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is referenced in the CRS report.


https://journals.lib.unb.ca/index.php/ihr/article/view/27222
https://www.history.navy.mil/our-collections/art/exhibits/exploration-and-technology/alfred-agate-collection/1841/-drummond-s-island--tabiteuea-.html
https://www.history.navy.mil/our-collections/art/exhibits/exploration-and-technology/alfred-agate-collection/1841/-drummond-s-island--tabiteuea-.html
https://www.oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/united_states_exploring_expedition_1838_1842_/#.X_i8dthKjid
https://www.oregonencyclopedia.org/articles/united_states_exploring_expedition_1838_1842_/#.X_i8dthKjid

1841 Samoa

NAME: Retaliation for treaty abrogation
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 24, 1841

TARGET STATE(S): Samoa (WSM), 990

SUMMARY: In the early 1800s trade grew rapidly between the U.S. and a range of islands in
the South Pacific, and in 1839 the United States government decided to upgrade the commercial
agency on Samoa to a formal consulate. About a year later, an American sailor was killed by
natives. According to the treaty signed in 1839 to establish the U.S. consulate, the suspects were
supposed to be handed over to U.S. authorities. However, local authorities refused to comply
with this request.

The U.S. Navy sloop Peacock and schooner Flying Fish were ordered to the island to seek
redress. When local authorities continued to refuse, naval commanders decided to land 70
Marines. On February 24, 1841 the Marines approached the villages where the suspects lived,
but found them deserted. As retribution for the murder and the refusal to hand over the suspects,
the Marines burned several villages to the ground. At that point they decided that they had
fulfilled their mission as stipulated and sailed away.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

Westerfield, Donald. 1996. War Powers: The President, the Congress, and the Question of War.
Westport: Praeger.

OBJECTIVE:
Maintain Empire; Economic Protection; Protect Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 1

COSTS: Deployment of two naval ships and 70 Marines.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1842 Mexico

NAME: Capture of Monterey
DISPUTE NUMBER: 2116
DATES: October 19 - 21, 1842
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico 70
SUMMARY:

Sometime before the conflict, Commodore Thomas Ap Jones heard that British ships were
moving north along the coast of South America. There was a fear that if a war broke out between
the US and Mexico, Britain would take advantage of the conflict in the east to take the valued
Pacific ports. Jones was under orders at the time to capture any Pacific ports if a war began
between Mexico and the US to prevent the British from taking them. Under these orders and
misinterpreting the movement of British ships, Jones assumed the US was going to war with
Mexico and therefore took his ships north to Monterey.

On October 19™, 1842, Jones’ ships arrived in port and requested the immediate surrender of
Monterey by the next morning. Monterey’s forces were insufficient to defend the fort and the
governor peacefully surrendered the city on October 20%, 1842. A landing party of 100 sailors
and 50 marines took control of the city that day. The next morning on October 21st, Jones
learned that a war had not begun and immediately gave the city back to the governor. This was
widely considered a blunder on Jones’ part and he was censured but not punished for his actions.

The long-term consequences of this intervention was a signal to the Mexican government of
American eagerness to take over Mexican territory. Over the next couple of years Monterey
increased its defenses and in 1846, when the Mexican-American war broke out, the Battle of
Monterey caused heavy casualties on both sides.

SOURCES:
GUINN, J. M. "THE CAPTURE OF MONTEREY OCT. 19, 1842." Annual Publication of the

Historical Society of Southern California, Los Angeles 3, no. 4 (1896): 70-73. Accessed
November 10, 2020. doi:10.2307/41167605.

Smith, Gene. “Jones, Thomas Ap Catesby.” American National Biography. Oxford University
Press, February 2000.

"Thomas Ap Catesby Jones." In Dictionary of American Biography. New York, NY: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 1936. Gale In Context: Biography (accessed November 10, 2020).



OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory
OUTCOME: Yield by US
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS:100 sailors, 50 marines, 1 frigate (USS United States), 2 sloops-of-war (USS Dale and
USS Cyane)

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Many sources incorrectly state the city was given back to Mexico on
October 20". However, this is inaccurate according to primary sources. Commodore Jones arrived
on the 19", peacefully took the city on the morning of the 20™, and then relinquished control on
the 21%.

OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):



Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.



Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1843 China

NAME: Landing to Protect Americans in Canton

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 1843

TARGET STATE(S): China, 710

SUMMARY:

During the 19'" century, the Qing dynasty was under intense pressure from European commercial
interests to open China to trade. From 1839 to 1842, China and Britain fought the First Opium
War, which ended with the Treaty of Nanjing.

In June 1843 (or 1844, see Definitional Issues below), a dispute broke out between Americans
and Chinese at a trading post, or possibly a factory. The dispute occurred in the southern city of
Canton (Guangzhou), a major trading port. The USS St. Louis, under the orders of Lieutenant
Edward G. Tilton, landed sixty marines and sailors at Canton in order to protect the Americans
until the clash subsided. American forces do not appear to have been drawn into combat,
although there was one Chinese death in the clash preceding deployment.
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Officers, 1798-1883. (Annapolis, Maryland: Naval Institute Press).
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actors



BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS:

China: 1 (Long 1988, p. 214)
US: 0

Per capita total deaths: N/A
COSTS: Cost of maintaining naval presence near China.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: There is a dispute in the literature concerning whether this
intervention occurred in June of 1843 or 1844. Torrean & Plagakis (2020) and Terry (1971) date
the incident to 1843, but do not provide specific dates. Haviland (2020, p. 486) claims that
Torrean & Plagakis misdate the incident, and that it actually occurred in 1844. The supporting
citation is Long (1988, p. 214), which dates the incident to 1844. Terry suggests “June and July”
of 1843, but we cannot establish a firm start or end date.



1846 Mexico

NAME: Mexican-American War
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1552

DATES: April 25, 1846 — February 2, 1848
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico 70

SUMMARY: Prior to the Mexican-American War beginning in 1846, Texas declared
independence from Mexico in 1836 and was annexed by the United States in 1845. Mexico’s
President Jose Joaquin Herrera was extremely displeased with these events and severed relations
with the United States in 1845. American President Polk, however, wanted to continue relations
and sent a diplomat to Mexico City to purchase New Mexico and California from Mexico.
Herrera did not allow the negotiations to occur so Polk, motivated by expanding US territory
through force if necessary, pushed for Congress to prepare for war. In what is today viewed as a
questionable and very provocative act, Polk stationed troops along the U.S.-Mexican border as
an attempt to provoke an attack from Mexico. He was successful on April 25, 1846, as Mexico
attacked American troops along the Rio Grande in what is known as the Thornton Affair. The
US formally declared war on May 13, 1846.

The war lasted until February 2, 1848 when the U.S. and Mexico signed the Treaty of Guadalupe
Hidalgo. Due to the scale of the war, exact troops numbers and deaths remain somewhat
disputed. The Defense Casualty Analysis System of the Department of Defense gives the total
number of American troops to be 78,718 with 13,283 deaths of which 1,733 are from battle and
11,550 from other causes. Most sources indicated that disease was the major cause of the non-
battle deaths. According to K. Jack Bauer, an estimated 66 US Naval ships were used throughout
the war. On the side of Mexico, the total number of battle deaths is estimated to be around 5,000
with an additional 4,000 civilian casualties (Clodfelter 2017:249). The exact number for Mexican
battles deaths and civilian deaths is unknown.

The long-term consequences of the war are best seen in the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidalgo. The
US was able to maintain Texas as a state, settled the border dispute to be along the Rio Grande,
and received all of then California in exchange for roughly $15M. The territory, including Texas,
received would eventually become the states located in the present day southwest (California,
New Mexico, Nevada, Arizona, Utah, and Colorado and parts of Oklahoma and Wyoming). Area
along the southern border of present-day Arizona and New Mexico remained disputed until the
Gadsden Purchase of 1854.
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OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS:
e American - 1,733 (DCAS)
e Mexican - 5,000 (Clodfelter 249)
TOTAL DEATHS: 22,283
e 1,733 American deaths in battle (DCAS)
e 11,550 Americans from other causes (DCAS)
e 5,000 Mexican battle deaths (Clodfelter 249)
e 4,000 Mexican civilian deaths (Clodfelter 249)
COSTS: 78,718 troops and at least 66 naval ships (DCAS, Bauer)

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: The Mexican-American war features in both Gibler/MID and the
CRS report, although with varying dates. We use the dates during which the U.S. officially
recognized that it was at war with Mexico (in practice, the same as the CRS report).



1850 Spain

NAME: The Cardenas Expedition
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1566

DATES: May 7 - November 16, 1850
TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPN) - 230
SUMMARY:

The mid 1800’s was the height of America’s expansionist endeavors and it was also a tense
period surrounding the slavery discourse - eventually leading to the Civil War. The Mexican-
American War had just ended in 1848, resulting in the annexation of Texas. After the war, the
U.S. public and government hoped to acquire additional territory in the Caribbean. Despite the
U.S. government making its own efforts to acquire Cuba, private citizens, particularly many pro-
slavery individuals from the South, and veterans from the Mexican American War, took matters
into their own hands by embarking on their own fillibustering expeditions. These expeditions
were an embarrassment to the Taylor/Fillmore administration, leading the President to deploy
U.S. Navy ships (steamer Saranac, USS Germantown, steamer Vixen) to observe and prevent
escalation of the expeditions. Such expeditions threatened U.S. diplomatic relations with Spain.

Narciso Lopez, a Venezuelan-born American, headed three filibustering expeditions, with
the last resulting in his execution in 1851. Lopez’s first attempt in 1849 failed before even
departing for Cuba. In his second attempt, on May 7, 1850, Lopez set out for the expedition on
the Creole, along with the Liberation Army of about 550 men on the Georgiana and Susan Loud
(three fourths of which were veterans from the Mexican-American War). Before reaching Cuba,
on May 14, they stopped in Contoy Island and Mujeres Island for preparations. On the 17th, they
sailed for Cuba. On the 19th, the Liberation Army landed in Cardenas, a town in the northwest of
Cuba. Initially, Lopez briefly occupied the town before Spanish authorities arrived. However, the
expedition failed, as Lopez thought he would be seen as a liberator and he expected to receive
the support of the locals. The Spanish had been warned and Lopez and his men became
outnumbered without the support of the locals. The filibusters lost 26 men and 60 were left
injured. The Spaniards, on the other hand, suffered only ten casualties. Lopez decided to retreat
to the Creole, managing to escape the Spanish force and returned to the U.S.

While fleeing Cardenas, the Creole managed to escape, however 52 men from Georgiana
and Susan Loud were captured by Spanish Habanero and Pizzaro. These men became prisoners
accused of piracy. The U.S. was outraged and demanded the release of its citizens. Meanwhile in
Spain, news of the events in Cuba was not taken well, escalating tensions between the U.S. and



Spain. After months of negotiations, the prisoners were released on November 16, 1850, a
diplomatic victory for Secretary of State Clayton.
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OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Stalemate



BATTLE DEATHS: Spain: 10

TOTAL DEATHS: Spain: 10
U.S. Citizens: 26

COSTS: Deployment of the USS Georgetown, Saranac, and Vixen
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

In the backlogger, Fillmore is input as the president. However, President Taylor was president
when this intervention began, up until he passed away July 9th, 1850. Fillmore became president
July 10th, 1850, midway through this intervention.

There are discrepancies about the landing date in Cardenas, Cuba.
e The book, “Counter-Case Presented on the Part of the Government,” says that they
landed in Cardenas on May 17th.
o De La Cova says the filibusters landed on May 19th after sailing for Cuba from Contoy
and Mujeres on the 17th.
Discrepancies in intervention end date:
e MID says the intervention July 8th, 1850, when the prisoners were released.
e The book, “Counter-Case Presented on the Part of the Government,” says the prisoners
were released July 15th.
e Meanwhile both Caldwell, and Zemler say that the prisoners were released on November
16th, 1850.
Discrepancies of number of men in the filibustering expedition:
e The book, “Counter-Case Presented on the Part of the Government,” says there were
approximately 500 men.
e De La Cova says there were 610 men - including 230 from the Kentucky Regiment, 170
from the Louisiana Regiment, and 170 from the Mississippi Regiment.
e Zemler notes “Lopez's force declined from 570 to 520 men” when Lopez offered the
opportunity to return to the U.S. instead of sailing on to Cuba.
e (aldwell describes something similar, that before sailing for Cuba from Contoy, the force
was reduced from 570 to 521.
Discrepancies of ships deployed:
e The book, “Counter-Case Presented on the Part of the Government,” notes that on July
15th when the prisoners were released, the USS Albany was sent to receive them. This is
not noted in other sources.



1852 Johanns Island

NAME: Freeing of U.S. merchant ship
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: August 5, 1851 — August 29, 1851
TARGET STATE(S): Johanns Island (N/A)

SUMMARY: In 1851 a U.S. merchant ship in the whaling business had its captain unlawfully
seized by King Selim of the Johanns Island in the South Pacific. The U.S. Navy sloop Dale
happened to be in the area as part of its regularly scheduled voyage across the South Pacific
islands, and it was diverted to respond to this indignity.

Upon its arrival, the sloop fired multiple rounds of shells onto the fortress of King Selim who
rapidly put up a white flag. After a series of negotiations, and at least one further round of
artillery shelling, the King agreed to release the U.S. merchant captain and even paid a small
amount of money as financial redress.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

COSTS: Deployment of one U.S. naval ship. The United States received $1,000 in compensation
from King Selim, and the one ship intervening in Johanns Island was already in the area as part of
a regular patrol.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1851 Turkey

NAME: Mediterranean Squadron Deployment after Jaffa Massacre
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 1851

TARGET STATE(S): Turkey - 640; Location: present-day Israel - 666

SUMMARY: A massacre took place in Jaffa in January 1851 where foreigners, including
Americans, were killed. Following the massacre, the U.S. deployed the Mediterranean Squadron
of the Navy to the Turkish (Levantine) coast. During this intervention, no shots were fired but
the presence of the Mediterranean Squadron was used as a display of force.

SOURCES:
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Unclear/missing
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0



COSTS: Deployment of a naval squadron (maximum 500 personnel).

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the CRS report. We cannot ascertain the exact
dates of the intervention, but estimate that it took approximately 30 days as the sources discuss it
as events of January 1851.



1852 Argentina

NAME: Buenos Aires protective mission
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 3, 1852 — April 15, 1853
TARGET STATE(S): Argentina (ARG), 160
SUMMARY:

The territory that today constitutes Argentina was originally a set of largely autonomous
provinces and city states that gained independence from Spain as a consequence of Napoleon’s
invasion of the Iberian peninsula and abolition of the Spanish Monarchy in 1808. Buenos Aires,
the most powerful city state, staged an extensive campaign — including both diplomatic overtures
and military conquests — to merge this territory into one state, which concluded in the 1860s as
the new country adopted a formal constitution.

At various points during this long process of state unification the territory witnessed extensive
military campaigns that were enormously disruptive to ordinary social and economic life. One
such campaign rocked the territory in 1852-53 as two competing generals led their respective
forces in a fierce competition for power. As law and order deteriorated, riotous crowds pillaged
and looted stores; there was a general sense that foreigners were facing an elevated threat from
crime, riots, and looting.

Several foreign governments, including not only the United States but also Britain and France,
landed troops at various points during this time period to protect consular and diplomatic posts as
well as commercial interests and specific companies and agents thereof. By April, 1853 the
threat had resided and the United States withdrew its forces.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Periodic deployment of U.S. ships and small contingents of Marines at various points
over the course of about 15 months. Ellsworth states that it remains unknown exactly when in

April 1853 that the Marines withdrew; we enter April 15 as an estimate.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1852 Peru

NAME: Lobos Islands Affair

DISPUTE NUMBER: 1755

DATES: June 16, 1852 - August 25, 1852
TARGET STATE(S): Peru 135
SUMMARY:

During the 1840s, the fertilizer guano became increasingly popular throughout the world for its
regenerative properties in depleted soil. Peru was the leading exporter of guano and the
government claimed a monopoly over its procurement and sale in 1841. In the late 1840s and
early 1850s, American farmers complained that there was inadequate supply, irregular deliveries,
and high prices for guano and relayed these concerns to Congress. Numerous attempts were
made during the 1840s and early 1850s to secure guano for a cheaper price, but the Peruvian
government remained firmly against price reductions or treaties to regulate the prices.

Seeking a way to obtain guano from a different source than the Peruvian government, an
American merchant, James C. Jewett, proposed that he could take guano from the uninhabited
Lobos islands 25 miles off the coast of Peru. Secretary of State Daniel Webster approved of this
action and complied with Jewett’s further request for a “vessel of war” for protection on June 5,
1852 with the Secretary of the Navy Graham approving the protection vessel on June 16",
Following intense debate over sovereignty of the islands and the right to take the guano, the June
16" letter for the protection vessel was retracted on August 25, 1852 and Webster left
Washington on September 2™, 1852 due to illness. On November 16™, Webster’s successor,
Edward Everett, recanted Webster’s June 5™ letter and agreed to Peru’s control over the islands.
Peru in exchange allowed the vessels that left the United States between June 5 and August 251
to be filled with guano.

The actions taken by Webster throughout the affair are considered the worst during his two terms
as Secretary of State. Historians agree that Webster blundered and was willfully deceptive
throughout the entire affair. While an embarrassment to the United States, Peru and the United
States had no further confrontation after the November 16™ change of policy. The search for
guano continued in the United States leading to the passage of the 1856 Guano Islands Act which
eventually led to over 100 uninhabited islands in the Pacific to be annexed by the United States,
some of which are still under United States control today.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Comprise

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Costs: Secretary of the Navy Graham’s June 16" letter requested a vessel from Commodore
Charles S. McCauley to defend the Americans traveling to the Lobos islands. Orders were
suspended in a second letter dated August 25, 1852. No information is found about which vessel

was chosen and how many men were on the vessel.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in the MID dataset. While the intervention
was largely a failure we still verify it as an instance of U.S. force projection.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.



Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1853 Austria-Hungary

NAME: Koszta/Smyrna Affair

DISPUTE NUMBER: 121

DATES: July 2, 1853

TARGET STATE(S): Austria-Hungary 300
SUMMARY:

Martin Koszta was a Hungarian refugee who came to the United States in 1850 via
Turkey after protests in 1848-1849 in the Austria-Hungarian Empire. He then declared his
intentions to become an American citizen. A few years later, in 1853, he travelled back to
Turkey for commercial business, where he obtained a teskereh, or travelling pass, from the
American consulate proving that he was entitled to rights and protections as an American. In
Smyrna on June 23, 1853, Austrian authorities abducted him and imprisoned him on the Austrian
warship, Hussar, intending to bring him back to Austria. The American counsel in Smyrna and
the chargé d’affaires in Constantinople tried to convince the Austrians to let him go, but to no
avail.

On July 2nd, the chargé d’affaires requested Captain Duncan Ingraham on the nearby
USS Saint Louis to investigate the situation and if need be, use force to demand Koszta’s release.
The Austrians agreed to transfer Koszta to French custody while the two countries worked out a
solution. Secretary of State William Marcy argued that he was no longer an Austrian citizen and
he had a right to protection as if he were already an American citizen, as well as the fact that
regardless of citizenship, the Austrians had no right to seize him in Turkish territory. Koszta was
eventually released to the US under the condition that the Austrians could arrest him if he ever
returned to Turkey. The Koszta Affair led to a wider debate on the process of citizenship and the
rights of naturalized citizens.
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OBJECTIVE: Protect own diplomatic interests

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The Saint Louis threatened the Hussar and then Koszta had to be transported back to the
US.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case can be found in MID/Gibler 2018 (dispute number 121).


https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1853/08/11/87863661.html?pageNumber=2

1853 Japan

NAME: Perry Expedition to Japan
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 8, 1853 — June 28, 1854
TARGET STATE(S): Japan, 740
SUMMARY:

The Tokugawa Shogunate was the military government of Japan between 1603 and 1868. During
this period, Japan maintained an isolationist foreign policy. Due in part to Japan’s rumored coal
deposits, the US had been interested in opening diplomatic and trade relations for some time. For
example, Commodore James Biddle embarked on a diplomatic mission to Japan in 1846, but did
not succeed in establishing relations.

Commodore Matthew Perry was sent to Japan with a letter from President Fillmore addressed to
the Emperor, asking that Japan open itself to trade. Perry entered Edo Bay on July 8, 1853 with
four warships, carrying approximately 300 armed personnel. Perry delivered the letter and
promised to return the next year for Japan’s reply. While awaiting a response, Perry sailed to the
Bonin and Ryukyu Islands, and extracted coal concessions from a local ruler on Okinawa.

In February 1854, Perry returned to Japan with more ships and negotiated the Kanagawa Treaty,
which opened two Japanese ports, Hakodate and Shimoda, to American ships. It also contained a
most-favored-nations clause, creating a foundation for future trade, and created an American
consul in Japan. Perry left in late June of 1854.

Japan’s isolationist foreign policy largely ended after the Perry Expedition. In 1868, the
Shogunate fell and the Emperor regained political authority in an event known as the Meiji
Restoration. This event marked the beginning of Japan’s rapid modernization.
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OBJECTIVE: Policy Change

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Cost of maintaining squadron of four warships and supporting vessels (ten vessels in
all), carrying approximately 300 personnel.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This intervention also appears in the CRS dataset, but not in MID.



1853 Nicaragua

NAME: Burning of San Juan del Norte
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 11, 1853 — July 15, 1854
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua (NIC), 93

SUMMARY: Nicaragua, like the other Central American states, gained independence from
Spain in the early 1800s after Napoleon Bonaparte invaded the Iberian Peninsula. However, it
was far from clear how to turn a set of often overlapping jurisdictions — provinces, captaincies,
city states, and other formations — into independent and sovereign states. A large number of
jurisdictions in Central America merged in 1823 to form the Central American Republic, which
collapsed in 1838 as a result of political violence and a near-constant state of low-grade civil
war. These conflicts carried over after the split from the Central American Republic and rocked
most of the resultant countries; Nicaragua was at least as badly affected as any other country in
Central America. The United States had major commercial interests throughout Central America,
which were often impacted by political instability and violence.

In 1853 a major bout of violence rocked Nicaragua, and U.S. troops deployed for multiple days
to protect the property of private commercial firms such as the American Steamship Company,
the Nicaraguan Transportation Company, and the Accessory Transit Company. However,
violence subsided and U.S. forces withdrew after a few days.

At a later point in late 1853 the American Minister to Nicaragua (a top diplomat) was assaulted,
held for a night, and prevented from returning to his ship by unknown local actors. The
commander of the ship U.S.S. Cyane was directed to set sail for Nicaragua and demand an
apology and compensation from local authorities for the assault of a U.S. diplomat as well as for
unspecified damages to the property of the U.S.-owned firm Accessory Transit Company. When
local authorities refused to comply with the U.S. commander initiated a series of escalating
punitive missions that culminated in the bombardment of the town San Juan del Norte.

This instance of force is of particular note as it opened the door for judicial review. The Durand
v. Hollins 1s a precedent in how the Executive is able to utilize military force to protect U.S.
citizens abroad.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Deployment of the USS Cyane, deployment of small contingents of Marines at several
points in time.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report as two interventions, in 1853
and 1854. U.S. forces did deploy at two distinct points in time, but for the same reasons and in
response to the same civil war raging inside Nicaragua. For these reasons we merge the cases into
a single intervention.


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf
https://www.lawfareblog.com/remembering-bombardment-greytown#:%7E:text=On%20this%20date%20in%201854,power%20to%20use%20military%20force.

1854 China

NAME: Battle of Muddy Flat
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: April 4, 1854 to June 15, 1854
TARGET STATE(S): China 710
SUMMARY:

In 1854, China was amid multiple rebellions with many emperors claiming territorial control. In
Shanghai, there was a growing number of foreigners being harassed and attacked by rebels so much so
that British and American leaders decided something needed to be done to protect their citizens.

On April 4" the USS Plymouth stationed offshore from Shanghai received a signal asking for assistance
in the area. 60 Marines assembled and were sent to shore with an additional 11 sent later in the evening to
protect the American Mission. On April 5™, a rebel group was advancing on the foreign settlements so
American and British military leadership decided to unite and stop the advancement. 60 additional
American marines (131 total), accompanied with a Howitzer, landed ashore, and joined forces with about
150 English men and 30 American volunteers from nearby merchant ships. A diplomatic attempt was
made unsuccessfully, leading to conflict. The battle began around 4 pm and the rebels retreated around
4:30pm. After the battle, 35 Marines remained at the Consulate and 11 at the American Mission until June
15™, 1854. Casualties pertaining to the American military only were as follows: one sailor killed, two
marines wounded, one sailor wounded. No record of rebel casualties was found. The rebels reportedly
vowed vengeance after the battle but there was no further conflict against foreigners in the area.

Immediate consequences saw no further conflict against the British and American foreigners in the area.
Notably, this is believed to be the first time British and American troops fought as allies in a land battle.
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Acquire/Defend Territory; Social Protection & Order;
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 1

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 1

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS:

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Case features in CRS



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.



Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1854 Spain

NAME: The Black Warrior Affair
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1565

DATES: February 28 - April 8, 1854
TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPN) - 230
SUMMARY:

In the 1850’s, the U.S. was dealing with conflicts at home and abroad. Domestically, the slavery
question was left open with demands to organize the western territories. This would eventually
create the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854, preluding the American Civil War. Abroad, the Pierce
administration maintained its expansionist interests in acquiring Cuba. With these aspirations,
Pierce considered several means of acquisition, by purchase, filibustering, or war.

The Black Warrior was an American steamer whose trading route traveled between New
York and Mobile, often stopping in Havana. The ship had been on this trade route for eighteen
months, with its first time docking in Havana being September 11, 1852. During that time it
landed in Havana thirty-six times to receive passengers and mail. Whenever in Havana, Black
Warrior only had cargo intended for either New York or Mobile. Each time, Spanish customs
authorities routinely permitted clearance and entrance to Havana, following a visit on the ship
and manifesting the cargo as “ballast.” On February 28th, the Black Warrior arrived with
fourteen passengers and nine-hundred bales of cotton for New York. The ship was late, as it was
meant to arrive on the 25th and was “cleared” to enter Havana the 26th. Black Warrior was
stopped for this technicality, and officials informed the captain that the manifest was false. The
steamer and her cargo were then seized and detained and the crew was fined $6,000. While the
steamer was stopped for these violations, these had never before been enforced. The Pierce
administration was outraged and demanded indemnity. Supported by the Secretary of War
Jefferson Davis, the Attorney General Caleb Cushing proposed a blockade of Cuba. However,
Secretary of State Marcy discouraged this.

Initially, Spain refused to accept responsibility. Though the Black Warrior and its cargo
had been released on March 16th and the $6,000 fine was removed, there were still demands for
remedy and indemnity. Despite the urge to take serious action, restraint was encouraged due to
domestic instability and conflict. Meanwhile, diplomatic exchanges were ongoing, including US
Minister to Spain Pierre Soulé’s persistent efforts to purchase or threaten war in order to acquire
Cuba. This eventually led to the Ostend Manifesto of October 18, 1854, drafted by three U.S.
diplomats (U.S. Minister to Spain Pierre Soulé, U.S. Minister to Great Britain James Buchanan,
and U.S. Minister to France John Mason), urging for the seizure of Cuba from Spain - this was



immediately rejected by Marcy. After months of discourse, Spain eventually agreed to pay
$53,000 of the indemnity and by May 3rd, 1855, and the U.S.-Spain relations had been re-
established.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Released (for seizures)

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0
COSTS: NA
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: We follow MID in stating that the intervention ended on April 8th,
1854. However, the ship and cargo were released and the fine was removed on March 16th, 1854.

Additionally, the ongoing tensions and threats of war were not concluded until May 3rd, 1855
when the indemnity was paid.



1854 United Kingdom

NAME: Bombardment of Greytown

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 13 1854

TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG), 144
SUMMARY:

On July 13", 1854, the United States dispatched a naval warship, the USS Cyane, to bombard the
city of Greytown, Nicaragua, which functioned as a trade port and protectorate under the United
Kingdom. In addition, a contingent of 200 U.S. marines were deployed to set fire to the British
Consulate in Greytown and the surrounding buildings. While the destruction to the town itself
was substantial, there were no casualties given the U.S. had warned the town’s residents to
evacuate prior to the attack.

The attack was justified by the United States as retaliation for the assault and kidnapping of the
American Minister to Nicaragua, Solon Borland, by the U.K.’s provincial government, after Mr.
Borlond interfered with the local arrest of an American citizen. However, while the incident with
Mr. Borlond was cited by the U.S. as grounds for the assault, the destruction of Greytown
actually served a much broader purpose as part of the U.S.’s foreign policy objectives in Central
America.

The United States was seeking to expand its economic and political influence in Latin America
and limit the influence of European powers in the Western Hemisphere. Greytown served as a
strategic point for trade and commerce between the Eastern and Western United States during the
California gold rush, and the U.K.’s preoccupation with the Crimean War ensured retaliation for
taking the port would be non-existent. The U.K. did not respond to the incident diplomatically
nor militarily and the U.S. maintained transit routes through the territory, unencumbered.
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OBJECTIVE: Acquire Territory, Protecting Economic Interests, Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies.
BATTLE DEATHS: None

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: 200 Marines and one naval warship

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case study comes from the Congressional Research Services
database.



1855 China

NAME: Anti-Piracy Efforts in Shanghai and Ty-ho Bay
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: May 19, 1855 — August 5, 1855

TARGET STATE(S): China, 710

SUMMARY:

By 1855, the Qing government was weakened by internal rebellions and the imposition of
unequal treaties by foreign powers after the First Opium War (1839-1842). The Qing
government could not effectively curb piracy in Chinese waters, which was a growing concern
for foreign merchants and the British government, to which Hong Kong had been ceded under
the Treaty of Nanjing (1842).

The USS Powhatan was stationed in the waters near Shanghai, where piracy threatened merchant
activity. On May 19%, 1855, 41 personnel from the Powhatan went ashore at Shanghai to protect
American property holders. They stayed for two days, and returned to the ship on May 21*.
Sometime between May 21% and August 3™, 1855, the Powhatan relocated to the waters near
Hong Kong. On August 3™, 100 American personnel from the Powhatan joined their British
counterparts aboard the Rattler, in order to launch a joint British-American attack on pirates
operating in nearby Ty-ho Bay. On August 4", the American and British forces attacked the
pirates, captured 17 of their vessels, and took several of them as prisoners. The American forces
returned to the Powhatan on August 5.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:

e US: 5 (Ellsworth 1974: 24)
e Britain: 4 (Cowles 1901: 390)
e Pirates: 500 (Cowles 1901: 390)

Per capita battle deaths: N/A

TOTAL DEATHS: 509

Per capita total deaths: N/A

COSTS: Cost of maintaining American naval presence near Chinese shores
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This intervention is listed in the CRS dataset, but not in the MIDs
dataset. While there are two distinct events in the case summary, we consider them part of the

same anti-piracy effort taking place in 1855. We therefore treat this observation as a single
intervention ending on August 5, rather than on May 21, 1855.



1855 Fiji

NAME: Fiji punitive expedition, 1855

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 12, 1855 — November 4, 1855

TARGET STATE(S): Fiji (F1)), 950

SUMMARY: After the hostilities of 1840, the island of Fiji was pacified for a number of years
and locals did not disturb U.S. naval or commercial ships. Eventually, however, the situation
changed and locals began to violate their obligations to local U.S. traders and shipwrecked
sailors. In response, the sloop-of-war John Adams was deployed from Samoa to intervene.

The commander of the ship at first tried to negotiate with the King of Fiji, but, dissatisfied with
the results, instead landed a party of marines and burned several villages to the ground. After this
punitive expedition, the islands of Fiji remained pacified for multiple years.
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OBJECTIVE:
Maintain Empire; Economic Protection

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 1 American, 0-10 Fijians

TOTAL DEATHS: 1 American, 0-10 Fijians


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

COSTS: The ship and its sailors were deployed for about three months, although they were already
deployed to the South Pacific Sea as part of their regular patrol duties.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1855 Mexico

NAME: Callahan’s Raid
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1550
DATES: October 1 - 6, 1855
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico, 70
SUMMARY:

Leading up the conflict, Texan slave owners wanted to negotiate with the Mexican government
for the return of runaway slaves. However, the Mexican Reform War began in 1854 signifying
that there was no true central government that the Texans could go to for a diplomatic exchange.
In 1855, a group of Texas Rangers led by James H. Callahan were in Texas under orders from
the Texas’ governor to attack Indian raiders that were pillaging towns. Seeing as the Mexican
government had no legitimate central authority at the time, Callahan wanted to cross into Mexico
on September 29 to follow some raiders but was rejected by Major Sidney Burbank at Fort
Duncan. Callahan defied orders and on October 1%, 1855 crossed the Rio Grande about three
miles south of Fort Duncan with roughly 113 men. The Mexicans at Piedras Negras did not
object to their entry because it was understood that Callahan only wanted to punish the raiders.

Callahan and his troops reached the Indian camp on October 3™, Later that day, a
Mexican/Indian army of roughly six to seven hundred attacked the men forcing them to retreat to
Piedras Negras. Upon arrival at Piedras Negras, Callahan could not cross due to flooding and
sought help from Burbank who denied assistance. However, sometime between October 3™ and
October 6™, Burbank received an offensive note from a Mexican military official that caused him
to change his mind and decide to aid Callahan. On October 6™, Callahan and his men looted
Piedras Negras and began crossing the river when they were attacked by the Mexican/Indian
army which now numbered around 1,300. Callahan ordered his troops to burn the houses
between his men and the army and Burbank fired artillery from Fort Duncan. These factors
enabled Callahan and his troops to escape. Estimates to the number of wounded and dead on
both sides are not found across any sources.

The raid generated a lot of controversy. Most Texans agreed with it while the Mexican
government that took power after the Reform War sought compensation. In 1876 150 Mexicans
were awarded a total of $50,000 in damages because of the raid. In modern academic context,
the reasoning for Callahan’s raid is still disputed. Texas historians claim the raid was to attack
Indian raiders while Mexican historians claim the raid was to capture runaway slaves, some of
whom were linked to Callahan. Evidence on both sides is substantial and therefore the case is
noted as defense of territory, social protection, and economic protection.



SOURCES:

Anonymous, “Fort Duncan,” Handbook of Texas Online, accessed March 4, 2021,
https://www.tshaonline.org/handbook/entries/fort-duncan.

Chubb, Curtis. "Revisiting the Purpose of the 1855 Callahan Expedition: A Research
Note." Southwestern Historical Quarterly 121, no. 4 (2018): 417-30.

Johnson, Nicholas (2014). Negroes and The Gun: the black tradition of arms. Amherst, New
York: Prometheus. 133.

Thompson, R.A., 2004, Fort Duncan, Texas: Rock of the Rio Grande Line of Defense, Austin:
Nortex Press.

Tyler, Ronnie C. "The Callahan Expedition of 1855: Indians or Negroes?" The Southwestern
Historical Quarterly 70, no. 4 (1967): 574-85. Accessed March 5, 2021.
http://www.jstor.org/stable/30236412.

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory; Social Protection & Order; Economic Protection;

OUTCOME: Victory for Target & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: Unknown

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: Unknown

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: 113 Troops. This is average between the 111 and 115 number found in sources.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is found in MID (Gibler). It is not found in CRS. Deaths
from the conflict are not mentioned in any source.



1855 Uruguay

NAME: Protection of Foreign Nationals During Instability in Montevideo
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 25, 1855 — November 30, 1855

TARGET STATE(S): Uruguay (URU), 165

SUMMARY:

In August 1855, a domestic political movement against Uruguayan President Venancio Flores
began. In late November of the same year, an uprising occurred in the Uruguayan capital,
Montevideo.

There was an international naval presence anchored in the harbor of Montevideo, including
British, French, and Spanish forces. Also nearby was the USS Germantown, operating under
Commander W.F. Lynch. Fearing for the lives and property of foreign residents in the city, the
diplomatic representatives and commanders of the foreign vessels held a meeting to address the
instability. At the meeting, the diplomatic representatives and commanders agreed to launch a
joint landing to protect foreign lives and property.

The landings began on November 25", and by November 27", approximately 100 US personnel
were ashore protecting a customhouse and the consulate. By November 29, the Uruguayan
government had put down the uprising, and prepared to massacre the insurrectionists after they
had surrendered and disarmed. Under Lieutenant A.S. Nicholson, the Marines intervened to
prevent the massacre by separating the hostile parties. The Marines withdrew on November 30,
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OBJECTIVE: Protect Economic Interests; Protect Own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Cost of maintaining ship carrying at least 100 personnel in waters near Uruguay.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears only in the CRS dataset. While descriptions of
the unrest in Montevideo during this period suggest that it was violent, the American forces do
not appear to have engaged in combat or lost personnel, and it is difficult to find estimates of the
number of deaths during the uprising.



1856 China

NAME: Battle of the Barrier Forts

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: October 22, 1856 — December 6, 1856
TARGET STATE(S): China, 710
SUMMARY:

This intervention took place against the backdrop of two major processes that severely weakened
China’s ruling Qing Dynasty. The first was the opening of Chinese ports by Britain and other
foreign powers, culminating in the Second Opium War (1856-1860). The second was the
unfolding of the Taiping Rebellion (1850-1864), a religiously inspired uprising during which
approximately 20 million people were killed in China.

On October 22, 1856, the American Consul at Canton (present day Guangzhou), Oliver Perry,
sent word to Captain Andrew Foote of the USS Portsmouth that he expected military clashes
between British and Chinese forces. Perry requested that Foote sail to Canton to protect
Americans holding property in the area. The Portsmouth landed at Canton the next day, and was
reinforced by the USS Levant on October 27", On November 14, these ships were reinforced by
Marines sent from the USS San Jacinto.

In mid-November, Captain Foote sailed to Hong Kong to meet with Commodore James
Armstrong. On November 15, soldiers in the Chinese forts along the Pearl River fired on his
unarmed boat during the return trip to Canton. On November 16%, the Portsmouth, San Jacinto
and Lancet sailed to the scene of the attack, and fighting commenced between an American
landing party (approximately 300 personnel) and Chinese forces (approximately 5,000
personnel). By November 22", the American forces had taken all five Chinese forts in the area.
By December 6, US forces had dismantled the forts, destroyed the available Chinese weapons,
and withdrawn.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 256-506

China: 250-500 (Lillich 2002: 124; Clark 2001: 10)

United States: 6 (Ellsworth 1974: 27)

Per capita battle deaths: N/A

TOTAL DEATHS: 256-506

Per capita total deaths: N/A

COSTS: Cost of sending three ships to capture and destroy Chinese forts; the Portsmouth fired
230 shells and suffered multiple hits.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This event also appears in the CRS dataset, but not in MIDs.



1856 Colombia

NAME: Isthmus Mail Tax

DISPUTE NUMBER: 1522

DATES: June 25, 1856 - October 11, 1856

TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100; location: present-day Panama 95

SUMMARY:

On June 25, 1856, the Senate and Chamber of Representatives of New Grenada passed a
decree that would implement a tax on all mail and all tonnage crossing the Isthmus in September.
The Amerians believed that this law violated an 1835 act that declared the Cantons of Portobello
and Panama, “free for all commerce and trade,” and showed bad faith on the part of New
Granada. The U.S. Post Office Department estimated that these taxes would cost the U.S. over
$2 million a year. Commodore William Mervine of the US Pacific Squadron had two ships, the
USS Saratoga and St. Mary’s, in the Panama Bay for intimidation in the face of these taxes.

Mervine believed that the Governor of the Panamanian state wanted to enforce the tax,
which would have led to hostilities. He received intelligence in September that the tax would not
actually be enforced, which he credited directly to his ship’s presence, which would remain until
the consequences of the upcoming local elections were revealed. However, local officials tried to
collect the tax from the John S. Stephens mail steamer later that month. After speaking with the
Governor, who remained steadfast in his conviction on the enforcement of the taxes, Mervine,
under the approval of Secretary Marcy, told him that the U.S. would not acquiesce and would
view any subsequent enforcement regarding its ships or trains as a hostile attack, which would be
met accordingly with force. As a result, the New Grenadians abandoned all attempts at
enforcement of the tax. The New Grenadian leaders did not want to appear completely
vulnerable to American aggression, so they often tried to implement lower taxes or seek
reparations for damages done by the Americans, but ultimately to no avail.
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OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The costs of two ships being stationed in the Panama Bay, ready to defend against
tax collection.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case was found in the MID/Gibler set, dispute number 1522.
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1856 Panama

NAME: 1st U.S. Military Intervention into Panama
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 19, 1856 - September 22, 1856
TARGET STATE(S): Panama 95

SUMMARY:

US-Panamanian relations had been tense since the April 15, 1856 Watermelon Riots in
Panama City that left eighteen dead, including 16 Americans and 2 locals. Immediately
following, the U.S. demanded reparations for its dead citizens and destroyed property, but
tensions remained high throughout the summer. In September, Panama’s political parties were
embroiled in hostile electoral disputes. The Conservatives wanted to reestablish control of the
legislature against the liberal Arrabalefios, who included thousands of black locals in their ranks
ready to fight for their politicians. The Arrabalefios were worried about American filibusters,
which were private American mercenaries conquering nearby territories.

The Governor of the Panamanian state, Fabrega, requested that the commander of the
U.S. Pacific Squadron, Commodore William Mervine, move his ships closer to shore to prevent
hostilities, but the Americans were also interested in protecting the railroad station. Mervine
wanted the request in writing so that other countries could not accuse the Americans of acting
unilaterally. On September 19th, 160 marines came ashore to be stationed in town at the main
railroad depot. The Conservatives reestablished control by the 22nd and Mervine’s troops
reembarked their ships without ever firing a shot once he was sure the railroad station was safe.
The Conservatives continued to entrench their control over the state and sought retribution
against the liberal Arrabalefos.
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OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: Costs of landing marines to be stationed during a local dispute

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case can be found in the CRS Report.
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1856 United Kingdom

NAME: Gulf of Mexico Show of Force

DISPUTE NUMBER: 380

DATES: May 10, 1856 — May 31, 1856

TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG), 144
SUMMARY:

On May 10, 1856, William Walker, an American filibuster (A United States citizen who
engages in unauthorized military expeditions into foreign countries/territories to foment
revolutions and/or establish English-speaking colonies) was in route to Nicaragua on an
American mail ship as part of his efforts to incite unrest in the country and establish colonies he
would personally rule. The U.K. believed Walker’s actions endangered the lives of British
subjects in the region due to the insurrections being provoked and sought to contain the emerging
insurgencies. As a result, the U.K. ordered its naval vessels to stop and search the U.S. mail ship
transporting Walker.

The United States protested the stopping of the American mail ship, given the U.S. during this
period had begun asserting itself as the preeminent power in the Western Hemisphere. Both the

U.K. and the U.S. increased their naval presence in the Gulf of Mexico in response to the
incident as a show of force.
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OBJECTIVE: Protecting Economic Interests, Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Stalemate

BATTLE DEATHS: None

Per capita battle deaths: 0



TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0
COSTS: Several naval warships

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case study comes from the Militarized Interstate Disputes
(MID) dataset (Gibler 2018).



1857 Nicaragua

NAME: William Walker’s Surrender

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: April 15, 1857 - May 1, 1857; November 24 - December 9, 1857
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua 93

SUMMARY:

William Walker was an American filibuster in the nineteenth century who fomented and
exacerbated several revolutions and revolts in Central America. His filibustering was an
extension of American Manifest Destiny expeditions before the Civil War, initially having
substantial support from the American public seeking to “Americanize” Central America.
Walker exploited the local hostilities in Nicaragua that began in 1854. A peace treaty was
established on October 23, 1855, with Patricio Rivas as President of Nicaragua and William
Walker as the new Nicaraguan Army’s General. The regime sought to stabilize the country by
establishing transit routes and through various methods, Walker increasingly exercised influence
over Rivas, establishing himself as the real leader of Nicaragua in July 1856, expanding
Americanism and slavery in Central America. The other Central American countries of Costa
Rica, Honduras, Guatemala, and El Salvador determined the Walker-led Nicaraguan regime to
be a threat and declared war against the regime. Walker’s failure to stabilize the region led to his
loss of support from within the United States.

The countries allied against Walker closed off his transit route in April 1857 and
compelled mass desertion from his troops, essentially sealing Walker’s fate. Commander Charles
Davis of the St. Mary’s offered his help in ending the local hostilities and would transport the
remaining filibusters back to the US. The Allied countries favored this proposal as a means to
quickly end the conflict, but Walker persisted for a while, until he ultimately surrendered on May
Ist and returned to the US. New transit contracts in the region were concluded, but the
Nicaraguan government insisted that all filibustering had to stop, not just that of William Walker.
Complicating matters, Walker set out on a second expedition to take control of Nicaragua that
November. The US government wanted to stop him as soon as they could to protect the transit
contracts. He arrived in Greytown on November 24th with approximately four hundred men,
bypassing the Saratoga, which was sent to stop him. Soon after in early December, Captain
Hiram Paulding and 300 landed marines from the Saratoga, Wabash, and Fulton apprehended
Walker and his men on December 9th and returned them to the US to be tried for breaking
neutrality laws.

In the region, Nicaragua and Costa Rica signed a treaty together, leading to greater
cooperation and peace. The US also signed a convention with Nicaragua, allowing for open and
neutral transit, as well as leaving future military intervention to protect American interests on the



table. However, in 1858, questions as to the legality of Paulding capturing an American abroad
came under question, some allegedly from pro-slavery imperalists in the US government.
General of the Nicaragua Forces, Maximo Gerez, claimed the Nicaraguans were wholly satisfied
with the intervention.
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OBJECTIVE:
Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. and Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Costs of two separate expeditions to capture William Walker in Nicaragua.
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DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case can be found in the CRS Report. The exact dates are
unclear. Walker was first captured on May 1st, so Davis had to be there some time in April, so
we have selected April 15th as our best estimate in the absence of any firm evidence. In
November, it is unclear exactly when the US ships first arrived to re-capture Walker, but they
were there by November 24th and he surrendered on December 9th.



1858 Fiji

NAME: Fiji punitive expedition

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: October 6, 1858 - October 16, 1858
TARGET STATE(S): Fiji (F1J), 950

SUMMARY: U.S. forces had already deployed to Fiji in 1840 and 1855 to force the natives to
respect U.S. commercial and military personnel and to adhere to a set of commercial regulations
to facilitate trade. Despite these interventions, in 1858, two U.S. businessmen operating on the
islands were killed by natives.

In response, the U.S. sent two ships to Fiji and deployed 54 troops deployed to the islands and
demanded that local authorities surrender the suspects. 54 U.S. triLocal leaders refused, and a
party of 300 local warriors gathered near U.S. forces displaying overt hostile attitudes. Combat
ensued, and U.S. Marines beat local forces into a disorganized retreat; local forces took heavy
casualties, but U.S. forces did not sustain any.

After this expedition local authorities and other actors respected the commercial regulations that

the U.S. government had insisted upon ever since the 1840 negotiations formally resulted in a
treaty with the King of Fiji.
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OBJECTIVE:
Maintain Empire; Economic Protection

OUTCOME:


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0 Americans, 10-300 Fijians

TOTAL DEATHS: 0 Americans, 10-300 Fijians

COSTS: The two ships, and 54 U.S. service members on the island. Both ships had already been
stationed in Fiji prior to their deployment.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1858 Paraguay

NAME: Paraguay Expedition

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 2, 1858 - February 13, 1859
TARGET STATE(S): Paraguay 150
SUMMARY:

The years leading up to the Expedition were plagued by strained relations between the U.S. and
Paraguay. Paraguay by this time was only beginning to end its isolationist policy, but it was still
distrustful of foreign powers that may or may not try to exploit them. Dictator Carlos Antonia
Lopez was considered an annoying hindrance to U.S. interests in the country. The two sides did
not maintain diplomatic ties. Paraguay was only beginning to open up to the rest of the world,
and the U.S. lacked local diplomatic representation. This led to several careless mistakes and
misunderstanding. Tensions culminated in 1853, when Lopez refused to ratify a commercial and
navigational treaty with the U.S. and began confiscating the property of American citizens.

The situation got worse in February of 1855. Known as the Water Witch Incident, the U.S.S.
Water Witch was engaged in a scientific survey of the Parana River. Once again, due to lack of
communication and diplomatic connections, Paraguayan soldiers fired upon the American ship
when it got too close to the border. The incident went unnoticed in American public opinion, but
President James Buchanan gave an annual message to Congress in 1857 denouncing Paraguay’s
actions.

In 1858, Congress approved another expedition including 19 vessels and 2,500 sailors and
marines under the command of Commodore William B. Shubrick. It was at that point the largest
military expedition during peacetime in U.S. history. Despite the large force, Lopez was not
easily intimidated since he knew about the volatile situation in the U.S. and was confident they
could not sustain a blockade or military force on the ground. He agreed to negotiate, though,
because he didn’t want another enemy while dealing with Brazil. After several talks, the
countries agreed on a treaty of commerce and navigation, and Paraguay had to pay a small fine
($9,412) to the family of the slain sailor.

The Expedition exposed several weaknesses in the Navy, including lack of resources and
organization with land operations. The operation ended up costing around $3,000,000.
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OBJECTIVE: Policy Change; Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: United States: 0
Paraguay: 0

Per capita battle deaths: N/A
TOTAL DEATHS: Total Deaths: 0
Per capita total deaths: N/A

COSTS: 19 vessels and 200 guns were sent for the Expedition. The whole operation
cost around $3,000,000.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: We treat the time from Congress agreeing to the Expedition to the
end of the operation (1858-1859) as one intervention. This case features in the CRS report, but is
reported as an 1859 engagement. We start earlier as it is not entirely clear when the forces left the
U.S., when they entered Paraguayan territory, when they engaged the enemy etc.
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1858 Turkey
NAME: Response to the “Outrages” in Jaffa

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A
DATES: October 1858
TARGET STATE(S): Turkey - 640, Israel -666, Lebanon - 660

SUMMARY:

In the mid-19th century, the United States increased its involvement in the East by the arrival of
Americans as private citizens or official emissaries. In Jaffa, an American agricultural colony
founded by the Dixon/Dickson family was established with the idea to support local Jews to
cultivate the land and establish sovereignty. On January 11, 1858 at about ten in the evening, the
Dickson family was brutally robbed, raped, and attacked by local Arabs leaving Mr. Steinbeck
murdered and the property destroyed. Sparking fury and international attention, this event
became known as the “Outrages at Jaffa”. This evoked a strong American response to hold the
criminals accountable. Following the “Outrages at Jaffa”, there was extensive correspondence
and a collective effort and between the Legation in Turkey, the Department of State, the Navy,
the American-Consul in Jerusalem, the Vice-Consul at Jaffa, the Consul-General at Alexandria,
and the Consul in Beirut to see that there was justice.

Walter Dickson notified the American Vice-Consul and requested that Mr. Saunders go to
Jerusalem to inform the family members and request that Dr. Gorham, the American Consul, sort
the matter with Pasha. Once word was received by Mr. Edwin De Leon at the Consul-General in
Alexandria, he immediately embarked on a ship, the Austrian Steamer, to Jaffa to investigate the
issue. He was due to arrive February 22nd, however their ship caught wind carrying them north
to Beirut. While in Beirut, Mr. De Leon had a conference with the Pasha of Beirut to discuss
taking actions to hold the criminals accountable. The Pasha sent orders to Jerusalem and Jaffa.
When Mr. De Leon finally arrived in Jaffa on the French Steamer, he met with Dr. Gorham to
discuss the atrocities at Jaffa and work together to avenge the Americans from the incident. At
this point, the Medjilis had still not made any progress in capturing the criminals. With the
United States’ increasing impatience to see justice, they threatened Ottoman authorities with war
by dispatching warships.

After the conference with the Medjilis, the Governor’s police began a search for the criminals in
the bazaar. As of October 1858, four out of five criminals were in prison, two were proved guilty
and two confessed their crimes. However, without the show of force, it was thought unlikely that
they would be hung. By late October, the Wabash and Macedonian warships had sailed for
Beirut and Jaffa to secure the punishment of the criminals. Uriah Levy, commander of the USS
Macedonian battleship, sailed the warship off the coast of Syria to prove that war was a
possibility.



As of April 1859, more than a year later, it was reported that the Outrages at Jaffa case had still
not met justice. Two-hundred dollars was proposed to be paid to the Dickson family for the
damages and four of the men were in prison and would be sent to the galleys if the fifth criminal
at large were to be caught. This was insufficient and the dollar amount was refused. In the final
agreements, on August Sth of 1861 the Department of State drafted amounts payable to Mrs.
Steinbeck and Mrs. Dickson. They received 55,000 piasters/$2,203.26 and the Turkish
authorities agreed to continue the search for the fifth criminal.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Compromise



BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Deployment of two warships.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the CRS report.



1858 United Kingdom

NAME: Forgotten Crisis of 1858

DISPUTE NUMBER: 207

DATES: May 1858 - August 1858

TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG)
SUMMARY:

In March of 1807, nearly fifty years before the events of this intervention, then President Thomas
Jefferson signed a piece of legislation known as the Act Prohibiting Importation of Slaves which
took effect on January 1st of the following year. This policy allowed slavery to be practiced in
the United States and sustained by way of the population of enslaved peoples already living in
America at the time. Around the same time as President Jefferson’s declaration, the British
Parliament enacted similar laws regarding the slave trade within the British Empire (however,
slavery remained a legal practice across the empire). Moreover, following the passage of this
legislation, Britain became a leading (and vocal) critic of the global slave trade, often times
utilizing the naval supremacy she enjoyed at the time to stymy the Trans-Atlantic slave trade by
way of arbitration, persuasion, or, if necessary, force.

Throughout the first half of the Nineteenth Century, both the United States and the United
Kingdom deployed forces to patrol the Atlantic— both on the African Coast and the coast of
North and South America— however, successive American administrations demonstrated a
reluctance to enforce its own domestic law, as well as international treaties signed with Britain
(and occasionally other powers). As a result, the slave trade was still a successful business along
the Eastern coast of the United States and prevalent in the Caribbean islands and along the South
American coast. In the US in particular, local (and even federal officials) would turn a blind eye
and allow ships clearly outfitted for the transportation of slaves to depart for Africa.
Additionally, decades of conflict on the Continent occupied the attention (and resources) of the
European states, further allowing the slave trade to go unscrutinized. It is also important to note
that during this period, Spain still allowed slavery in her Caribbean island colonies and American
slavers play a leading role in sustaining this practice on the island.

In the 1850s, the United Kingdom accused the US— and more specifically American flagged
ships— of proliferating the slave trade across the Caribbean. As a result, in April of 1858 Britain
dispatched the Royal Navy to the Caribbean where ‘zealous’ captains began stopping and
boarding American vessels to determine what type of cargo they carried; in some cases, British
ships even fired on American trading vessels. Scarred by the recent memory of impressment
which, in part, led to the outbreak of the War of 1812, the American reaction was swift.



American diplomats reprimanded their British counterparts and politicians espoused rhetoric
defending the sanctity of the American flag and the evilness of the British Empire in hindering
freedom on the high seas. To those in America, the use of the American flag in the slave trade,
while bad, was not as bad as the abuses by the Royal Navy. Additionally, war hawks in Congress
and the Court of Public Opinion believed this was the necessary justification to go to war with
Britain and finish what the War of 1812 had started, however, cooler heads on both sides of the
Atlantic worked to avoid this scenario. Initially, Britain attempted to resolve the crisis via
monetary compensation to the US and while this certainly helped keep tensions low, Britain
continued its robust policy of searching American ships and outrage continued. In May, four
warships were dispatched to Cuban waters and in June, President James Buchanan ordered all
American warships to deploy to the Caribbean. From this deployment, four additional ships
joined the four already stationed there and records indicate the combined force of this naval
deployment provided 125 guns with which to protect American interests.

On June 18, 1858, the British Parliament ordered the Royal Navy to discontinue its search and
detention of American ships and their crews. However, this withdrawal and process of standing
down was executed slowly and was likely not completed until the early fall. Overall, there does
not seem to have been any military/merchant deaths or loss of ships from this incident and the
Anglo-American relationship was saved. Following the incident, the US became a more sincere
partner in combating the illicit trans-Atlantic slave trade and more committed to enforcing its
domestic law and international treaty obligations. While there is no easily identifiable figure of
the cost of this operation from either side, the United Kingdoms total efforts to combat the slave
trade stand at $5 million dollars over the first half of the Nineteenth Century.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection and Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: None
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TOTAL DEATHS: None
COSTS: Approx. eight (8) ships with a combined 125 guns
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This event is not chronicled in the Congressional Research Service’s

report on American intervention, however, it appears to be included in Gibler’s work as this event
has a Dispute Number (207).



1858 Uruguay

NAME: Landing During Instability in Uruguay
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 2, 1858 — January 27, 1858
TARGET STATE(S): Uruguay (URU), 165
SUMMARY:

In early 1858, a Uruguayan army officer attempted to lead a revolution against the government in
Montevideo. The USS St. Lawrence and the sloop-of-war Falmouth were near Montevideo when
instability threatened the capital, as was a British vessel.

The American and British commanders held a conference, and at the request of the Uruguayan
government, launched a joint landing similar to that of 1855. All of the Marines aboard the St.
Lawrence, along with their British counterparts, went ashore to protect a custom house, as well
as the American and British consulates in the capital. The joint force was commanded by Flag
Officer French Forrest of the St. Lawrence.

In mid-January, the insurrection faltered. British reinforcements relieved the Americans, who
returned to the St. Lawrence on January 27™. The Marines remained neutral during the conflict
and were not drawn into fighting.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Cost of maintaining two ships near Montevideo.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in CRS dataset. Sources do not list the
number of personnel that went ashore during the instability in Montevideo. However, Ellsworth
(1974: 161) writes that “the entire Marine Guard” from the St. Lawrence was sent. The St.

Lawrence had a complement of 480 personnel, so we assume that this represents the maximum
number of personnel that could have been sent ashore during the episode.



1859 China

NAME: Landing at Shanghai During Period of Unrest
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 31, 1859 — August 2, 1859

TARGET STATE(S): China, 710

SUMMARY:

At the time of this intervention, China was experiencing a high degree of instability. The Second
Opium War (1856-60), the Taiping Rebellion (1850-64), and asymmetric treaties with foreign
powers were weakening the Qing government’s rule. In 1859, as anti-foreign sentiment grew in
Shanghai, reports that Chinese laborers were being kept prisoner aboard a French ship motivated
unrest in the city.

William L.G. Smith, the American Consul in Shanghai, requested protection for Americans in
Shanghai during the unrest. The USS Mississippi, captained by William Nicholson, had recently
arrived in the nearby waters off Wusong. On July 31%, the Mississippi sent 60 armed marines
ashore to protect US interests in the city. The marines stayed in Shanghai for three days, and
Chinese authorities were able to calm the disorder. The marines departed on August 2%, 1859.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Cost of maintaining American naval presence in waters off the Chinese coast.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This intervention appears in the CRS dataset, but not in the MIDs
dataset.



1860 Angola

NAME: Kisembo Unrest

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 1, 1860 - March 3, 1860
TARGET STATE(S): Angola (ANG), 540
SUMMARY:

In early 1860, there was rising tension between the colonial Portuguese power and African
natives in what was then Portuguese West Africa (modern day Angola). Prince Nicolas of
Kongo, an assimilado (African with a European education and upbringing) was traveling north of
Portuguese authority to Kisembo, a small port town with British, American, and Dutch trading
factories. Nicolas was despised by locals and was commonly viewed as a traitor by Africans.
When the natives heard of Nicolas’ arrival in Kissembo, an attack was made and Prince Nicolas
was murdered. When the Governor General Amaral heard of this news, he set out for Kisembo to
avenge Nicolas’ death. However, his expedition failed as he was met with foreign resistance and
attacks by natives. When it became clear that natives would attack the Portuguese settlement in
Kisembo, American residents had requested aid in the form of protection in fear that American
lives and property were also at threat.

On March l1st, British and American ships landed in Kisembo to protect lives and property. The
U.S.S. Marion, a ship that was lying in the harbor, and 40 seamen and marines under
Commander Brent arrived to guard American factories. The following day, forces were
withdrawn. On March 3, 1860, a battle broke out between the Portuguese and natives and
another force of 50 men arrived to protect American interests. The forces from the Marion had
successfully prevented several attempts by the natives to burn American factories. Forces were
withdrawn the next day. It should be noted that the US role was neutral during this conflict.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: Unknown

COSTS: Deployment of the USS Marion and 40 marines and bluejackets on March Ist, and
deployment of the USS Marion once again with 50 men on March 3rd.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is referenced in the CRS report. This case had limited
sources, however in the article by Douglas Wheeler, a similar instance was described but for the
month of February, and with a different ship name, USS Union, alongside the British Falcon. The
CRS report along with numerous other sources, cite the instance to have taken place on March st
and 3rd with the USS Marion.
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1860 Colombia

NAME: U.S. Intervention in 1860 Colombian Revolution

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 27, 1860 - October 8, 1860

TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100; location: present-day Panama 95

SUMMARY:

The United States was the first country to recognize an independent Colombia in 1822
and developed railroad infrastructure along the Isthmus. Colombia saw an increase in
revolutionary activity in the late 1850s as the local Black population protested forced
conscription and other exploitative policies. Commander William D. Porter on the U.S.S. St.
Mary’s had been sent to the Bay of Panama to observe and stand by for further instructions
beginning in July 1860.

Local American railroad workers requested support to protect the railroad and its station
in Aspinwall (Colon), so on September 27th, 25 marines landed ashore to protect the Depot. Two
days later, Lieutenant Thomas Buchanen led an additional 50 sailors ashore to defend American
interests. These forces remained ashore until October 8th, when they re-embarked on the St.
Mary’s. Within this same time period, the British ship H.B.M. Clio, also stationed itself in
Panama City and occupied the city with about 140 men, causing American unease at this
extension of a British Protectorate in the area. Nevertheless, even though tensions arose once
again as soon as the Americans re-embarked, their interests were believed to be safe enough with
the British remaining. The St. Mary’s moved to protect other American interests in the region in
the face of calls from local American workers to never leave American ports unattended by the
U.S. Navy.
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OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Cost of stationing a ship in the Bay of Panama and landing both marines and
sailors to protect the Depot.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case can be found in the CRS Report.



1860 Mexico (1) Cortina

NAME: Border Incursions in Pursuit of Juan Cortina
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1548

DATES: February 4™, 1860 — April 4, 1860
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

In late September 1859, Mexican political/military figure Juan Cortina raided the border town of
Brownsville, Texas. A local militia eventually forced Cortina and his supporters out of
Brownsville, but Cortina won several skirmishes with Rangers and local militia before a joint
force of regular US troops and Texas Rangers defeated Cortina in the Battle of Rio Grande City
on December 27", 1859.

After this defeat, Cortina fled across the Rio Grande into Mexico. On February 4", 1860, a joint
force of Rangers and regular troops crossed the Rio Grande into Mexican territory, killing
twenty-nine in a confrontation. One Texas Ranger was killed during the operation. In March of
1860, after Robert E. Lee became the Commander of the Department of Texas, approximately
200 soldiers and Rangers crossed into Mexico searching for Cortina. Between April 3™ and 4™,
1860, another American force crossed the Rio Grande and rode into the town of Reynosa, again
in search of Cortina, who was not found.
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Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed
Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Congressional Research Service.

OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Stalemate

BATTLE DEATHS:
US: 1
Mexico: 30

TOTAL DEATHS:
US: 1
Mexico: 30

COSTS: Cost of maintaining troop presence along US-Mexico border. Estimated at 200 troops.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

MIDs dates the dispute between the US and Mexico between November 21%, 1859 and January
4™ 1860. We date the intervention to the Battle of La Bolsa, which represented an American
incursion into Mexican territory. Although the battle occurred in the context of an ongoing
conflict known as the Cortina Wars, we include only the deaths resulting from US incursion into
Mexican territory, not fighting that occurred within American territory. McCaslin (2012) writes
that during the conflict, between 150 and 230 Mexicans and 15 Americans were killed overall.



1860 Mexico (2) Anton Lizardo

NAME: Battle of Anton Lizardo
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1549
DATES: March 6, 1860
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico, 70
SUMMARY:

This intervention took place in the context of the Wars of Reform, a civil war between
Conservative and Liberal parties in Mexico from 1858 to 1861. On March 5% 1860,
Conservative General Miguel Miramon attacked the Gulf city of Veracruz. An allied General,
Tomas Marin, attempted to impose a blockade on the city using two ships purchased from
Havana, anchoring off the town of Anton Lizardo.

However, on March 6, the USS Saratoga, commanded by Thomas Turner, intercepted Marin’s
ships. Turner was supported by detachments from the American ships Preble and Savannah, and
the steamers Indianola and Wave. Marin’s ships refused to show their colors, and the two sides
exchanged fire. The American naval force captured Marin and members of his crew, and
transported them to New Orleans to be tried as pirates.

SOURCES:

Hamnett, Brian. 1998. “Wars of Reform (Three Years War).” In M. S. Werner (Ed.),
Encyclopedia of Mexico: History, Society & Culture. Routledge. Credo Reference:
https://search.credoreference.com/content/title/routmex?tab=entry view&heading=wars of refo
rm_three years war&sequence=0 (Accessed February 3, 2021).

Moore, John Bassett. 1906. “A Digest of International Law.” Vol. 2 (Washington, DC:
Government Printing Office).

https://books.google.com/books?id=WfE_AAAAY AAJ&printsec=frontcover#v=onepage&q&f=
false (Accessed February 3, 2021).

New York Times. March 22, 1860. “Official Dispatches from the Squadron.”
https://www.nytimes.com/1860/03/22/archives/official-dispatches-from-the-squadron.html
(Accessed February 3, 2021).

US Navy. 2015. “Saratoga III (Sloop-of-War).” Naval History and Heritage Command.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/s/saratoga-iii.html
(Accessed February 3, 2021).



US Navy. No Date. “NH 74246-KN Capture of the Mexican Steamers MARQUES OF
HAVANNA and GENERAL MIRAMON, Admiral Marin Commandant.”
https://www.history.navy.mil/content/history/nhhc/our-collections/photography/numerical-list-
of-images/nhhc-series/nh-series/NH-74000/NH-74246-KN.html (Accessed February 3, 2021).

US Navy. 2017. “Casualties: US Navy and Marine Corps Personnel Killed and Wounded in
Wars, Conflicts, Terrorist Acts, and Other Hostile Incidents.”

https://www history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-
alphabetically/c/casualties1.html (Accessed February 3, 2021).

OBJECTIVE: Protect Own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:
US: 1 (US Navy)
Mexico: Unknown

TOTAL DEATHS:
US: 1 (US Navy)
Mexico: Unknown

COSTS: Cost of maintaining naval presence in Gulf of Mexico. Five ships noted in the
intervention

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

The MIDs dataset dates this dispute from March 2", 1860 — March 20, 1860, although we limit
the intervention to March 6, when the naval battle took place. MIDs also codes this
confrontation as a stalemate. However, given the US naval victory, we code the outcome as a
victory for the US.



1860 United Kingdom, France, Spain

NAME: American Rejection of Foreign Intervention in Mexican War of Reform
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1631

DATES: December 20, 1860

TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG) 200, France (FRA) 220, Spain (SPA) 230
SUMMARY:

Mexico’s civil war named “War of Reform™ began in February 1854. The liberal side, headed by
Benito Juarez, sought a treaty with the US in 1859 through talks with US Ambassador to Mexico
Robert McLane. The treaty would grant the US significant access to Mexican territory in
exchange for immediate and future funding for the civil war efforts. The treaty, named the
McLane-Ocampo Treaty, failed in the US Senate in 1860.

McLane likely worried that other powers would try to intervene in Mexico and issued a letter on
December 20, 1860 to all foreign ministers in Mexico stating the US would “to the extent of its
power defend the nationality and independence [Mexico].” While not a direct threat to any
country, the letter was an extension of the Monroe doctrine and pushed against European affairs
in the Western Hemisphere.

The warning would not be successful. The US Civil War began in 1861 distracting the US from
Mexico and France began what is known as the Second French Intervention in Mexico in late
1861. As late as 1865, Secretary of State William Seward expressed concern about France’s
intervention. French involvement ended in 1866 and the War of Reform officially concluded in
1867.
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International Law at Its Annual Meeting (1907) 8 (1914): 101.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Maintain Empire; Protect own
Military and/or Diplomatic Interests;

OUTCOME: Unclear/missing

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: None

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is mentioned in Gilbert/MID dataset. Although no force

was deployed, Ambassador McLane’s comments justify a threat of force from the United States.
For this reason we code it as an intervention.



1861 United Kingdom

NAME: The Trent Affair

DISPUTE NUMBER: 225

DATES: November 8, 1861- December 27, 1861
TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG), 200
SUMMARY:

In the beginning of 1861, seven Southern American states declared their independence from the
United States and established the Confederate States of America (CSA) following a complicated
ideological battle on the legality of slavery in the Union and the degree to which states had
unalienable rights from the federal government. In April, the military of the Confederacy
launched an attack on the Union garrison at Fort Sumter and thus began the American Civil War.
The CSA was never formally recognized as an independent nation by the remaining loyal states
of the Union, nor any foreign government at the time. As war broke out in North America, the
United Kingdom announced its neutrality in the conflict and soon most European states followed
suit, not wanting to get mired in the American conflict. However, England, France, and Spain did
recognize the CSA’s belligerency status in the war, which granted them “the right to contract
loans and purchase supplies in neutral nations and to exercise belligerent rights on the high seas.”

The Union government, under President Abraham Lincoln, responded to the CSA’s rebellious
hostility by implementing a blockade of Southern ports to prevent the ‘nation’ from engaging in
international trade, particularly in the textile industry which was the main economic output of the
region, as well as prevent the import of weapons and other war material. Before the cession of
the Southern American states, the Northern states were very much the industrial powerhouse of
the Union and the Southern states, with a more agricultural society, exported raw textile
materials to the factories of Europe, in particular England. As a result of this close, pre-War
trade, the leaders of the CSA believed they could successfully establish diplomatic relationships
with European states.

Seven months in the war, two Confederate diplomats, James Mason and John Slidell, travelled
from the CSA to Europe on board the HMS Trent, a neutral British mail ship, on a mission to
secure English and French support (and diplomatic recognition) in the war effort. Success would
almost certainly increase Confederate legitimacy and provide access to vital lines of trade and
alliance. On November 8th, Charles Wilkes, a Union naval officer in command of the USS San
Jacinto, intercepted the Trent (without authorization from his commanding officers or officials in
the Capital) and while conducting a search, discovered the Confederate envoys and arrested them
and their private secretaries. With Mason and Slidell in custody, the Trent was allowed to



continue its voyage back to Great Britain. In the Union, the capture of these envoys was widely
celebrated as a critical victory in the diplomatic contest to woo European nations and sway their
neutrality each side engaged in. However, the opposite reaction occurred in England; both the
public and the government were outraged by the illegal search of a neutral ship on the high seas,
the mishandling of British mail, and the capture of the Confederate men. In response to the
incident, which widely came to be known as ‘The Trent Affair,” the British demanded the release
of the men and an apology from the US government. Additionally, this event tested British
neutrality and in response, the British government ordered troops stationed in Canada to be
mobilized and dispatched a contingent of its navy in the event the Trent Affair should amount to
war, however stressed that neutrality was the ultimate desire of the nation.

As ambassadors from both nations sought to defuse the tension caused by the Trent Affair,
Mason and Slidell were taken to Fort Warren in Boston and held. Following skilled negotiation
by President Lincoln, Secretary of State Seward, and Senator Charles Sumner on the American
side and Lord Lyons and Prince Albert on the British side, Mason and Slidell were released from
Fort Warren on December 27 and allowed to board a ship to Europe via the Caribbean. President
Lincoln acknowledged that Capt. Wilkes had acted in error when he seized the British ship, but
did not go so far as to offer the English a formal apology. In the end, however, the envoys were
unable to secure British or French diplomatic recognition and all European powers remained
committed to their previous statements of neutrality.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect Own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: None
TOTAL DEATHS: None
COSTS: Deployment of the USS San Jacinto

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is only noted in the MID dataset. This incident does not
feature in the Congressional Research Service’s report, nor in the United States Marine Corp book.
A potential issue with this event is that it occurred during the American Civil War and while the
US Navy was involved in the interception of the HMS Trent, the crisis was more of a diplomatic
nature. However, because of the presence of a military ship, the event is coded as an intervention.



1863 Japan

NAME: The Shimonoseki Campaign
DISPUTE NUMBER: 13

DATES: July 16, 1863 — September 14, 1864
TARGET STATE(S): Japan, 740
SUMMARY:

In 1854, Commodore Matthew Perry had established diplomatic and trade relations between the
US and Japan. The Perry Expedition foreshadowed the end of Japan’s centuries-long isolation,
and precipitated the fall of the Tokugawa Shogunate. However, some daimyo (feudal lords)
resisted Japan’s opening, and sought to expel foreigners from the country. The Choshu daimyo
was one of the most active participants in this movement.

On June 26", 1863, the American merchant ship Pembroke was attacked in the Straits of
Shimonoseki by forces loyal to one of the isolationist daimyo, the Prince of Nagato. The
Pembroke escaped, and the American Minister Resident in Japan, Robert H. Pruyn, ordered
Commander David McDougal of the USS Wyoming to go to the Straits to retaliate.

On July 16™, 1863, McDougal found three of the Prince’s ships in the Straits of Shimonoseki. A
battle ensued, and the Wyoming destroyed two of the Prince’s vessels. French ships landed in
Choshu four days later and destroyed the Japanese forts there. In July of 1864, Pruyn went with a
group of marines to Edo aboard the Jamestown, and extracted a payment from the Shogun for
damages to the Pembroke.

The domestic movement against the shogunate, and its perceived failure to protect Japan from
foreign incursions, continued during this period. In June of 1864, Choshu forces fired on foreign
ships in the Straits of Shimonoseki as part of a broader effort to keep the straits closed.

American, French, British and Dutch ships joined together to retaliate in September of 1864. The
multilateral flotilla consisted of 17 ships, carrying approximately 5,000 men. The ships came to
the coast of Choshu on September 4th, and opened fire on the Choshu batteries on September
5th. The Choshu forces fired on two Western ships on the morning of September 6™, prompting
the Western ships to send 2,000 men onto the shore and destroy the Choshu batteries. A ceasefire
was signed on September 14,

Japan was charged a heavy indemnity. The Choshu daimyo agreed to keep the Shimonoseki
Straits open, and to forego rebuilding coastal batteries. However, the shogunate continued to lose
its domestic control, and eventually fell in the 1868 Meiji Restoration, which shifted political
authority back to the emperor.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic protection

OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:

e United States: 5 (Ross 1934, Ellsworth 1974)
e Japan: 42 (Ross 1934, Ellsworth 1974, Jaundrill 2016)

Per capita battle deaths: N/A
TOTAL DEATHS: 47

Per capita total deaths: N/A



COSTS: Deployment of the Wyoming and the Takiang to the Shimonoseki Straits, and the

Jamestown to Edo. The Wyoming fired three or more 32-poud shells and two XI-inch shells in
the battle (Ross 1934: 151).

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

e We treat the period from 1863-4 as a single intervention to protect American and allied
economic interests in Japan generally, and in the Straits of Shimonoseki specifically.

e For the year 1863, the CRS dataset refers only to a battle on July 16, 1863, while the
MID dataset refers only to the threat to use for on July 20,

e For the year 1864, CRS records both a show of force by the US beginning on July 14th,
and a battle beginning on September 4™. MID does not record these events.



1865 France

NAME: The French Intervention in Mexico
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1800

DATES: May 17 - October 12, 1865
TARGET STATE(S): France 220
SUMMARY:

After the civil war in Mexico (where with U.S. support, Liberal forces led by Benito Juarez took
control of Mexico City), Mexico owed its debts to many, including European powers such as
Britain, Spain, and France. The three nations came together in a tripartite agreement to land
forces in Mexico to collect their payments. However, both Britain and Spain abandoned the
mission as they quickly learned that France had ulterior expansionist motives. Taking advantage
of the U.S. being preoccupied with the Civil War, France began its intervention in 1862. In 1864,
France seated Maximilian of Habsburg, Archduke of Austria as the puppet Emperor of the
Mexican Empire. Though the U.S. was embroiled in its own conflicts at home, it saw this as a
violation of the Monroe Doctrine. President Lincoln and Secretary of State William Seward
opted for a diplomatic route with France to avoid another war and also out of fear that France
would support the Confederacy. Meanwhile others, particularly General Ulysses S. Grant, who
had fought in the Mexican War, opted for military intervention.

On April 9th, the Union won the Civil War, and soon after on April 15th, President Lincoln was
assassinated and Andrew Johnson became president. While most of the country was preoccupied
with this transition, Grant ordered General Philip Henry Sheridan to the South with troops on
May 17th. This action was based on the pretense that the rebel Army was still a threat. However,
the rebel Army surrendered on May 26th, and Sheridan and his troops arrived in Brownsville on
June 1st. After a month at the border on Rio Grande, his force grew to approximately 32,000
troops. Eventually, the force grew to 50,000, outnumbering the French troops by almost two to
one. For the next few months, Sheridan’s troops maintained their position along the border as a
show of force. By October 26th, Sheridan’s efforts had produced their desired effects. With a
combination of this show of force, Seward’s diplomatic efforts to convince the French to leave,
decreasing French public support of the intervention in Mexico due to the Prussian threat in
Europe, Napoleon ultimately decided to withdraw.

In January 1866, Napoleon notified Maximillian of his plans to draw back French support. On
the 31st, Napoleon ordered the withdrawal of his troops which took place in three stages from
November 1866 to November 1867. Without Napoleon’s support, Maximillian was unable to
maintain power. He was later captured by Mexican liberal forces and was executed.
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority;
Acquire/Defend Territory; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0
COSTS: Deployment of 50,000 U.S. troops
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: It is unclear if the U.S. troops withdrew as soon as they heard

Napoleon planned to withdraw (October 1865). For end dates and cumulative duration in the
backlogger, the original values have not been changed due to this uncertainty.
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1865 Panama

NAME: The “Glorious Revolution”
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 9 — 10th, 1865

TARGET STATE(S): Panama (PAN), 95

SUMMARY:

Panama declared its independence from Spain in November 1821 and joined Simon Bolivar’s
movement to form the federation of Gran Colombia (present day Colombia, Ecuador, Venezuela,
and Panama). The California Gold Rush of 1848 brought immense wealth to Panama, as eager
explorers favored its railroad — completed by an American company to connect the Atlantic
Ocean to the Pacific Ocean — to traversing the American west. For most of the 19" century,
Panama’s domestic government remained subservient to that of Gran Colombia, and fierce and
volatile contests between liberals and conservatives characterized its domestic politics.

On March 9, 1865, a small force broke away from the national troops, stormed to the President’s
house, and opened fire. Multiple Panamanians were killed, either civilians hit by stray bullets or
national troops that resisted the betrayal. The liberal acting-President, Calancha, was able to
escape and found refuge in the United States consulate. From there, he was brought to the U.S.
sloop-of-war St Marys, which was in the bay at the time. Thirty men were sent from the vessel,
at the request of the U.S. Consul at Panama (and approved by Calancha), to defend the Consul
and guard the railroad buildings. When tensions calmed the next day, the American troops
returned to their ships and a new provincial government was established in Panama, with Gil
Colunje as President. He appointed loyal conservative prefects throughout the country, virtually
guaranteeing Conservative Party victories in subsequent elections. Although their rebellion
found little resistance, Conservatives hailed this day as the “glorious revolution of the 9. A few
months later, Calancha, who had escaped to Bogota, marched back to Panama with 200 troops in
an attempt to reestablish liberal rule. However, he was apprehended by Colunje’s troops 60 miles
from the city and, after a short skirmish, surrendered. The following years were marked by
intense tension and violence between the two parties: 26 different presidents held office from
1863 to 1886. The U.S. maintained a strong commercial relationship with Panama and — after
Colombia shunned its efforts to construct the Panama Canal — would eventually assist in its
independence efforts in 1903.

SOURCES:
“FROM THE ISTHMUS.; Military Revolution in Panama, The State Government Overthrown.
Naval Intelligence. General News Items. CENTRAL AMERICA.” The New York Times. March



26, 1865. https:// www.nytimes.com/1865/04/06/archives/from-the-isthmus-military-revolution-
in-panama-the-state-government.html

Meditz, Sandra W., Hanratty, Dennis Michael, and Library of Congress. Federal Research
Division. Panama: A Country Study. Fourth ed. Area Handbook Series. 1989.

“UNITED STATES OF COLOMBIA.; End of the War. How Revolutions are Managed. Death
of the American Consul at Panama.” The New York Times. September 24, 1865.
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/09/24/archives/united-states-of-colombia-end-of-the-war-how-
revolutions-are.html

Wingfield, Thomas C, and James E Meyen, eds. “Appendix I.” Appendix. In Lillich on the
Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad 77, 77:115-84. Newport, Rhode Island: Naval War
College, 2002.

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: Panamanian: 0; U.S.: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: Panamanian: 4; U.S.: 0

COSTS: Deployment of 30 sailors for one night. Presence of one U.S. naval ship.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is featured in the CRS, Instances of Use of United States
Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020, report.


https://www.nytimes.com/1865/04/06/archives/from-the-isthmus-military-revolution-in-panama-the-state-government.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/04/06/archives/from-the-isthmus-military-revolution-in-panama-the-state-government.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/04/06/archives/from-the-isthmus-military-revolution-in-panama-the-state-government.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/09/24/archives/united-states-of-colombia-end-of-the-war-how-revolutions-are.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/09/24/archives/united-states-of-colombia-end-of-the-war-how-revolutions-are.html
https://www.nytimes.com/1865/09/24/archives/united-states-of-colombia-end-of-the-war-how-revolutions-are.html
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1866 Brazil

NAME: Blockade Dispute

DISPUTE NUMBER: 2043

DATES: November 3, 1866
TARGET STATE: Brazil (BRA), 140
SUMMARY:

During the 1860s, South America was embroiled in the Paraguayan War, otherwise known as the
War of the Triple Alliance. Brazil, Argentina, and Uruguay - the Triple Alliance - went to war
against Paraguay (the reasons for the war are complicated and are still debated at present). The
United States took a neutral position in the war, all the while trying to negotiate an end to
hostilities. The U.S. had economic interests in South America; in addition, adhering to the
Monroe Doctrine, the U.S. did not want European powers to use this chance to intervene in the
Americas.

Diplomat Charles A. Washburn traveled to Paraguay on the Shamokin as a part of these
diplomatic efforts; however, a Brazilian blockade prevented them from landing. The admiral of
the Brazilian boarding party offered to take Washburn to Paraguay on another ship, but the U.S.
admiral refused and threatened to use force. The Brazilian admiral relented and allowed passage,
while making note of the violation of Brazil’s blockade.

SOURCES:

“Mr. Washburn to Mr. Seward.” Extract from Papers Relating to Foreign Affairs, Accompanying
the Annual Message of the President to the Second Session of the Fortieth Congress. Office of
the Historian. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1867p2/d441.

Peterson, Harold F. "Efforts of the United States to Mediate in the Paraguayan War." The
Hispanic American Historical Review 12, no. 1 (1932): 2-17. d0i:10.2307/2506427.

Washburn, Charles A. The History of Paraguay, with Notes of Personal Observations, and
Reminiscences of Diplomacy under Difficulties. New York: AMS Press, 1973.


https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1867p2/d441

OBJECTIVE:
Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The use of the ship Shamokin

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
The military intervention does not appear in the CSR but is mentioned in the MID dataset.



1866 China

NAME: Protection from Chinese rebels
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 20, 1866 to July 7, 1866
TARGET STATE(S): China 710
SUMMARY:

Background: Xianfeng, Emperor of the Qing Dynasty, died in 1861 amid various rebellions. This
lasted until 1864 when the leader of the rebellion, Tien Wang, committed suicide after losing a
possession of Nanking. By 1866, the rebels that had followed Tien Wang had mostly dispersed.
The U.S. had played some role with Britain in organizing the Chinese military that was used to
fight the rebellions.

In 1866, a group of rebels led by Sword Rack Hoo attacked the American Consul Francis P.
Knight in Newchwang (Yingkou). Rear Admiral Henry H. Bell sent the USS Wachusett led by
Robert Townsend to secure arrest and punish perpetrators as the USS Wachusetts was in the area
searching for the CSS Shenandoah, an infamous commerce raider from the American Civil War.
A landing force of 50 sailors and Marines from the USS Wachusett led by Lt. John W. Phillip
located all members of the attack, but the Chinese authorities would not or were powerless to
arrest the leader Sword Rack Hoo. Townsend sent 100 marines and sailors (50 additional) to
arrest Sword Rack Hoo who was captured quickly and placed on trial the following day. 25 men
remained on shore until July 7" when Sword Rack was tried and punished.

The immediate consequence it rightful trial of a criminal and defense of an American Consul.
Overall, the long-term consequence was likely signaling to Chinese rebels that the US will not
allow attacks on its consuls to go unpunished.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Alanson. “China.” Essay. In One Hundred Eighty Landings of United
States Marines, 1800-1934: a Brief History in Two Parts ..., 28-29. Washington, DC:
History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps, 1974.

“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad ...,” January 13, 2020.
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R42738.

McCabe, David H. "Tribute to Embassy Marines." Marine Corps Gazette (Pre-1994) 57,
no. 11 (11, 1973): 66-67.



Thacker, Joel D. "Leathernecks and Top Hats." Marine Corps Gazette (Pre-1994) 34, no. 7
(07, 1950): 52-55.

Wachusett I (ScSlp), October 23, 2015.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/w/wachusett-1.html.

OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: N/A

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Case appears in CRS but not in MID and therefore does not have a
case number.

OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):



Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent



protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1866 Mexico

NAME: 1866 US Occupation of Matamoros, Mexico
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 24, 1866 to November 27, 1866.
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

During the second French intervention in Mexico, the town of Matamoros was under siege by
Mexican loyalists who were fighting the French backed troops. This town was a geographically
important notable because it sits on the US-Mexico border along the Rio Grande. Brownsville
sits on the other side of the river which was a gateway for Confederate forces leaving America to
Mexico following the end of the U.S. Civil War.

In November 1866, the leader of the Mexican loyalist in Matamoros, Canales, sent a message to
American General Sedgwick in Brownsville asking for help to defend against French forces.
Canales stated that he did not have enough money to pay his troops to fight off the French siege.
General Sedgwick agreed to help on the condition the town surrendered to American occupation
as he wanted to protect American people and interests in the town. Canales agreed as this would
provide protection to the town using the United States as a defense.

On November 24™, 1866, General Sedgwick sent at least 300 men into the town to secure it and
claim it as surrendered to the United States. On November 27", 1866, the town successfully
warded off an attack from the French backed troops. The American troops did not engage in the
hostilities. Later that day, General Sedgwick reportedly heard from Washington that his actions
were not approved and that he was to immediately leave the city. General Sedgwick and his men
withdrew that day. 50 Troops remained as a neutral party to the conflict and were guaranteed
protection from both warring sides regardless of the outcome.

President Johnson publicly disapproved of General Sedgwick’s actions. Johnson believed that
the United States should remain outside of the conflict but nonetheless condemned the actions of
France. Many sources indicate this was a serious diplomatic blunder by Sedgwick and he was
reassigned shortly after.

SOURCES:



Message Of The President Of The United States, Of January 29, 1867, Relating To The Present
Condition Of Mexico, In Answer To A Resolution Of The House Of December 4, 1866.
Washington: Govt. Print. Off., 1867.

"Mexico.: Important Report. Gen. Sedgwick Said To Have Invaded Mexican Territory On The
Rio Grand--he Holds Matamoras--great Excitement. Escohedo Before Matamoras --
Canales Retuses To Surrender -- Ortega At Brazon. Colima Besieged By The Liberals--
french Troops Defeated In A Battle On The Rio Guilano." new York Times (1857-1922),
Nov. 28, 1866.

“On The Mexican Border, U.S. Army Troops Make A Brief Incursion Into Matamoras.” On The
Mexican Border, U.S. Army Troops Make A Brief Incursion Into Matamoras | House
Divided, November 24, 1866. Http://Hd.Housedivided.Dickinson.Edu/Node/46069.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Maintain Empire; Acquire/Defend
Territory; Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Unclear/Missing

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Deployment of 300 U.S. troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is only noted in the CRS dataset. The number of troops
deployed is listed in CRS as 100. However, primary sources list at least 300 troops deployed.
Additional sources show 50, but this is in regard to a subsection of the 300 that remained afterwards

to protect American interests. These 50 men were to report to the invading force immediately
should the city be captured as they were guaranteed protection from both sides.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize



territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1866 Spain

NAME: The Bombardment of Valparaiso
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1714

DATES: March 1 - 31, 1866

TARGET STATE(S): Spain, 230
SUMMARY:

Following the Chincha Islands War of April 1864 (where Spain seized Peru’s guano rich island
in an attempt to reassert its influence in South America), many of Peru’s neighbors became
weary of Spain. During the political crisis in Peru, a Spanish ship requested to resupply coal in
Chile. The local authorities refused this request, infuriating Spanish Vice Admiral Juan Manuel
Pareja. In response, Pareja demanded that the locals fire a salute to the Spanish flag, which the
Chileans refused. Taking this as an insult to his country, Pareja threatened to retaliate and did so
with a blockade. Chile then responded by declaring war in September 1865. Since then, Spain
attempted to blockade Chilean ports (though this was difficult to enforce due to Chile’s long
coastline). Chile had an early victory when they seized a Spanish ship and captured its crew in
the Battle of Papudo. Following this development, Peru joined Chile in the war against Spain and
La Moneda turned to the U.S. for help. While Secretary of State William Seward wanted Spain
to withdraw, he did not invoke the Monroe Doctrine. He was concerned that if the U.S. pressured
Spain, they might retaliate by granting the Confederacy diplomatic recognition. In addition, these
events unfolded at a time when the U.S. was dependent on Spain’s cooperation to build the trans-
Caribbean telegraph system.

Rather than intervening, the U.S. along with British forces remained neutral and acted as
mediators. Under the command of John Rodgers, the Pacific Squadron was deployed to
Valparaiso, Chile, arriving on March Ist, 1866. Chile refused to negotiate until Madrid
abandoned the blockade and dropped some of its demands. As a result of U.S. and British
mediation efforts Madrid reduced its demands, but still requested that both nations exchange
salutes and that Chile must initiate. Chile refused and Spain threatened to bombard Valparaiso on
the 31st. Though the Anglo-American naval squadron (eight vessels in total) was anchored in the
harbor, Rodgers would not act without the British. London’s minister to Santiago did not give
permission for their navy to act, resulting in the Anglo-American forces withdrawal. The port of
Valparaiso was left unfortified and defenseless. After three hours of bombardment, the Spanish
fleet withdrew.

The port of Valparaiso was destroyed. The damages consisted mostly of foreign owned property
and merchandise, totalling approximately twenty-two million dollars and several lives were lost



(eight or ten). As the bombardment of Valparaiso could have been prevented with the help of the
Anglo-American Squadron, Chile would not forgive the U.S. and relations suffered.

SOURCES:

"BOMBARDMENT OF VALPARAISO." New York Times (1857-1922) (New York, N.Y),
1866.

"BOMBARDMENT OF VALPARAISO.: OFFICIAL DISPATCHES FROM COM.
RODGERS. HIS EFFORTS TO PREVENT THE BOMBARDMENT--THE ENGLISH
ADMIRAL DECLINES TOCO-OPERATE WITH HIM." 1866.New York Times (1857-1922),
May 03, 1. https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-
com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/bombardment-
valparaiso/docview/92264081/se-2?accountid=14434.

Harry, Stephanie. “John Rodgers III (DD-983).” Naval History and Heritage Command, January
9, 2018. https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/j/john-rodgers-
iii.html.

Johnson, John J. Pacific Historical Review 20, no. 2 (1951): 172-74. Accessed April 3, 2021.
doi:10.2307/3634861.

Sater, William F. Chile and the United States: Empires in Conflict. University Georgia Press,
1990.

“The Chinchas War — Inside the Little-Known Conflict Between Peru and Spain Over Animal
Turds.” MilitaryHistoryNow.com, July 10, 2012. https://militaryhistorynow.com/2012/07/10/a-
shitty-little-war-peru-fights-spain-over-animal-turds/.

"THE PACIFIC SQUARDRON." New York Times (1857-1922) (New York, N.Y), 1866.
OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Social Protection

OUTCOME: Yield by U.S.

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 8-10

Per capita total deaths: 8-10


https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/bombardment-valparaiso/docview/92264081/se-2?accountid=14434
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/bombardment-valparaiso/docview/92264081/se-2?accountid=14434
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/bombardment-valparaiso/docview/92264081/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/j/john-rodgers-iii.html
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/j/john-rodgers-iii.html
https://militaryhistorynow.com/2012/07/10/a-shitty-little-war-peru-fights-spain-over-animal-turds/
https://militaryhistorynow.com/2012/07/10/a-shitty-little-war-peru-fights-spain-over-animal-turds/

COSTS: Deployment of the Pacific Squadron (USS Vanderbilt, Tuscarora,
Powhatan, and Monadnock)

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in Gibler/MID (#1714).



1867 Nicaragua

NAME: Presidential Transition
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 6, 1867 — Unknown
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua, 93
SUMMARY:

In the 1840s and 1850s, Nicaragua experienced multiple civil wars and general political turmoil.
In 1856, William Walker, an American not sponsored by the U.S. government, took control of
Nicaragua and declared himself President. He was ousted the following year by Nicaraguan
forces and replaced President Tomas Martinez. The U.S. supported both actions as it was
pursuing a canal through Nicaragua to connect the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans.

In 1867, Martinez retired from the Presidency. The U.S. did not want to lose influence
over the region. It sent marines to occupy the cities of Managua and Leon as a show of force to
ensure a smooth transition of power to new President Fernando Guzman Solorzano.

The transition went smoothly. A new treaty was signed between the United States and
Nicaragua in 1867 called the Treaty of Friendship, Commerce, and Navigation. No sources
specify the number of marines sent or the end date of the deployment. Additionally, no sources
indicated any conflict occurred during the transition.

SOURCES:
“History Is a Weapon, ” www.themapofbloodandfire.com/map/1867/928.

United States Marine Corps, Historical Branch, I, “A Chronology of the United States Marines
Corps 1775-1934,” 1965. 92.

“War Powers Legislation, 1973: Hearings, Ninety-Third Congress, First Session, on S. 440.
U.S. Govt. Print. Off., 1973. 133.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0


http://www.themapofbloodandfire.com/map/1867/928

Cost: Unknown number of troops deployed.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in CRS. Government sources do not give an end
date of the deployment. We code it as a one-day event as the deployment appears primarily
concerned with marking a show of force.



1867 Taiwan

NAME: Formosa Expedition of 1867
DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: June 13, 1867

TARGET STATE(S): Taiwan (TAW), 713

SUMMARY:

On March 12th, 1867, an American merchant vessel, Rover, was shipwrecked on the
Island of Formosa (Taiwan) on its way from Swatow to Neuchwang. Thirteen of the fourteen
crew members aboard were murdered by the island natives. The only survivor, a Swatow
Chinese, escaped and arrived in Takao (Kaohsiung). After hearing of the incident, Commander
Broad (British) was on a mission to rescue the survivors (if any) as he organized an expedition to
the site of the murder. On March 26th, Commander Broad, Charles Carroll, and his crew
(including the Chinese survivor) anchored in the south bay of Formosa, finding the remains of
the shipwreck. Upon their landing, the crew was fired at. The mission was immediately
abandoned and Commander Broad reported the event to the Americans.

Upon learning of this, the US sought to remedy this by sending troops to Formosa to punish the
“savages” that murdered the American crew from the March 12th shipwreck. Secretary of State
William H. Seward provided clear instructions to prevent future attacks while making clear that
the US had no desire to seize or hold possession of the island. The expedition to Formosa set out
on the Hartford with Commander Belknap and with Lieutenant Commander Carpenter on the
Wyoming. On June 13th at 9:30 in the morning, the crew of 181 officers, sailors, and marines &
privates landed on the south side of the Island of Formosa. They came armed with muskets,
howitzers, and rifles, and prepared with four days rations and water. Once they landed, the men
marched onward into the hills and jungle while the natives retreated, frequently ambushing the
soldiers. Fighting continued this way until two in the afternoon, when Lieutenant Commander
A.S. Mackenzie walked into an ambush and was killed by a musket ball. Commander Belknap
thought they could regain momentum on the beach. During this trek back, many soldiers’
conditions suffered from the heat. Belknap decided to go back to the ships with the troops.
There, the fleet surgeon reported the casualties, one dead, fourteen sunstruck, and four
dangerously so. Given the situation and these considerations, it was decided that they would not
continue. They did all that they could, having burnt some native huts and chased the natives until
they couldn’t anymore. The fleet left that evening at 9 in the evening for Takao and arrived the
next day. Lieutenant Mackenzie was buried in the garden of the British Consulate in Takao.
Following the events at Formosa, there was an increased interest in Taiwan. Gideon Wells notes
that the only remedy for the deaths of the Americans from the shipwreck, is for the Chinese to
occupy the bay by settlement and supported by military force. Pressure was then placed on China



to take control of the situation. However, the Chinese insisted that they had no control over the
“cannibals”. In September 1867, General Charles LeGendre at the US Consul at Amoy (Xiamen)
took initiative and set out on his own mission to Formosa. LeGendre bypassed local officials and
negotiated directly with Tooke-tok, the leader of the 18 aboriginal tribes of the region. In this
new treaty, the natives promised not to attack future shipwrecked Westerners.

SOURCES:

Leonard H. D. Gordon. "The Cession of Taiwan: A Second Look." Pacific Historical Review 45,
no. 4 (1976): 539-67. Accessed December 29, 2020. doi:10.2307/3638102.

“PAPERS RELATING TO FOREIGN AFFAIRS, ACCOMPANYING THE ANNUAL
MESSAGE OF THE PRESIDENT TO THE SECOND SESSION OF THE FORTIETH
CONGRESS.” U.S. Department of State. U.S. Department of State. Accessed December 26,
2020. https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/.

"THE PIRATES OF FORMOSA.: OFFICIAL REPORTS OF THE ENGAGEMENT OF THE
UNITED STATES NAVAL FORCES WITH THE SAVAGES OF THE ISLE." New York
Times (1857-1922), Aug 24, 1867. https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-
proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/pirates-
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Thomson, Sandra Caruthers. "Filibustering to Formosa: General Charles LeGendre and the
Japanese." Pacific Historical Review 40, no. 4 (1971): 442-56. Accessed December 29, 2020.
doi:10.2307/3637704.

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Yield by U.S.

BATTLE DEATHS: 1

TOTAL DEATHS: 1

COSTS: Deployment of a crew of 181 men, including officers, sailors, marines, two ships (The
Hartford and Wyoming), muskets, howitzers, rifles, and four days rations and water.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is only referenced in the CRS report.


https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/pirates-formosa/docview/92346296/se-2?accountid=14434
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/pirates-formosa/docview/92346296/se-2?accountid=14434
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-com.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/historical-newspapers/pirates-formosa/docview/92346296/se-2?accountid=14434

1868 Colombia

NAME: Chiriqui Intervention

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: April 7, 1868 - April 28, 1868

TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100; location: present-day Panama, 95

SUMMARY:

In April 1868, the local president passed away, leading to social unrest in Chiriqui.
Because the local Aspinwall garrison was absent, the Americans sent a small number of troops
into the town to protect American citizens and “treasures.” A total of fourteen marines, including
two officers, disembarked the USS Penobscot on April 7th as a precautionary measure to protect
American interests. No actual violence ensued and the troop re-embarked the Penobscot once it
was clear there would be no further danger, as evidenced by the fact that the Penobscot soon
took a short cruise from Aspinwall to “air her crew.”

SOURCES:
“Central and South America.” The New York Times. May 7, 1868, 5.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1868/05/07/78914828.html?pageNumber=5

Annual reports of the Navy Department. Report of the Secretary of the Navy. Miscellaneous
reports. Washington: United States Government Printing Office, 1868, 21.

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States, 1765 - 1935. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 226, 257.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Costs of deploying fourteen troops in the town and keeping the ship in port.


https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1868/05/07/78914828.html?pageNumber=5

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This case can be found in the CRS Report. No official end date for the intervention can be found,
but the Penobscot set sail from Aspinwall on April 28th, so the troops had to have re-embarked by
then, explaining why this end date was chosen.



1868 Japan

NAME: The Boshin War

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 4, 1868— September 26, 1868
TARGET STATE(S): Japan, 740
SUMMARY:

Civil war broke out in Japan in 1865, and the Tokugawa Shogunate’s power diminished rapidly.
The Choshu daimyo, loyal to the emperor and hostile to Western influence in Japan, defeated the
shogun’s forces in the Choshu War (1865-6). The Boshin War (1868-9) began shortly afterward,
and a final series of military confrontations between imperial loyalists and shogunal forces ended
in the collapse of the Tokugawa Shogunate.

During the Boshin War, the United States remained neutral, while attempting to protect its
interests in Japan. From February through September of 1868, US naval and marine forces
landed in several Japanese ports to protect foreigners in Japan, American economic interests, and
the American consulate.

On February 4™, 1868, Japanese forces fired on a group of foreigners in Hyogo, and wounded a
crew member of the USS Oneida. In response, the US landed marines and navy personnel in
Hyogo, leaving on February 8. That same day, the USS Shenandoah landed in Nagasaki to
protect the American consulate there. The new Meiji government also assured the US that it
would protect foreigners in Japan, and executed the leader of the Hyogo attack, Taki Zenzaburo.

Approximately two months later, in April 1868, the USS Monocacy and the USS Iroquois
undertook a joint landing with French, British, Italian, and Prussian forces in Yokohama to
protect foreign persons living in the city. The American contingent withdrew on May 12, One
month later, on June 12", personnel from the USS Iroquois boarded a Japanese ship, the Kaugi
no Kami, to prevent it from leaving Yokohama harbor. In July, the US assumed responsibility for
one of four guard posts in Yokohama, to protect foreign residents during a period of unrest in the
city. Finally, on September 25", 1868, the USS Piscataqua landed to protect American citizens
in Niigata, where riots had broken out.

While the Boshin War did not formally end until 1869, the restoration of the emperor to political
primacy had largely taken place by 1868. Ultimately, the United States would accept the
outcome of the Boshin War, and attempt to cooperate with the new Meiji government.



SOURCES:
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IL” in Lillich on the Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad, eds. Thomas C. Wingfield &
James E. Meyen. International Law Studies, Vol. 77 (Newport, RI: US Naval War College).

Minohara, Tosh & Kaoru Iokibe. 2017. “America Encounters Japan, 1836-94,” in The History of
US-Japan Relations, eds. lokibe & Minohara. (Singapore: Palgrave MacMillan).

Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed

Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Accessed September 10, 2020. Congressional Research Service.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection and Order; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: N/A

TOTAL DEATHS: 1
Per capita total deaths: N/A

COSTS: Costs of maintaining several ships and landing personnel on Japanese coasts.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This is a series of related episodes, which we treat as a single
intervention. This intervention does not appear in the MIDs dataset, but does appear in the CRS
dataset. The CRS dataset includes the landing at Niigata, but not the date (September 25™).



1868 Uruguay

NAME: Montevideo Uprising

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 7, 1968 — February 26, 1868
TARGET STATE(S): Uruguay (URU), 165
SUMMARY:

In the middle of the 19" century, Montevideo was a commercial hub, providing a great harbor
between the bustling economies of Argentina and Brazil. In 1868, two-thirds of the population
was foreign-born. This time can also be categorized by foreign intervention by neighbors and
European powers, who were attempting to secure their investments abroad, and internal political
conflict between the liberal Blancos, and the conservative Colorados. After the ten-year Great
War between the three countries, Brazil, Argentina, and Uruguay formed The Triple Alliance in
1865, establishing a unified front against Paraguay. Uruguayan General Venancio Flores, a
former head of state under the Colorado party and longtime friend of the Brazilians, became the
provincial governor of Montevideo.

In 1868, Colonel Fortunio Flores, the governor’s son who was in command of the city guard,
gathered his men and revolted against his father. The governor appealed to the American
consulate for support in the face of the insurrection. At the time, it was common for European
and American ships to stand in the harbor, facilitating commerce. U.S. Admiral Charles Davis,
who was already in the port with five vessels, received the communique and on February 7,
sailed ashore with Italian and British forces (who were also asked for aid). The 45 American
sailors quickly helped establish peace and were gone by the next day. A few weeks later,
Governor Flores was assassinated by agents of the political opposition. His supporters sought
retribution and the city was soon in chaos. Again, American support was requested to secure the
safety of the American consulate, the custom house, and foreign residents. 50 U.S. sailors took to
the shore, and after tensions calmed, were asked to leave a week later by the new President.
Political conflict between the Colorados and the Blancos continued in Uruguay, leading to
military rule from 1875 to 1890.



SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Alanson, and United States. Marine Corps. History Museums Division, Issuing
Body. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines, 1800-1934. 1974.

Foreign Relations of the United States, March 9, 1868. Volume 61, eds. William H Seward and
J. Watson Webb (Washington: Government Printing Office), Document 179.
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1868p2/d179

Hudson, Rex A, Sandra W Meditz, Library Of Congress. Federal Research Division, and
Thomas E Weil. Uruguay: A Country Study. Washington, D.C.: Federal Research Division,
Library of Congress: For sale by the Supt. of Docs., U.S. G.P.O, 1992.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Economic Protection; Social
Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interest

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: None

TOTAL DEATHS: None

COSTS: Deployment and maintenance of roughly 50 sailors for nine days in foreign territory.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.


https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1868p2/d179
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1868p2/d179
https://history.state.gov/historicaldocuments/frus1868p2/d179

1869 Haiti

NAME: Haitian interference in the Dominican Republic
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1532

DATES: November 1869

TARGET STATE(S): Haiti (HAI), 41

SUMMARY:

The late 1860°s was a tumultuous time for the Dominican Republic, which had experienced re-
occurring periods of instability and civil unrest. In 1869, Haiti sought to project its power and
influence within the Caribbean region in a similar fashion to the United States’ approach in the
Western Hemisphere under the Monroe Doctrine. Haiti seized the opportunity presented by the
instability within the Dominican Republic to prepare an invasion and re-assert control over the
country it had previously ruled for 22 years. In addition to territorial conquest, Haiti hoped such
a move would establish it as a regional power in the Caribbean.

The United States, still operating predominately under the Monroe Doctrine, felt its own interests
within the Caribbean would be threatened if Haiti invaded the Dominican Republic and promptly
responded. The U.S. dispatched seven warships to the Dominican Republic to deter Haiti’s
planned invasion. Instead, the United States attempted to annex Santo Domingo as a United
States territory. The effort ultimately failed but it did deter Haiti from further interventions
within the Dominican Republic.

SOURCES:

Davidson, Matthew. "Haiti." In The SAGE Encyclopedia of War: Social Science Perspectives,
edited by Joseph, Paul, 850-769. Thousand Oaks,, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc., 2017.
http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/10.4135/9781483359878.n294.

Gibler, Douglas M. International Conflicts, 1816-2010: Militarized Interstate Dispute Narratives.
2018.

Martinez-Fernandez, Luis. "Annexation of Dominican Republic". Oxford Bibliographies:
African American Studies. June 28, 2016. Retrieved From:
https://www.oxfordbibliographies.com/view/document/obo-9780190280024/obo-
9780190280024-0036.xml (accessed 26 Mar. 2021).

Polyne, Millery. "Expansion now!: Haiti, 'Santo Domingo,' and Frederick Douglass at the
intersection of U.S. and Caribbean Pan-Americanism." Caribbean Studies, vol. 34, no. 2, 2006,
p. 3+. Gale Academic OneFile,



link.gale.com/apps/doc/A186436744/AONE?u=mlin_m_tufts&sid=AONE&xid=742f2cdb.
Accessed 26 Mar. 2021.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire, Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S.

BATTLE DEATHS: None

Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Sevenl naval warships

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case study comes from the Militarized Interstate Disputes
dataset found in the International Conflicts book by Douglas M. Gibler.



1870 China

NAME: Tianjin Massacre
DISPUTE NUMBER: 220
DATES: July 25 — October 5, 1870
TARGET STATE(S): China, 710

SUMMARY: Anti-foreign feelings were mounting in Tianjin, a treaty port with foreign
concessions, that had previously been occupied by Anglo-French forces twice. In 1870, rumors
circulated that the French Sisters of Charity were kidnapping, forcibly baptizing, and even
mutilating Chinese children, causing people to gather to protest the rumored horrors. On June 21,
the French consul, Henri Fontanier, fired into a hostile crowd, killing the district magistrate’s
servant. The shot set off a riot, in which the French consul and 11 to 20 other foreigners were
killed (the exact number is disputed), and several churches were burned.

European powers issued demands for swift punishments of those involved and sent French,
American, and British gunboats to anchor off Tianjin. Hostilities nearly escalated to armed
conflict, but on October 5, Chinese courts punished between two and 16 (the exact number is
disputed) men who had been involved in the riot with execution or lifelong exile. A mission was
also dispatched to take China’s apology to France.

SOURCES:

Gibler, Douglas M. 2018. International Conflicts, 1816-2010: Militarized Interstate Dispute
Narratives. Vol. 2. MN: Rowman & Littlefield.

"Tianjin Massacre." Chambers Dictionary of World History, 2005, Chambers Dictionary of
World History, 2005.

"Tianjin Massacre." Encyclopeedia Britannica Online, 2020, Encyclopadia Britannica Online,
2020-07-02.

"Tianjin (Tientsin)." Encyclopedia of Modern China 3 (2009): 572-73.

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor
BATTLE DEATHS: 0



China: 0
United States: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

China: 0

United States: 0

COSTS: Cost of anchoring gunboats in support of European allies.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the Militarized Interstate Dispute (MID) report
(Gibler, 2018).



1870 Mexico

NAME: Battle of Boca Teacapan
DISPUTE NUMBER: 2117
DATES: June 17" to 18" 1870
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico 70
SUMMARY:

A British merchant ship called Forward was seized by Mexican pirates at some point
between 1869 and May 27, 1870 and was being used to rob ships and towns in the Gulf of California.
On May 27" 1870, the pirates robbed the United States Consul in Guaymas, Mexico of coal for their
ship. General William W. Low, U.S.N., was informed by US Consul Isaac Sisson about the incident on June
6™, 1870 and decided to pursue the Forward.

On June 17%, the boat was located about 40 miles up a river. The Forward was quickly captured.
However, a small boat left and was fired upon by the marines. Aggressive return fire from pirates
onshore followed causing the marines to promptly retreated into the armored Forward. After about
approximately one hour, it was decided the situation was too bad to salvage, so they intentionally
damaged the boat beyond repair and fled.

The pirates’ return fire killed one marine and wounded two others, one mortally, according to
Ellsworth. Naval History and Heritage states 2 naval officers were killed, 7 naval officers wounded, and
one marine wounded. No numbers are given for pirate casualties. It is estimated that 79 marines and
170 pirates engaged in the conflict. The marines used muskets. The pirates used muskets and 4 artillery
units. In total 7 boats were used by the US, the USS Mohican and 6 smaller armed boats. Inmediate
outcome was the removal of a pirate ship that was harassing towns in the area. British Admiral Farquhar
praised the Americans for their quick response to the news.

SOURCES:

“Casualties: US Navy & Marine Corps Personnel.” Naval History and Heritage Command,
August 29, 2017.
https://www.history.navy.mil/content/history/nhhc/research/library/online-reading-
room/title-list-alphabetically/c/casualties1.html.

Ellsworth, Harry Alanson. “China.” Essay. In One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States
Marines, 1800-1934: a Brief History in Two Parts ..., 114—115. Washington, DC: History
and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps, 1974.

“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad ...,” January 13, 2020.
https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R42738.
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(June 1936): 61.

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own, Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for Target & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:
e Two killed. One during the battle and one upon returning from the battle.

TOTAL DEATHS: 2

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Case is listed in the CRS and MID.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.



Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1871 Korea

NAME: Korea Shipwreck Incident
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A
DATES: June 10-12, 1871
TARGET STATE(S): Korea, 730

SUMMARY: In 1866, after historically treating shipwrecked sailors, including Americans, well,
a confrontation took place with the stranded merchant ship USS General Sherman in which all
the crew were killed. On a follow-up fact finding mission to Korea, another US ship was fired
upon from shore. These incidents resulted in a small flotilla being sent in 1871 to sue for an
apology and negotiate trade and shipwreck conventions.

After a positive interaction with the Korean officials, the ships received permission to survey up
the Salee River. While surveying, one of the boats was fired upon by forts on shore. An
accompanying gunboat drove off the aggressors and rescued the surveyors. An ultimatum
delivered to the Korean government demanding an apology within 10 days was never answered.

After the 10 days passed, a battalion of marines and brigade of seamen infantry were sent back
up the Salee River on June 10. The boats were fired upon again and returned fire, destroying the
guns on shore. They made a difficult landing, and the marines and seamen, backed by canons
from the boats, stormed two forts with ease (each was abandoned by the garrison as the US force
advanced). After spending a night, the first night spent by a western force on Korean soil, the
force turned their attention to the citadel, Kwangsong.

After bombarding the citadel walls with the guns, the marines and seamen scaled them and
engaged in hand-to-hand combat with the Korean force, killing nearly all of them. After this,
another fort capitulated immediately. The marines and seamen returned to their ships on June 12.
The victory did lead to a halt in aggression toward Americans, but it did not forward their
diplomatic cause for trade and also created some consternation in the US press.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.



https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

Winkler, David F. "Marine Amphibious Landing in Korea, 1871." Sea Power 42, no. 11 (1999):
22.

OBJECTIVE: Policy Change; Economic Protection

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS:
Korea: ~250
United States: 2 or 3 (depending on source)

TOTAL DEATHS:
Korea: ~250
United States: 2 or 3 (depending on source)

COSTS: Deployment of flotilla to Korea and of battalion of marines and brigade of seamen for
three days.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the Congressional Research Services report
(Salazar Torreon, 2017).



1873 Colombia

NAME: 1873 Isthmus Revolutions

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: May 7 - May 22, 1873, September 23 - October 9, 1873
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100; location: Panama 95

SUMMARY:

Local revolutions on the Isthmus were not uncommon in this era, but the local Americans
often felt that political instability threatened interests and property in the area. In May 1873, two
American naval vessels were stationed in the Bay of Panama, the USS Tuscarora and the USS
Pensacola. On May 7th, one hundred sailors from the Tuscarora came ashore to protect the
railroad station. Clashes between local factions continued, so another hundred marines landed in
the town the next morning. By May 22nd, the Americans believed that they had secured their
property and local interests, so all of the troops reembarked on their ship.

The local clashes continued over the summer and in September, the Governor of Panama
informed the Americans that he would not be able to supply appropriate protection to the railroad
station and other property. On September 23rd under the command of Admiral John Almy, 150
men from the Pensacola and Benecia landed ashore to once again protect the railroad and its
cargo. Similarly to the May conflict, the local clashes continued to threaten the railroad, so forty
more men disembarked. By October 6th, all but thirty of the men had embarked on their ships.
The Pensacola sailed away a few days later, but the Benecia ultimately remained in the harbor
until December 1873 to monitor local conflicts.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters, 47-48.

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States 1765-1934. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 227.

“The Spanish Republics.” The New York Times. May 20, 1873, 5.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1873/05/20/461032802.html?pageNumber=5

United States Congressional Serial Set, Volume 4589. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1904, 97-101.

OBJECTIVE:



Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Costs of stationing three ships and hundreds of men in the local area, with 30
troops remaining.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case can be found in the CRS Report and the Marine Landings Report.



1873 Mexico

NAME: Border Crossings by U.S. Troops
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1545 and 1547
DATES: May 1873 - July 1882
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

From at least the 1870s onward, the United States military was permanently stationed on the U.S.-
Mexico border to protect U.S. settlers and cattle ranchers. The troops augmented the local law
enforcement and continuously patrolled the sparsely populated terrain; for example, in 1879 alone,
the U.S. military launched 120 expeditions covering over 40,000 miles. While bandits operating
on both sides of the border were a perennial threat, the U.S. and Mexico were mainly focused on
fighting Apache, Lipan, Comanche, Mescalero, and Kickapoo tribes that still dominated the area
until the late 1880s. As bandits and Native Americans would often conduct raids on U.S.
settlements from across the border, and then flee to safety back over the river, the U.S. frequently
protested that Mexico was not doing enough to maintain order from their side. These protests
eventually evolved into threats by the U.S. military to take matters into their own hands if the
Mexican government did not increase its military presence on the border. Between May 1873 and
July 1882, when a reciprocal border crossing agreement was finally signed, U.S. troops did
occasionally cross to pursue Native Americans or Mexican bandits—with or without permission
from either government.

The exact number of border crossings by U.S. troops before the agreement in 1882 is unclear, but
significant instances included:

e May 1873: Col. MacKenzie pursued Kickapoo Native Americans across the border,
killing 19 men (officially) and capturing 450 near El Remolino. MacKenzie Crossed with
400 men and Native American scouts and did so without authority from the U.S.
government. The incursion only lasted three days.

e June 1875: General Ord ordered an unknown number of U.S. troops to cross the border
to pursue “raiders” and shortly afterward ordered the USS Plymouth and USS Rio Bravo
to patrol the Rio Grande.

e November 1875: Captain Randlett and his men pursued cattle thieves to the Rio Grande
and engaged in a small skirmish at the river’s edge. Captain McNally of the Texas
Rangers continued the pursuit (unsuccessfully) into Mexico and was ultimately
surrounded by Mexican government forces. 40 U.S. troops crossed the border to support
McNally when they heard the situation, but these men were quickly ordered to return.



e April-July 1876 (multiple crossings): At the alleged request of the Mexican
government, Lt. Bullis and Col. Shafter crossed to track Lipan Native Americans into
Coahuila. In the last incursion, U.S. troops fought the Native Americans near Saragossa
and “recovered” nearly 100 horses. Three U.S. troops were killed in the battle.

e January 1877: Lt. Bullis and Col. Shafter, along with more than 200 U.S. troops,
advanced over 125 miles into Mexican territory in pursuit of Native Americans.

e September 1877: An estimated 500 U.S. troops briefly crossed into Mexico to pursue
Lipan Indians near Piedras Negras.

e October and November 1877: Lt. Bullis crossed the Rio Grande on October 28th in
pursuit of Apache Native Americans who had stolen horses. He returned to Texas when
he realized he was outnumbered but re-crossed on November 10th with reinforcements.

e June 1878: General MacKenzie, with a large force of 1,000 men, crossed near Newton,
Texas. They were met in Mexico by the Mexican Army that attempted to obstruct their
invasion, and the two militaries narrowly avoided a conflict. The U.S. troops took
possession of 60 cattle and destroyed a small amount of property in the State of Coahuila
before returning to Texas.

e April 1881: Lt. Bullis chased Lipan Indians over the border towards the Burro Mountains
with 27 men. The U.S. troops killed or captured all of the Native Americans and
“recovered” stollen animals.

Furthermore, in June of 1877, General Ord was instructed by the Hayes administration to cross the
border at his discretion in pursuit of bandits. Naturally, the Mexican government protested
vigorously against this policy, but the order was not withdrawn until March of 1880.
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Acquire or Defend Territory; Economic Protection; Social
Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 100; Mexican: 10
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 100; Mexican: 100

COSTS: The cost of these interventions was spread out over more than a decade. Well over one
thousand troops crossed the U.S.-Mexico during this time period, if not more. There were also two
ships that patrolled the Rio Grande for an unknown amount of time.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: The number of deaths for all categories are orders of magnitude
estimations. The vast majority of the deaths resulting from these interventions were Native
American deaths, which are not tallied in this write-up. This case includes two MID cases that
were coded separately: 1545 and 1547.
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1874 Hawaii

NAME: Honolulu Courthouse Intervention
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 12 — 20, 1874
TARGET STATE(S): Hawaii
SUMMARY:

On February 3, 1874, William Charles Lunalilo, King of Hawaii, died of pulmonary tuberculosis
without naming a successor. On February 12, the Hawaiian legislature voted 39-6 to elect David
Kalakaua (favored by some native Hawaiians and the Americans) over anti-American Queen
Emma (favored by other Hawaiians and the British). In response to the vote, Queen Emma’s
supporters attacked the Honolulu courthouse where the vote was undertaken, targeting legislators
who voted for Kalakaua and who had a kanaka ethnic identity. A quarter of the legislature were
injured. Legislator J. W. Lonoaea died from injuries from the a attack a month later.

That day, on the request of the new King Kalakaua and King Lunalilo’s ministers, the U.S.
landed 150 troops from two U.S. warships, sloop Portsmouth and screw sloop Tuscarora. Great
Britain also landed HMS Tenedos. U.S. troops occupied the courthouse, posted sentries at other
public buildings, and quelled the riot. 37 of the 150 troops were marines. Over 50 Hawaiians
were fined or jailed, no more disturbances followed, and the new king was inaugurated. On
February 16, U.S. troops left, except for 19 marines and 14 sailors, who stayed until February 20.

Though Kalakaua was elected in his own right, this event contributed to the complicated
relationship between the U.S. and Hawaii. This relationship was increasingly challenged by a
growing contract labor population from China and Japan, a declining local Hawaiian population,
and a sharp growth in commercial and political power of the white American minority.
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of Hawai’i, 1885-1898. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, esp. p. 51.

Osorio, Jonathan Kay Kamakawiwo‘ole. 2002. Dismembering Lahui: A History of the Hawaiian
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OBJECTIVE:
Social Protection & Order; Social Protection;

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 1 (one Hawaiian legislator died in March 1874 from injuries sustained in
the February courthouse attack)

Per capita battle deaths: 1 for Hawaiian population (53,900 in 1876)
TOTAL DEATHS: 1
Per capita total deaths: 1 for Hawaiian population (53,900 in 1876)

COSTS: No additional costs noted outside the cost of a brief 9-day deployment from
warships already stationed in Hawaii.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1874 Mexico

NAME: The USS Saranac incident

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 23, 1874-October 18, 1874; March 23, 1875—April 1, 1875
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70

SUMMARY:

Twice within a short period of time, the USS Saranac was ordered to Mexican port cities in
response to unrest that threatened U.S. lives and businesses. The Benito Juarez government, while
friendly to the United States, had limited control outside the central areas of Mexico, and U.S.
citizens and diplomats still relied on the U.S. government to guarantee their security in certain
areas of Mexico.

The first incident took place near La Paz in Baja California. The local governor was deeply
unpopular among the people, and in early September 1874, a brief uprising took place against the
local government. At the insistence of U.S.-owned Triunfo Mining Company, based just outside
the city, the U.S. consul in La Paz requested a U.S. ship to provide security. The USS Saranac
arrived in La Paz on September 23rd and stayed at least until mid-October.

The second intervention by the USS Saranac occurred on March 13th, 1875, and lasted until at
least early April. Captain W. W. Queen was ordered to Acapulco to investigate a massacre of
Protestant worshipers in which one American was killed and another wounded. The massacre took
place on January 25th when a mob of local townspeople, allegedly whipped up by the local
Catholic priest, stormed the Protestant church with the worshippers inside. In total, five people
were killed and 11 wounded, and the U.S. reverend fled for safety to San Francisco. In his request
for the USS Saranac, the U.S. consul in Acapulco also mentioned several U.S. businesses in
Acapulco that he feared could be damaged if the local uprising became more generally targeted at
foreigners. This church was one of roughly a dozen known protestant churches in Mexico at the
time that were targets of harassment and violence. This violence was likely, at least in part, political
in nature given the main political division at the time between the Church-aligned conservative
party and the opposition liberals.
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Economic Protection; Social
Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 1; Mexican: 1

COSTS: The USS Saranac sailed to two different ports in separate instances. It stayed for several
weeks in La Paz and at least one week in Acapulco.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: These interventions do not occur in either CRS or MID/Gibler. The
1875 case in the MID database (1545) references a different intervention.
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1876 Mexico

NAME: Evacuation of Matamoros
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1544

DATES: May 18, 1876 — May 25, 1876
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

General José de la Cruz Porfirio Diaz Mori launched his first rebellion against the Mexican state
in 1872 when he lost the presidential election to the incumbent Benito Juarez. Porfirio Diaz had
previously fought for Juarez when the French invaded in the 1860s, but by 1872 Juarez had become
his political rival. Federal forces quickly crushed the 1872 rebellion. In January of 1876, after
another possibly rigged election, Porfirio Diaz again took up arms against the Juarez government.
By March that year, Porfirio Diaz and his forces captured the town of Matamoros on the border
with the U.S.—a strategic victory that gave him access to supplies and weapons procured in the
United States.

In early May of 1876, Mexican government forces led by General Escolido were making their way
towards Matamoros to dislodge the rebels. Contemporary newspapers reported on May 15th that
General Escolido was 100 miles from Matamoros with 2000 men and expecting another 2000
reinforcements in the next several days. The rebels led by General Gonzalez decided to abandon
Matamoros on May 18th. That same day, the U.S. consul in Matamoros requested U.S. troops to
keep the peace until Mexican federal troops arrived. A small force of marines from the nearby USS
Lackawanna entered the city for at least several days until General Escolido and his men arrived.

By November of 1876, Porfirio Diaz and his men ultimately defeated the government forces and
took power in Mexico. Despite this fact, Matamoros would not come back under Porfirio Diaz’s
control until early 1877. It would take until April 1878 for the U.S. to officially recognize Porfirio
Diaz’s government, but he would remain in power until the Mexican Revolution in 1911.
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Offutt Milton. Protection of Citizens Abroad by the Armed Forces of the United States.
Baltimore, Johns Hopkins Press, 1928.
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(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1876), Documents 204-222.
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"THE REVOLUTIONISTS MOVING OUT OF MATAMOROS." 1876.New York Times (1857-
1922), May 19, 1. https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/revolutionists-moving-out-
matamoros/docview/93551166/se-2?accountid=14434.

"THE TROUBLES IN MEXICO.: AN ATTACK ON MATAMOROS EXPECTED
PROTECTION TO AMERICANS AND OTHER FOREIGNERS." 1876.New York Times (1857-
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0

COSTS: A small force of marines (exact number unknown) occupied Matamoros for roughly a
week.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Correlates of War (COW) Militarized
Interstate Disputes (MID) dataset.
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1882 Egypt

NAME: Alexandra intervention
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 14,1882 - July 18, 1882
TARGET STATE(S): Egypt (EGY), 651
SUMMARY:

A series of Egyptian rulers in the mid-19™ century ran up ill-advised debts to European creditors
in order to modernize the economy. By 1881 this debt was so mismanaged, and economic
reforms so unsuccessful, that servicing the debt cost about 60% of government revenue. In
response to this and other developments, a coterie of nationalist Army officers led by Colonel
Ahmad Urabi ascended into government in 1882 on a vaguely defined program to assert control
over Egyptian finances (the country being, at this point, technically a province of the Ottoman
Empire). These developments alarmed Britain and France, and British naval ships bombarded the
city of Alexandria in June 1882 in response to anti-foreign riots. Law and order rapidly broke
down in the city, at the time one of the most important economic and maritime hubs of the
Eastern Mediterranean.

The United States intervened to protect American economic and diplomatic interests as well as to
protect American civilians and their material property. Three U.S. naval ships, dispatched to the
area with orders to intervene if deemed necessary, landed troops (73 Marines and 57 sailors) in
the city of Alexandria for four days during the month of July. Their objectives were to restore
order, put out fires threatening to demolish the city, and to protect the American consulate.
Britain followed suit shortly thereafter by landing 4,000 troops in the city as well.

As a result, conditions improved so quickly that American commanders decided to withdraw
their forces after only four days. In a larger sense the result of the war of 1882 was to incorporate
Egypt into the British Empire, in the orbit of which it remained effective until the government of
Gamal Abdel Nasser took power in the 1950s and radically redefined this relationship.

SOURCES:

Cleveland, William. 2004. 4 History of the Modern Middle East. Boulder: Westview Press.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.



Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: Deployment of three U.S. Ships and ~120 troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

1885 Panama

NAME: Rebel Takeover of Colon and Panama City
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 18, 1885 — May 25, 1885
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia COL 100
SUMMARY:

As part of an 1846 treaty with the Republic of New Granada (the predecessor state to Colombia),
the U.S. was granted the right to ensure safe transit across Panama, then a province of New
Granada, while guaranteeing the sovereignty of New Granada. Over the following decades, the
1846 treaty enabled U.S. interventions to protect the Panama railroad (and U.S. life and property)
during moments of disorder and rebellion on the isthmus.

The 1884 re-election of Rafael Nufiez, who sought to centralize control as President of
Colombia, led to large-scale rebellion in Colombia. Colombian troops previously stationed in
Panama returned to quell those rebellions, leaving only a token force in Panama at Aspinwall
(now Colén). In this tense atmosphere, a U.S. Marine guard landed in Colon to protect the
railroad on January 18,1885, leaving the next day.

With Colombian troops now only in Coldn, an insurgent force in Panama City led by Rafael
Aizpuru took control of Panama City. In response, Colombian troops were moved from Coldn to
force out Aizpuru. But that left Colon vulnerable to another rebel leader (unconnected to
Aizpuru), Pedro Prestan, who then seized power in Colon. In mid-March, dozens of U.S. marines
landed in Coldn as a response to this general state of affairs. On March 29, desiring arms aboard
a U.S. steamer, Prestan held hostage the U.S. consul, U.S. naval officers, and agents of the
railroad and Pacific Mail. The commanding U.S. officer, Theodore Kane, secured the release of
several hostages and landed 145 men at Colon on March 30. That day, Colombian troops
returned from Panama City, and defeated Prestan, who set fire to the entire city, displacing 8,000
people and leading to 18 deaths. More U.S. ships arrived at Colon in early April, landing an
additional 750-1000 marines and sailors, who then moved to Panama City, where Aizpuru had
retaken control in the absence of Colombian troops. By the end of April, Colombian troops
joined U.S. reinforcements and Aizpuru surrendered in a U.S.-mediated meeting.

At the time, this incident represented the largest landing of U.S. troops to date. Though the U.S.
was acting in accordance with treaty law, interventions like this — some invited, some not —
reinforced its image as an imperialist crusader among many observers in the region.



SOURCES:
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Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps
Headquarters, esp. p. 93.

Sweetman, Jack. 2002. American Naval History: An Illustrated Chronology of the U.S. Navy and
Marine Corps, 1775-Present, Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, esp. pp. 90-91.

Weeks, Daniel H. 1980. “Dress Rehearsal: United States Intervention on the Isthmus of Panama,
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OBJECTIVE:

Social Protection & Order; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic
Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 18 (non-US deaths; unclear whether civilian, rebel, or Colombian)
TOTAL DEATHS: 18 (non-US deaths; unclear whether civilian, rebel, or Colombian)
COSTS: None apart from the landings and deployment of vessels and troops.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This incident features in the CRS report but is not included in the MID dataset. Additionally,
sources are inconsistent and/or vague on the precise number of troops landed, the arrival dates of

U.S. vessels, the landing dates of troops, the date of the March 30 incident itself (some say it was
on March 31), the extent to which U.S. troops participated in combat against rebels.



1888 Germany

NAME: The Samoan Crisis

DISPUTE NUMBER: 191

DATES: December 18, 1888 - March 16, 1889
TARGET STATE(S): German Empire 255
SUMMARY:

With the transition from sail-powered to steam-powered ships, states needed coaling
stations in the Pacific in order to make it across the ocean and the Samoan Islands became a key
interest for Naval powers. Germany supported Tamasese for King of Samoa in the ongoing
Samoan Civil War, threatening American military and local property interests through seizing
property and imposing martial law,despite previously agreed-upon neutrality on the Islands. The
United Kingdom also had interests in the area and, with the Germans, jointly proposed to the
Americans a form of government to implement in Samoa, rejecting a previous American
proposal for a separation of powers system. The Americans rejected this counter-proposal,
leading to the naval standoff.

Refusing to concede to German proposals, the U.S. sent Rear Admiral Lewis Ashfield
Kimberly and three warships to join three German warships led by Captain Fritze in the Apia
Bay. The six ships, the USS Vandalia, the USS Trenton, the USS Nipsic, SMS Adler, SMS Olga,
and SMS Eber were also joined by the British HMS Calliope, captained by Henry Coey Kane,
who monitored the situation. Captain Kane noted that the Bay was not big enough for so many
ships to be anchored safely. The standoff lasted until March 15/16, 1889, when a cyclone made
its way through the Islands, wrecking all of the warships, except for the Calliope, which escaped
and then returned after the storm to help. Only the Olga and Nipsic were able to be redeployed
in the aftermath. The civil war continued, but the immediate threat of a clash between the
Germans and Americans ended. By the end of the year, the parties agreed to the Tripartite
Convention, establishing a dual-protectorate, with German control over the western islands and
American control over the eastern islands.

SOURCES:

“A War Vessel for Samoa” The New York Times. January 21, 1889.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1889/01/21/106204635.html?pageNumber=1

Chamber of Commerce of San Francisco, The. Letter to US Senate and House of
Representatives. “German Aggression in Samoan Islands.” History, Art & Archives. United
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Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

“King Mataafa’s Trust.” The New York Times. March 17, 1889.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1889/03/17/109793945.html?pageNumber=1

“Lost on Samoan Reefs.” The New York Times. March 31, 1889.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1889/03/31/106206612.html?pageNumber=1

“Our Interests in Samoa.” The New York Times. December 22, 1888.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1888/12/22/106202450.html?pageNumber=3.

“Six War Vessels Sunk.” The New York Times. March 30, 1889.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1889/03/30/106343265.html?pageNumber=1

Trudeau, Noah Andre. “'An Appalling Calamity'.” U.S. Naval Institute, February 21, 2019.
https://www.usni.org/magazines/naval-history-magazine/201 1/march/appalling-calamity.

Tucker, Spencer. “Samoa” The Encyclopedia of the Spanish -American and Philippine-American
Wars: a Political, Social, and Military History, 569. Santa Barbara, CA: ABC-CLIO, 2009

“Two Battles in Samoa.” The New York Times. December 24, 1888.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1888/12/24/106202593 .html?pageNumber=1.

“Typhoons and Hurricanes: The Storm at Apia, Samoa, 15-16 March 1889.” Naval History and
Heritage Command, May 26, 2020. https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-
reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/t/typhoons-and-hurricanes-the-storm-at-apia-samoa-15-16-
march-1889.html.

OBJECTIVE:

Remove Foreign Regime; Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Maintain
Empire; Acquire/Defend Territory; Economic Protection; Protect own
Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Stalemate (all ships destroyed by hurricane)

BATTLE DEATHS: US:
® 51-60 deaths

Germany:
o 86-150 deaths
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https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1889/03/31/106206612.html?pageNumber=1
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1888/12/22/106202450.html?pageNumber=3
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https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1888/12/24/106202593.html?pageNumber=1
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/t/typhoons-and-hurricanes-the-storm-at-apia-samoa-15-16-march-1889.html
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/t/typhoons-and-hurricanes-the-storm-at-apia-samoa-15-16-march-1889.html
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/t/typhoons-and-hurricanes-the-storm-at-apia-samoa-15-16-march-1889.html

TOTAL DEATHS: US:
® 51-60 deaths

Germany:
o 86-150 deaths

COSTS: Steamer shipwrecks on both sides on top of casualties

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:
This case can be found in both MIS/GIbler 2018 (dispute number 191) and the CRS

report



1888 Haiti
NAME: Haitian Revolution
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1530 and 1599
DATES: August 18, 1888 — September 20, 1889
TARGET STATE(S): Haiti (HAI), 41
SUMMARY:

Starting in the fall of 1888, Haiti experienced a prolonged period of acute political instability.
This was caused by competing claims to the presidency following the ouster of President Lysius
Salomon in August of 1888. In response to that instability, on August 18, 1888, the flagship of
the U.S. North Atlantic Squadron, the Galena, commanded by Stephen B. Luce, was ordered to
protect American interests in Haiti. It stayed for a month, and then returned to New York. The
unfolding political events continued to attract significant U.S. diplomatic and naval attention.

Later in 1888, one claimant of the Haitian presidency, General Francois Legitime, assumed
control of the government and blockaded the waters around Haiti’s north and west, where his
challenger’s supporters were based. The American steamship Haytian Republic was captured
leaving the western port of St. Marc on October 21%, having apparently ignored or misinterpreted
the Haitian ship Dessalines’s warnings to stop. The Dessalines seized the Haytian Republic and
transported it into Port-au-Prince, the capital city.

On November 7, 1888 Rear Admiral Stephen Luce was ordered back to Port-au-Prince with two
ships, the Galena and the Yantic, which carried 45 Marines and one officer. These ships sailed
on December 12, and arrived in Port-au-Prince on December 20". The American Minister in
Haiti, John E.W. Thompson, negotiated the ship’s release, aided by Luce’s display of force. The
Haitian government released the Haytian Republic, and agreed to pay an indemnity for its
seizure. The Haytian Republic was eventually towed back to the U.S. by the Ossipee.

Over the course of the next year, a combination of U.S. warships rotated in and out of Haiti to
continue to monitor political events, report back to Washington, and as a precautionary measure
in case U.S. interests were harmed. Ships tended not to stay for long durations, given the risk of
yellow fever in the region (it was unknown at the time that yellow fever was transmitted by
mosquitoes). Indeed, because of a yellow fever outbreak, the Yantic left Haiti on January 5,
1889. The Galena spent another two weeks before returning to the U.S. The Galena then came
back to Haiti from February 17, 1889 until May 29, 1889. It was relieved by the Ossipee, which
stayed for the duration of the summer (June 2 until August 29), and was joined by the Kearsarge
from July 3 until September 19. The Galena arrived on September 4, 1889 and stayed in Port-au-
Prince until September 20, 1889, when it was called to investigate a labor riot and the killing of a
few Americans on the nearby “guano island” of Navissa.



By the time the Galena left for Navissa, the political situation had stabilized significantly in
Haiti. Legitime had fled on a French vessel, leaving Florvil Hyppolite, his rival, title to the
presidency. Hyppolite won a popular election on October 9, 1889.

Following Hyppolite’s election, the U.S. sent its new minister to Haiti, Frederick Douglass, to
Port-au-Prince. Douglass was transported on the Kearsarge, which returned to Haiti several
weeks later with the Galena and Rear Admiral Barncroft Gherardi (who commanded the North
Atlantic Squadron). Douglass and Gherardi were tasked to secure a naval station at Mdle St.
Nicholas, which was soon visited by a third U.S. warship, the Dolphin. The presence of warships
were likely a means to intimidate, though they were officially there on diplomatic orders to
negotiate a lease. That negotiation was unsuccessful.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Released from Seizure

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Cost of sending four ships for a total of six visits to Port-au-Prince

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: The MIDs dataset has two separate disputes relating to Haiti in
1888 and 1889. The first (1530) concerns the Haytian Republic seizure. While this was an acute
dispute, it took place in a broader set of force deployments to Haiti in response to political
instability. Legitime’s blockade was a consequence of those political events.

The second MID dispute (1599) is listed as having taken place between September 20, 1889 and
September 30, 1889. It details the deployment of warships to pressure the Haitian government to
relent on leasing a naval station to the United States. Oddly, this order does not appear in any
naval history consulted, nor in the CRS report, nor in journal and book-length studies of Haitian-
U.S. relations, PhD dissertations, nor in newspapers. Based on newspaper articles (which
reported naval movements), September 20, 1889 to September 30, 1889 was one of the few
weeks of the year that witnessed no U.S. warships (as the Kearsarge and Ossipee were back in
the U.S., and the Galena had been sent to Navissa).

The United States did send an excessive number of warships for the political negotiation
Douglass and Gherardi underook after Hyppolite assumed the presidency. We have not included
it in our dataset. While it was subtle intimidation, it was part of an official diplomatic negotiation
and had some legitimate claim to be there given the ongoing Douglass and Gherardi mission.


https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045462/1889-06-03/ed-1/seq-5/

1888 Korea

NAME: ‘Baby Riots’ Korea Intervention, 1888
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 19-30, 1888

TARGET STATE(S): Korea, 730

SUMMARY: Korean suspicion of foreigners was commonplace after being forcibly opened for
trade and diplomacy with the outside world. Following the clash between US and Korean forces
in 1871, some anti-foreign feelings were exacerbated. Protestant missionaries came to Korea in
1884, increasing the foreign population of Korea significantly. Though the Interdict of 1888
forbade the teaching of Christianity, most missionaries were focused on education efforts and
medical care.

In June 1888, rumors were started that foreigners were purchasing Korean children to eat or use
their body parts. The proliferation of the rumors, led to harassment and threats against foreigners,
culminating in the June 10-25 “Baby Riots.” Though no foreigners were harmed, in a mob effort
to track down the dealers of children, an innocent Korean man was lynched while walking home
with his own baby. Per the request of the American minister, Hugh Dinsmore, 12 marines and 13
sailors, under joint marine/navy command were deployed ashore to protect the consulate and
American citizens residing in Seoul on June 19, 1888.

The Korean government cracked down on the rumors, partly to rid the city of the American
soldiers, and the unrest died down quickly. Accordingly, the feared boiling over in Seoul never
took place, and the soldiers returned to their ship, moored at Chemulpo, on June 30 without
incident.

SOURCES:

Clark, Allen D. A History of the Church in Korea. Rev. ed. Seoul: Christian Literature Society of
Korea, 1971.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Neff, Robert. “Did you know that... (59) Monsters amongst us.” The Korea Times. (Seoul,
Korea). Feb. 14, 2012.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests



OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Deployment of 12 marines and 13 sailors for 11 days.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the Congressional Research Services report
(Salazar Torreon, 2017).



1888 Samoa

NAME: Samoa protective mission

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 14, 1888 — March 20, 1889
TARGET STATE(S): Samoa (WSM), 990

SUMMARY: U.S. forces had intervened in Samoa in 1841 to enforce a set of diplomatic and
trade regulations between the two countries, and U.S. commercial interests had operated in the
area peacefully ever since. However, in September, 1888 a revolt broke out against the local
government. Foreign governments feared for the life and property of their subjects and for their
consulates and diplomats.

In response, the U.S. naval ship Nipsic landed a rather sizable contingent of Marines to protect
U.S. interests, citizens, and its consulate. After about four months the commander judged that the
dangers had resided and withdrew his ship and forces.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

Westerfield, Donald. 1996. War Powers: The President, the Congress, and the Question of War.
Westport: Praeger.

OBJECTIVE:
Maintain Empire; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

COSTS: Deployment of one ship and around 100 U.S. troops. The ships and sailors were deployed
as part of a mission, authorized by Congress, to explore and survey; the intervention thus carried
no costs other than those already authorized for these purposes.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1889 Hawaii

NAME: Marine landing during 1889 coup attempt
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 30, 1889 — July 31, 1889

TARGET STATE(S): Hawaii

SUMMARY:

In 1887, members of the non-indigenous white minority organized an insurrectionist group
called the Hawaiian League. The Hawaiian League, through its militia called the Honolulu
Rifles, forced Hawaiian monarch, King Kalakaua, to accept a new Hawaiian constitution, called
“the Bayonet Constitution.” The Bayonet Constitution empowered wealthy, landholding elite and
diluted the political influence of native Hawaiians and the monarchy. As a consequence, over the
next several years, Hawaiian entered a period of acute political fragmentation between the
King’s loyalists, the empowered white minority, and other native Hawaiian’s hoping to restore
the monarchy’s integrity through the King’s sister and heir, Lili uokalani.

In mid-July 1889, Hawaiian revolutionary Robert Wilcox and 100 others attempted a
unsuccessful coup to depose the King and install Lili‘uokalani (his heir). They occupied the
Government Building and palace grounds, but were surrounded and trapped by government
troops, who killed 6 insurgents.

The gunboat U.S.S. Adams was in the Honolulu harbor at the time. In consultation with the
American Minister to Hawaii, Commander Edwin T. Woodward ordered marines to land at
10:30am on July 30" to guard American citizens and “as a precautionary measure in the event
any assistance to preserve order might be required.” The Hawaiian government did not invite
American troops, nor did American troops take part in the fighting. They left the island the
following day.

Nothing came of the U.S. landing in the short-term. It likely strengthened the perception of a
delicate political balance on the island.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps
Headquarters, esp. pp. 92-93.



Goodspeed, M. Hill. 2003. U. S. Navy: A Complete History. Washington, D.C.: Naval Historical
Foundation, esp. p. 261.

Morgan, William Michael. 2011. Pacific Gibraltar: U.S.-Japanese Rivalry Over the Annexation
of Hawai’i, 1885-1898. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, esp. pp. 56-58.

OBJECTIVE:

Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0 (6 Hawaiians died, but this preceded U.S. involvement).
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: No additional costs noted outside the cost of a brief 2-day deployment from
a gunboat already stationed in Hawaii.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1890 Argentina

NAME: Buenos Aires Protective Mission 1890
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: June 3, 1890-July 30, 1890
TARGET STATE(S): Argentina, ARG 160
SUMMARY:

The late 19" century was a tumultuous time in Argentine politics, marked by short-lived
governments, attempted revolutions and multiple economic crises. Argentina’s economy grew
robustly during the early years of the “Long Depression” that lasted from 1873-1896 and
significantly slowed economic growth across the world. Argentina’s raw materials such as beef
and silver made Buenos Aires a significant export hub, and massive immigration from Spain and
Italy increased the country’s productive capacity. However, the immigrants also brought “Old
World” ideologies like communism and anarchism, and the first labor union was formed among
the bakers of Buenos Aires in 1886.!

The good times could not last forever, and inflation became a particularly serious problem as the
Argentine government printed additional currency to cover their debts.? The economic woes
coincided with increased union activism, and rail workers, bakers, and metalworkers all went on
strike in 1888.3 The combination of increased left-wing radicalism, economic hardship and a
unpopular conservative government created serious instability. American Marines landed in
Buenos Aires on June 3, 1890 from the schooner USS Tallapoosa.* The Marines were present
“for the protection of the American Consulate and the residence of the Minister, John R.G
Pitkin.”>

The Marines returned to the Tallapoosa almost two months later, on July 30, 1890. Ironically,
the “Revolution of the Park™ occurred just days before the Marines departed, on July 26, 1890.

King, Elizabeth. "How Argentina's Baked Goods Reveal Its Political Past." Atlas Obscura. November 14, 2017.
Accessed January 04, 2019. https://www.atlasobscura.com/articles/argentina-pastries-political.

2 Mitchener, Kris James, and Marc Weidenmier. "The Baring Crisis and the Great Latin American Meltdown of the
1890s." National Bureau of Economic Research, September 2007. Accessed January 4, 2019. doi:10.3386/w13403.
3 "Revolutionary Unionism in Latin America - the FORA in Argentina." Libcom.org. March 29, 2007. Accessed
January 04, 2019. https://libcom.org/library/revolutionary-unionism-latin-america-fora-argentina.

“United States of America. House of Representatives. Executive Documents of the House of Representatives for the
Second Session of the Fifty-First Congress. 129.

*Ellsworth, Captain Harry Allanson. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines: 1800-1934.
Washington, D.C.: History and Museums Division Headquarters, U.S. Marine Corps, 1974.



The left-wing Civic Union took over the Buenos Aires Artillery Park and sought to unseat the
conservative government of President Judrez Celman. The revolutionaries were seriously
outgunned and outmanned by the Argentine military, and the attempted coup was defeated
within days. However, the government’s public image was grievously wounded by the uprising,
and President Celman resigned on August 6, 1890. The Baring Crisis, or Panic of 1890, would
begin in November of the same year as the contagion effect of the Argentine debt crisis nearly
bankrupted the Barings Bank in London.¢

OBJECTIVE:
Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests; Marines landed in Buenos Aires to protect the
American embassy and delegation during a period of social unrest in Argentina

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies; Marines depart after almost two months ashore and no combat
recorded. Violence, instability and near financial collapse would follow for Argentina after the

Marines’ departure, however, no obvious harm came to any Americans or American property
during that time.

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: Dispatch of a U.S.S. schooner and “a small number” of U.S. Marines.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: N/A

6 Mitchener, Kris James, and Marc Weidenmier. "The Baring Crisis and the Great Latin American Meltdown of the
1890s." National Bureau of Economic Research, September 2007. Accessed January 4, 2019. doi:10.3386/w13403



1891 Chile

NAME: Chilean Civil War/Baltimore Affair
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1512

DATES: January 30, 1891 — January 26, 1892
TARGET STATE(S): Chile (CHL), 155
SUMMARY:

In January 1891, civil war broke out in Chile as a consequence of growing tensions between
President Jos¢ Manual Balmaceda and the Chilean congress. To protect U.S. property and
interests amidst the instability, on January 31, the United States sent two ships to Chile, the
Pensacola (previously stationed at Montevideo, Uruguay), and the Baltimore (in Toulon,
France). The Pensacola arrived on February 20. The San Francisco joined in early May.

Around the time of the San Francisco’s arrival in Chile, Chilean rebels had deployed an agent to
the U.S to buy arms and return to Chile. A U.S. Marshal boarded the Chilean ship /fata in
California to prevent this transfer, and was kidnapped by the ship’s captain and taken to Chile
with the arms. The U.S. cruiser Charleston pursued the /tata to Chile. In fear of violent
retribution from the U.S., the Congressionalists returned the arms (and the U.S. Marshal) to the
United States upon the ltata’s arrival.

In August 1891, the Congressionalists landed near Valparaiso to capture the city. U.S. Minister
to Chile Patrick Egan requested for a guard to protect the U.S. legation in Valparaiso. 36 marines
and 36 sailors from the San Francisco and Baltimore landed on August 28 until August 30.

At this time, Chilean antagonism toward the U.S. was growing. For at least a decade, Chileans
had perceived the U.S. as inappropriately interfering in Chile’s sphere of influence. During the
civil war itself, rebels additionally suspected the U.S. of sympathizing with Balmaceda. On
October 16, a detachment of men from the Baltimore was granted a “liberty call” in Valparaiso,
now under rebel control. A number went to the True Blue Saloon, and a fight broke out with
Chilean rebels. Outside the True Blue Saloon, one U.S. sailor was killed by a Chilean mob and
Chilean police. Other fights broke out elsewhere in the city. Over the course of the evening,
another U.S. sailor died, and thirty other U.S. servicemen were jailed and beaten.

The U.S. and Chile both independently launched inquiries, each which contradicted the other
about the causes and significance of the fight. U.S. President Benjamin Harrison was outraged by
Chile’s slow investigation and by the comments of the Chilean foreign minister trivializing the
incident (and demanding Harrison replace U.S. Minister Egan). In response, Harrison issued an



ultimatum to Chile: repudiate the foreign minister’s statement, issue an apology, and offer
reparations to the families of the dead sailors, otherwise the U.S. would break diplomatic
relations. When Chile had not responded after several days, Harrison informed Congress on
January 25, 1892 in what is widely perceived to have been a threat of war. He asked Congress
“for such action as may be deemed appropriate.”

Within one day, the new Chilean Foreign Minister Luis Pereira had sent a note to the U.S.
Secretary of State James Blaine repudiating the previous foreign minister’s comments,
apologizing, and agreeing to reparations. Ultimately Chile paid $75,000 to the families of the
slain sailors. This agreement resulted in hundreds of thousands of dollars more in reparations for
property damage. Having nearly gone to war, the incident soured U.S.-Chilean relations for
decades.

SOURCES:

“A Swift Cruiser: The San Francisco Arrives at Payta En Route to Chile.” 28 April 1891. The
Morning News (Savannah, Ga.). P. 1. Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers.
Library of Congress. Available: <https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn86063034/1891-04-

28/ed-1/seq-1/>.

“The Charleston’s Mission: No Doubt But that She Was Sent in Pursuit of the Itata.” 12 May
1891. The Record-Union (Sacramento, Ca.). P. 1. Chronicling America: Historic American
Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn82015104/1891-05-12/ed-1/seq-1/>.

Goldberg, Joyce S. 1984. “Consent to Ascent. The Baltimore Affair and the U. S. Rise to World
Power Status.” The Americas. Vol. 41, No. 1 (July 1984), pp. 21-35.

Harrison, Benjamin. 25 January 1892. “Message Regarding Valparaiso Incident.” Accessed via
University of Virginia Miller Center. Available: <https://millercenter.org/the-
presidency/presidential-speeches/january-25-1892-message-regarding-valparaiso-incident>.

Harrison, Benjamin. 28 January 1892. “Message Regarding US-Chilean Affairs.” Accessed via
University of Virginia Miller Center. Available: <https://millercenter.org/the-
presidency/presidential-speeches/january-28-1892-message-regarding-us-chilean-affairs>.

“Navy Department Criticised.” 6 February 1891. The Seattle Post-Intelligencer. P. 1.
Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045604/1891-02-06/ed-1/seq-1/>.

“Our Representatives in Chile.” 25 February 1891. Richmond Dispatch. P. 3. Chronicling
America: Historic American Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn85038614/1891-02-25/ed-1/seq-3/>
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Sater, William F. 1990. Chile and the United States: Empires in Conflict. Athens: University of
Georgia Press.

Sater, William F. 1999. “Chile: Clash of Global Visions II” in Thomas M. Leonard, ed. United
States-Latin American Relations, 1850-1903: Establishing a Relationship. Tuscaloosa:
University of Alabama Press, pp. 169-198.

“War Vessels for Chile.” 5 February 1891. The Morning News (Savannah, Ga.). P.
1. Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn86063034/1891-02-05/ed-1/seq-1/>.

OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 2 U.S. sailors
TOTAL DEATHS: 2 U.S. sailors

COSTS: Deployment of ships, landing parties, and the Naval Board of Inquiry
investigation into the Baltimore Affair

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

There are many definitional issues. The CRS report does not have this case anywhere in its list.
The MID database has this event beginning in December 1891 (presumably because of the first
demand of President Harrison of the Chilean government). Neither, thus, incorporate the October
1891 murder of 2 U.S. sailors in the Baltimore Affair, the kidnapping of a U.S. Marshal in the
Itata incident in May 1891, nor the January order of the Pensacola and Baltimore to Chile. (The
qualitative writeup of the MID dispute does describe the Baltimore Affair, though it — and the
dataset — nevertheless have the dispute starting in December 1891).

The best summaries and analysis come from the very few articles and books on the subject and
broader U.S.-Chilean relations. Though even those historical works miss the precise timeline of
force deployment (i.e. in January and again in May), which was only found in newspaper articles
that would regularly track the U.S. navy’s movements.

The MID dispute writeup claims there was an official break of diplomatic relations, but there
was not; Harrison merely threatened it. The MID dispute writeup claims that the U.S. supported
Balmaceda, but it was only perceived to have done so. The U.S. Embassy actually provided safe
haven to Congressionalists escaping harm before they eventually took the capital. Afterward, the


https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn86063034/1891-02-05/ed-1/seq-1/

embassy provided safe haven to Balmaceda loyalists escaping harm, thus strengthening the
perception of sympathy, despite the embassy’s earlier favor to the rebels.

Sater (1999) mistakenly writes that there were 3 U.S. deaths, but his earlier work (1990) and all
other sources list that there were 2.

Lastly, a few histories of the navy have this crisis ending on January 27, 1892, but the Chilean
Foreign Minister’s apology was received by the U.S. state department on January 26, 1892. The
MID dataset has the dispute ending on January 25, 1892.



1891 Haiti

NAME: Attempt to Lease Mole St. Nicolas
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1529

DATES: January 26, 1891 — April 22, 1891
TARGET STATE(S): Haiti (HAI), 41
SUMMARY:

Mole St. Nicolas is a town in northwestern Haiti, along the strategically valuable Windward
Passage between Cuba and Hispaniola. By January 26, 1891, Rear-Admiral Bancroft Gherardi
had arrived in Port-au-Prince aboard the Philadelphia, with instructions to acquire Mdle St.
Nicolas as a naval station for the United States.

At the time, Frederick Douglass was the American Minister in Haiti. On January 28, Douglass
joined Admiral Gherardi and Haitian President Florvil Hyppolite in a meeting to persuade the
latter to lease Mdle St. Nicolas to the United States.

In early February, after Gherardi submitted an application for the lease, the USS Petrel,
Philadelphia, and Kearsarge conducted a demonstration in the waters near Haiti. This caused
discomfort in Haiti, and may have been interpreted as a show of force. The negotiations dragged,
and the Haitian government resisted leasing the station to the US. In mid-April, five US ships
appeared at Port-au-Prince, and the Haitian government reacted by ending negotiations and
refusing to lease Mole St. Nicolas to the US. Ultimately, the US yielded to the Haitian
government on the matter.

SOURCES:

Douglass, Frederick. 1891. “Haiti and the United States: Inside History of the Negotiations for
the Mole St. Nicolas.” The North American Review 153(418): 337-345.

Polnye, Millery. 2006. “Expansion Now!: Haiti, ‘Santo Domingo,’ and Frederick Douglass at the
Intersection of US and Caribbean Pan-Americanism.” Caribbean Studies 34(2): 3-45.

Sears, Louis Martin. 1941. “Frederick Douglass and the Mission to Haiti, 1889-1891.” The
Hispanic American Historical Review 21(2): 222-238.
OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory

OUTCOME: Yield by US



BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Cost of deploying 6 ships to waters near Haiti.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

The MIDs dataset dates the start of this dispute to February 21%, 1891. We date the beginning of
the intervention to January 26", 1891, when Rear-Admiral Gherardi had landed in Port-au-Prince
on the Philadelphia. This dispute is distinct from that listed in the CRS dataset between Haiti and
the US in the same year, which refers to US intervention in a labor dispute on the uninhabited
Navassa Island, where an American company was mining guano. While Haiti claimed the island,
the episode does not appear to constitute an interstate dispute.



1893 Hawaii

NAME: Hawaiian Coup Troop Landing
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 16 — April 1, 1893
TARGET STATE(S): Hawaii
SUMMARY:

In the late 19" century, the non-indigenous white minority in Hawaii, which favored U.S.
annexation, increasingly challenged the Hawaiian monarchy. In response to that political threat,
in January 1893, Queen Lili'uokalani attempted to restore the monarchy’s power. Over a few
days, she replaced the cabinet with loyalists, prorogued the legislature, and then announced a
new constitution on January 14, 1893. This sparked the rebels to organize a coup.

When the rebellion began on January 16, 1893, Captain Gilbert Wiltse landed 164 U.S. troops in
Honolulu from the U.S.S. Boston, with the blessing of the U.S. Minister John L. Stevens. It
included 109 sailors, 30 marines, 11 officers, and a color guard of 14 men. Wiltse feared social
unrest, though no threat was actually posed to U.S. citizens, and no diplomatic solutions were
ever attempted to mediate the crisis.

After landing, U.S. troops marched through Honolulu and by the palace. One quarter of them
guarded U.S. government property (the consulate and Minister’s office and residence), while the
rest eventually occupied an American-owned hall next to the palace and Government Building
(legislature). The troops did not move until the rebellion was over, despite a formal request from
the rebels. The coup was essentially peaceful, with the exception of one Hawaiian police officer
who was shot by a rebel. Minister Stevens recognized the new government about one hour after
rebels proclaimed the establishment of a provisional government.

Before the coup, it was the perception of both the rebels and the Queen that Minister Stevens was
sympathetic to the rebels. After surrendering, the Queen announced that she was deterred from
fighting the rebels because she feared a clash with U.S. troops. The presence of U.S. troops
symbolically favored the rebels and they could have prevented the coup’s success. Yet, even
before the U.S. landing, royalist forces never attempted to arrest the rebels, patrol the streets, or
guard government buildings. It is therefore debated whether U.S. troop presence was the
deciding factor for rebel success, though it is universally agreed to be an important element.

SOURCES:



Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps
Headquarters, esp. p. 93.

Morgan, William Michael. 2011. Pacific Gibraltar: U.S.-Japanese Rivalry Over the Annexation
of Hawai’i, 1885-1898. Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, esp. pp. 69-109.

Sweetman, Jack. 2002. American Naval History: An Illustrated Chronology of the U.S. Navy and
Marine Corps, 1775-Present, Annapolis, MD: Naval Institute Press, esp. pp. 90-91.

OBJECTIVE:
Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests;
Remove Foreign Regime

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: No additional costs noted outside the cost of the deployment from the
warship already stationed in Honolulu.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1893 Mexico

NAME: Havana Ranch Incident

DISPUTE NUMBER: 1541

DATES: September 1, 1893 — September 12, 1893
TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70
SUMMARY:

The lack of a definite border between the U.S. and Mexico had been an issue since the Treaty of
Guadalupe Hildago in 1848 at the conclusion of the Mexican-American War. The original
boundary markers were poorly built and placed far apart, and since a large section of the boundary
was defined as the midpoint of the Rio Grande, the border continually shifted with the erosion of
the riverbed. Leading up to the 1890s, border commissions were convened in 1882 and 1889 to
resolve boundary line disagreements between the two nations.

In September of 1893, Mexican officials along the Rio Grande near Matamoros, Mexico seized
two American citizens and 3,000 sheep on the Havana Ranch. The Havana Ranch was located at
a point where the Rio Grande shifted periodically, causing confusion as to the exact boundary
between the two countries. The Hildago Country sheriff asked for help from nearby Fort Ringgold,
and roughly 100 U.S. troops responded. They arrested the three Mexican customs officials on the
disputed land and reclaimed the sheep. However, the Mexican military still held the American
landowner and his herders. Secretary of State Walter Gresham intervened to negotiate the release
of the U.S. citizens in Mexican custody in exchange for the three Mexican customs officials. This
incident followed another border flare-up involving Texas Rangers near El Paso in August. To
ease tensions, the two governments agreed to form a boundary commission in October of 1893.
However, this commission would not be the last; the final status of the U.S.-Mexico border would
not be established until the late 20th century.

SOURCES:
"A SURRENDER.: THE MEXICAN OFFICIALS TO BE RELEASED BY MAJ. KEYES."

1893.Los Angeles Times (1886-1922), Sep 12, 2. https://www.proquest.com/historical-
newspapers/surrender/docview/163604854/se-2?accountid=14434.

Alvarez, Chad J. 2014. "The Shape of the Border: Policing the U.S.-Mexico Divide, 1848-2010."
Order No. 3628055, The University of Chicago. https://www.proquest.com/dissertations-
theses/shape-border-policing-u-s-mexico-divide-1848-2010/docview/1560685280/se-
2?accountid=14434.
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Callahan, James Morton. American Foreign Policy in Mexican Relations. New York, NY: The
Macmillan Company, 1932.

"OUR MEXICAN FRONTIER.: THE BOUNDARY LINE TO BE DEFINITELY FIXED BY A
COMMISSION." 1893. New York Times (1857-1922), Oct 12, 1.
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/our-mexican-frontier/docview/95160837/se-
2?accountid=14434.

"THE RIO GRANDE TROUBLES." 1893.New York Times (1857-1922), Sep 10, 4.
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/rio-grande-troubles/docview/95041286/se-
2?accountid=14434.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Acquire of Defend Territory; Social Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Released
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Mexican: 0

COSTS: Roughly 100 troops, mostly cavalry, were deployed to the Havana Ranch along the
border with Mexico for about 10-12 days.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Correlates of War (COW) Militarized
Interstate Disputes (MID) dataset. However, that dataset references a separate dispute involving
the Chamizal tract that does not appear in this intervention.


https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/our-mexican-frontier/docview/95160837/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/our-mexican-frontier/docview/95160837/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/our-mexican-frontier/docview/95160837/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/our-mexican-frontier/docview/95160837/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/rio-grande-troubles/docview/95041286/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/rio-grande-troubles/docview/95041286/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/rio-grande-troubles/docview/95041286/se-2?accountid=14434
https://www.proquest.com/historical-newspapers/rio-grande-troubles/docview/95041286/se-2?accountid=14434

1894 Brazil

NAME: Rio de Janeiro Affair
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A
DATES: January 29 1894
TARGET STATE(S): Brazil 140

SUMMARY:

In 1893 and into 1894, Rear Admiral Saldanha da Gama led a naval revolt against the
government of Rio de Janeiro. During January of 1894, American merchant ships were
constantly harassed and fired at by ships under da Gama leadership while at port in or near Rio
de Janeiro. On January 24", 1894, Admiral Andrew Benham of the United States Navy directly
told da Gama that American merchants ships cannot be attacked and threatened military action
should the attacks continue. Several more talks occurred over the next few days that did not yield
any change in da Gama’s behavior.

On the morning of January 29", 1894, an American cruiser, USS Detroit, accompanied an
American merchant vessel into port at Rio de Janeiro with instructions to return fire if fired
upon. At 7am, the insurgents fired a single musket shot from a cruiser over the merchant vessel
as a show of force. The USS Detroit returned one six-pound mounted shot at the cruiser which
hit causing light damage and immediately threatened further damage if provoked again. At
7:30am, the insurgents fired a full broadside shot intentionally above the merchant vessel to
again show force and protest trade with the Rio de Janeiro government. The Americans replied
with a single shot that hit the insurgent’s ship in the stern causing heavy damage. The USS
Detroit then sent a cadet to meet with da Gama and state that the American Navy was there for
defensive purposes only. Da Gama was apparently unaware of the recent kinetic conflict and
replied that should conflict break out again, he would immediately surrender and that the second
shot was only in protest of the Navy’s interference. No casualties were reported by either side in
the conflict.

The following day, da Gama sought further clarification on the American Naval presence
asking whether it was defensive only. Admiral Benham replied that the American Navy only
wanted to preserve merchant safety and would not interfere in the domestic dispute.
Additionally, Admiral Benham threatened that further attacks would be viewed as piracy and that
the Navy would act to fight the pirates. The talks worked as American merchant vessels were
never fired upon again by the insurgents for the remainder da Gama’s naval revolt.

SOURCES:

Calhoun, Charles W. “American Policy Toward the Brazilian Naval Revolt of 1893-94: A
Reexamination.” Diplomatic History 4, no. 1 (January 1980): 52-54.



E.G.D. “A Plucky American Admiral: How the American Flag Was Protected in Rio Harbor.”
The New York Times, March 15, 1894.

McCloskey, Michael B. “The United States and the Brazilian Naval Revolt, 1893 - 1894.” The
Americas 2, no. 3 (January 1946): 313-21.

"NO CHANGE AT RIO DE JANEIRO: NEWS OF A SPEEDY END OF THE REVOLUTION
EXPECTED AT WASHINGTON." New York Times (1857-1922), Feb 04, 1894.

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection.
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The USS Detroit was the only ship used in the conflict. More ships were stationed at a
distance but were not directly involved in the conflict.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is only mentioned in the CRS dataset. We confirm it as an
instance of U.S. military intervention.



OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):

Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.



Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent
protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1894 China

NAME: Landings to Protect Foreign Residents During the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-5
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 12, 1894 - May 16, 1895

TARGET STATE(S): China (CHN), 710

SUMMARY:

As China’s power deteriorated toward the end of the 19" century, Japan modernized and began
to compete for influence in Korea. In 1894, China helped Korea’s government suppress the
Tonghak rebellion, and Japan responded by sending thousands of troops to Korea. These
escalations culminated in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-5. Over the course of the war, the
Japanese military expelled Chinese forces from Korea, and moved into Manchuria.

Fearing riots, anti-foreign sentiment, and uncertainty over Japanese advances into China, the
United States sent Admiral Charles Carpenter to protect the American Legation in Peking
(Beijing). Carpenter left Nagasaki aboard the Baltimore and landed on the Shandong Peninsula
on December 4™, 1894. From there, a group of 51 marines traveled inland to the city of Tientsin
(Tianjin) and boarded the Monocacy. Captain George F. Elliot proceeded from Tientsin to
Peking, accompanying the American Minister in China during a meeting with the Chinese
Emperor. Along with various European forces, the US marine presence remained in Tientsin
until May 1895, when the war ended.

During the same period, the USS Petrel was sent to Newchwang (Yingkou), a port city across the
Bohai Sea from Tientsin, to protect foreign residents there. The Petrel landed in Newchwang on
November 12, 1894, and constructed a fort that remained until April 24, 1895. The fort is
credited with preventing the outbreak of rioting in the area, although it never encountered the
Chinese or Japanese militaries.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934 (Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, US Marine Corps Headquarters).

Greve, Andrew Q. & Jack S. Levy. 2018. “Power Transitions, Status Dissatisfaction, and War:
The Sino-Japanese War of 1894-1895.” Security Studies Vol. 27 No. 1, pp. 148-178.

Lillich, Richard B. 2002. “Appendix I: A Chronological List of Cases Involving the Landing of
United States Forces to Protect the Lives and Property of Nationals Abroad Prior to World War
IL,” in Lillich on the Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad, eds. Thomas C. Wingfield &
James E. Meyen. International Law Studies, Vol. 77 (Newport, RI: US Naval War College).



Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed
Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Congressional Research Service.
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Costs of maintaining American naval presence in the region. Deployment of 51 U.S.
troops and three U.S. naval vessels.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This intervention is cited in the CRS dataset, but not in the MIDs
dataset. Because these landings occurred in relatively close geographic and temporal proximity,
and were meant to protect foreign residents during the uncertainty of the Sino-Japanese War of
1894-5, we treat these events as a single intervention.



1894 Korea

NAME: Korea Crisis in Sino-Japanese War
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 23, 1894 — April 3, 1896
TARGET STATE(S): Korea, 730

SUMMARY: In May 1894, peasant revolts escalated in Korea, alarming both the American
Minister and Korean King for Americans’ safety. King Gojong requested that President
Cleveland send assistance, and the U.S.S. Baltimore was deployed to Chemulpo Bay, so troops
would be close by if escalation posed a direct threat to American lives. The King had also asked
for support from China in suppressing the revolts, and Chinese troops were deployed. However,
Chinese troops failed to notify Japan of these military movements on the Peninsula, breaking an
agreement regarding disclosure of military operations in Korea.

Japan responded by sending forces to Korea, escalating tensions. On July 22, 1894, Japanese
troops seized the palace in Seoul and detained the king. As a result, on July 23, a contingent of
21 marines were sent on foot, and the following day 29 sailors were sent by boat, to guard the
American consulate and protect Americans living in Seoul. The Sino-Japanese War officially
began just days later.

Marines were rotated into Seoul in contingents of 20-30. Some forces were there for 30 days,
other rotations lasted nearly four months, but there was a period from June 19 to October 11,
1895 where no marines were in place. The Sino-Japanese War ended in the spring of 1895, but
the last marine guards were not withdrawn until April 3, 1896, likely due to the chaotic
conditions created by local tensions related to the 1894 revolts and overall regional turmoil
following the war.

SOURCES:

Bisno, Adam. 2020. The U.S. Navy and the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-95. Naval History and
Heritage Command.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.



https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Korea: 0
United States: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Korea: 0
United States: 0

COSTS: Cost of keeping a contingent of marines in Seoul almost continuously from July 1894 to
April 1896.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the Congressional Research Services report
(Salazar Torreon, 2017).



1894 Nicaragua

NAME: Nicaragua Protective Mission
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: July 6, 1894 — August 7, 1894
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua (NIC), 93
SUMMARY:

Nicaragua continued to be rocked by intense conflict between Liberal and Conservative factions
during most of the 1800s. In 1893, after thirty year of Conservative dominance, a Liberal
politician named Jose Santos Zelaya rose to power. The region faced considerable tensions at
this point in time, and Zelaya wanted to increase Nicaraguan control over de facto independent
enclaves under British influence or controlled by local pirates. In addition, he also harbored
ambitions to unify other Central American countries with Nicaragua to create a larger entity
under his control; in short, his tenure was rife with internal and external conflict, violence, plots,
and intrigue.

The United States was affected on numerous occasions because of its economic and commercial
interests in the country. After Zelaya rose to power in 1893, the U.S. permanently maintained
two cruisers in Nicaraguan waters to lend assistance as and when needed. On July 6, 1894 the
American Consul in Nicaragua requested military assistance to protect U.S. interests, and a
landing party entered the town of Bluefields. However, after about a month the threat seemed to
have subsided and the force was withdrawn.

SOURCES:

Bethell, Leslie. 1984. Cambridge History of Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Two cruisers were stationed in Nicaraguan waters for several years to provide assistance
as and when necessary. Around 100 troops were deployed.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1895 Colombia

NAME: Bocas del Toro Landing

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: March 7-9, 1895

TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100; Location: Panama, 95

SUMMARY:

Local revolutions and insurrections continued on the Isthmus into the late nineteenth
century, requiring American monitoring of their local interests. In early March 1895, the
Americans received intelligence that a Mexican filibuster, Garcia, and his small force were
heading to Bocas del Toro. Captain B.J. Cromwell arrived with the USS Atlanta on March 7th,
but the situation and the American consulate seemed to be protected well by the local force of
fifty-eight men. The Atlanta left for the night to have target practice, returning on the 8th.

Upon return on the 8th, Cromwell learned that Garcia’s force had attacked the town.
Even though the local force killed five of the attackers, including Garcia, and forced the rest out
of town, Cromwell sent seventy men under Commander Edward Taussig ashore to protect the
consulate and American shops until the next day. Early afternoon on the 9th, the troops re-
embarked on the Atlanta, but stayed in the area for another month.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters, 51-52.

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States 1765-1934. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 231.

United States Congressional Serial Set, Volume 4589. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1904, 160-164.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0



TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The costs of having to be stationed near Bocas del Toro for longer to monitor the
situation.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This case can be found in the CRS Report and the Marine Landings Report. The start date was
changed to March 7th to reflect the arrival of the Atlanta in Bocas del Toro.



1896 Nicaragua

NAME: Nicaragua protective mission
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: May 2, 1896 — May 4, 1896
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua (NIC), 93
SUMMARY:

Nicaraguan President Jose Santos Zelaya proved a polarizing figure in Nicaraguan politics, and
he ruled with strongman tactics deemed authoritarian by his opponents who denounced his rule
as a dictatorship. In 1896 Zelaya was reelected but his opponents alleged that the election had
not been free and fair, and the episode resulted in significant political unrest. There was a
widespread perception that foreigners were particularly at risk in this wave of unrest.

At one point the Nicaraguan Commandant of the town of Corinto asked the American Consul to
assemble a landing party as local authorities could not guarantee that they would be able to
protect foreigners. The Consul relayed this request to the naval commander of the U.S.S. Alert
which had already been stationed in the area as part of an ongoing mission. The commander
complied and dispatched a landing party of 34 troops for three days until such a time as the
perceived local threat had subsided.

SOURCES:

Bethell, Leslie. 1984. Cambridge History of Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Two cruisers were stationed in Nicaraguan waters for several years to provide assistance
as and when necessary. Deployment of 34 U.S. troops on land.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1898 China

NAME: Establishing the Legation Guard at Beijing and an unnamed guard at the American
Consul in Tientsin

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: November 4™ (Beijing) and November 12 (Tientsin), 1898
TARGET STATE(S): China 710

SUMMARY:

In 1898, a Chinese Emperor attempted to initiate reforms in China that resulted in a coup. Given
this context, the United States Minister to China decided that a marine presence was required at
the Legation in Peking (Beijing) and the Consulate at Tientsin.

Three cruisers, Baltimore, Boston, and Raleigh were dispatched to Beijing. On November 4",
1898, five men from the Boston, five men from the Raleigh, and eight men from the Baltimore
(18 total, all marines) stayed at Beijing and established the Legation Guard. On November 12,
1898, a collection of 30 marines from the three ships were posted with one gatling gun and “a
large supply of ammunition” at the Consulate in Tientsin. A breakdown of which of the three
ships the 30 men originated from was not found.

This was a purely defensive action. Comments in the New York Times article state China was
displeased by the posting of troops in Tientsin. Other European countries are mentioned to have
taken similar precautions. No commentary was found regarding the marines being stationed in
Beijing.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Alanson. “China.” Essay. In One Hundred Eighty Landings of United
States Marines, 1800-1934: a Brief History in Two Parts ..., 32-33. Washington, DC:
History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps, 1974.

Jones, Mel. "OUTPOSTS OF THE CORPS." Leatherneck (Pre-1998) 45, no. 11 (11,
1962): 50-55,82

"WE LAND MARINES IN CHINA: MEN FROM THE BOSTON SENT TO GUARD
OUR LEGATION. THE IDEA IS NOT A NEW ONE OTHER POWERS HAD TAKEN
SIMILAR PRECAUTIONS AGAINST POSSIBLE OUTBREAKS IN THE CITY OF
PEKING." New York Times (1857-1922), Nov 27, 1898.

OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests



OUTCOME: Unclear/Missing

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0
COSTS: N/A

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Both instances are mentioned in CRS.

OBJECTIVE DEFINITIONS (adapted from IMI and MIPS):



Remove Foreign Regime. Military force is employed with the intention of removing (i.e.,
deposing, overthrowing) a foreign regime from power. The intervening state may overthrow and
replace a foreign government itself, fight alongside insurgent groups that seek to replace the regime
in power, or support foreign invasions by other states attempting to seize power.

Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority. Military force is employed in an attempt to preserve
the governing authority of an incumbent regime or the existing political institutions in another
state. This includes both operations to assist a foreign government with the elimination of a
domestic insurgent threat and operations to defend a foreign government against an external threat.
This category should also be chosen if the intervening state is attempting to establish and then
maintain the political authority of a particular regime or create particular political institutions in a
state (i.e., statebuilding). Military operations do not have to seek the preservation of any particular
incumbent /eader to be considered interventions for the maintenance of regime authority. Often
individual leaders are appointed and replaced as the intervening state sees fit during the course of
an intervention. The key criteria is the goal of defeating some perceived threat (external or internal)
to a state’s sovereignty or system of government. Foreign regime building and maintenance may
follow, but should be distinguished from, the use of force to remove a foreign regime from power.
Cases should be coded as defense of territory rather than maintenance of political authority if a
piece of land, rather than political authority over an entire nation, is in dispute. Cases should be
coded as maintenance of empire when the intervening state is attempting to maintain its own
political authority, rather than that of an ally.

Maintain Empire. Military force is employed in an attempt to re-assert or maintain the intervening
state’s own political authority over territory claimed as national homeland by another ethnic group.
Cases should be coded as foreign regime maintenance if the conflict location is an independent
state.

Acquire or Defend Territory. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed to defend, acquire,
or reclaim territory. The state may intervene to defend the territory of an ally from an external
threat, help an ally acquire territory or reassert authority over previously held territory, or seize
territory for itself. Cases are coded as territorial only if a piece of land, rather than political
authority over an entire nation, is in dispute.

Policy Change. Military force, or the threat of force, is employed in an attempt to coerce an
incumbent regime, group, or leader into change specific policies (foreign or domestic) or
behaviors. While many conflicts stem from policy disputes, the primary political objective of an
intervention is only policy change when the intervening state wants the targeted adversary to
change an objectionable policy of its own accord.

Economic Protection. Intervener attempts to protect economic or resource interests of self or
others.

Social Protection and Order. Military force, or the threat of force, is used to protect civilians from
violence and/or other human rights abuses; restore social order in a situation of unrest (e.g. violent



protests, rioting, looting); or to suppress violence between armed groups within another state.
‘Peacekeeping’ operations that are actually intended to prop up an incumbent regime or maintain
empire should not be coded as social protection and order operations. Similarly, ‘humanitarian’
operations in which military force is used in an attempt to coerce the incumbent government into
changing the way it is treating a minority group within its borders should be coded as policy change
operations.

Subsections of this objective (can select more general umbrella or below subsections, if
distinguishable):

Social Protective Intervention: to protect a socio-ethnic faction(s) or minority of the
target country.

Humanitarian Intervention: to save lives, relieve suffering, distribute foodstuffs to
prevent starvation and so forth) apart from protection of a
minority group.

Intervention to Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests: This also includes
property inside or outside the target: (e.g., military
property; diplomats; diplomatic property)



1898 Nicaragua

NAME: Nicaragua protective mission
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 7, 1989 - February 8, 1898
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua (NIC), 93
SUMMARY:

Nicaragua remained rocked by political conflict during the reign of controversial Liberal
President Jose Santos Zelaya, denounced by his opponents as a brutal dictator. Conflict and
tensions occasionally flared up as violence between opposing factions, and one such episode
broke out in the city of San Juan del Sur in early 1898. At this point opposing factions were
engaged in regular fire fights using muskets and occasionally artillery pieces. As such, there was
a present threat to U.S. lives and property. The United States at this time maintained a permanent
presence of multiple warships in Nicaraguan waters in case their services should be needed as a
result of turmoil and violence.

The U.S. Consul in San Juan del Norte had discussed the situation with the commander of the
U.S.S. Alert and agreed on procedures for various contingencies. On a given signal, a landing
party of 33 troops entered the town on February 7%. However, they withdrew the next day as
local Nicaraguan authorities ensured that they had sufficient resources to protect local foreigners
and their property.

SOURCES:

Bethell, Leslie. 1984. Cambridge History of Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Two cruisers were stationed in Nicaraguan waters for several years to provide assistance
as and when necessary. 33 troops were deployed to land.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1898 Spain

NAME: The Spanish-American War
DISPUTE NUMBER: 1557

DATES: January 17 — December 10, 1898
TARGET STATE(S): Spain (SPN), 230
SUMMARY:

Cuba had been of interest to the United States for decades before the Spanish-American War. On
at least five occasions, the United States had offered to buy Cuba from Spain. By the mid-1890s,
considerable bilateral trade existed between the two countries ($103 million), though it still
represented a fraction of U.S. GDP at the time. Most of that trade was in sugar, which
represented 59% of U.S. cane sugar imports.

In 1895, a rebellion broke out in Cuba. Cubans had rebelled earlier in the century, most
significantly in the Ten Years War from 1868-1878. The Spanish responded with ruthless killing
and brutal policy, including re-concentration camps, that led to hundreds of thousands of Cuban
deaths. Rebels resorted to scorched earth tactics, burning fields and agricultural land.

President Grover Cleveland, who tilted pro-Spanish, decided against any kind of intervention.
Cleveland’s successor in 1897, William McKinley, tilted pro-rebels, though he had little desire to
get involved. Throughout 1897, he slowly applied diplomatic pressure on Spain, which made
modest reforms.

As the situation deteriorated further and American property grew increasingly at risk, McKinley
deployed the USS Maine to Havana harbor, a standard response to disorder abroad, on January
17, 1898. The ship arrived on January 25, and was shortly followed by the USS Montgomery.

Two events in February 1898 increased tensions with Spain. On February 9, the New York
Journal published an undelivered letter from the Spanish Minister to the U.S., Enrique Dupuy de
Lome to a friend. The letter was intercepted by the Cuban Junta and passed to the paper. In it, de
Lome insulted McKinley and revealed that Spain was making empty promises of reform to stall.
Upon publishing of the letter, de Lome resigned from his posting. Less than a week later, on the
night of February 15, the USS Maine blew up in Havana harbor from a mysterious explosion.
266 Americans died from the explosion.

In response, McKinley requested from Congress to appropriate $50 million for national defense
and naval buildup, approved within a day. McKinley did not blame Spain for the Maine. He also



did not want war, but he did want to be prepared in the case that Spain did not reform further. In
late March, the Naval Court of Inquiry issued a report investigating the Maine. It absolved Spain,
but it could not identify the perpetrator. It also concluded the explosion was externally-caused,
intensifying suspicion among the public that Spain did in fact have a hand. Neither McKinley nor
his Secretary of Navy believed Spain was responsible for the disaster.

McKinley continued to pressure the Spanish. A flurry of last minute diplomatic efforts, including
one by Pope Leo XIII and another by six European powers, also failed. Spain had conceded to a
suspension of hostilities, but not an armistice (implying political recognition of the rebels),
which McKinley and the rebels demanded. In response, McKinley requested authorization to use
military force on April 11, 1898. Congress granted it a week later. McKinley then ordered a
naval blockade of Cuban ports and made a call for 125,000 volunteers to join America’s army.
He formally requested a declaration of war on April 25, and Congress responded that war had
existed since April 21.

The Spanish-American War took place in Cuba, Puerto Rico, and the Philippines—all Spanish
possessions at the beginning of the war. The first battle was fought in the Pacific. On April 27th,
Commodore George Dewey sailed his squadron of nine ships from China to the Philippines, and
on May 1st, completely destroyed the Spanish naval squadron at the Battle of Manila Bay.
However, Dewey did not have enough men to capture Manila, and he requested reinforcements.
It took roughly a month to mobilize the men, but by the end of May a force of 20,000 troops
began leaving San Francisco for the Philippines. On the way, these men also captured Guam
(without resistance).

Back in Cuba, 13 U.S. ships began the blockade of Santiago Harbor on May 29th, trapping the
vastly inferior Spanish fleet. On June 22nd, 16,000 men landed in Daiquiri and joined roughly
4,000 Cuban revolutionaries to take Santiago. Over the next 11 days, on their 30 miles march to
the harbor, the U.S. and Cuban forces fought and won three battles: Las Guasimas, El Caney,
and San Juan Hill. These were the major engagements of the war and resulted in the majority of
the deaths and casualties incurred throughout the campaign.

On July 7th, as the Cubans and U.S. troops approached from the land, the Spanish fleet
attempted to escape Santiago harbor. In a resounding victory for the U.S., every single Spanish
ship was destroyed in the attempt. A siege and bombardment of Santiago quickly ensued. The
Spanish garrison surrendered on July 17th, thereby ending the hostilities in Cuba. On July 25th,
18,000 U.S. troops began the invasion of Puerto Rico. After two short but decisive U.S. victories
at Caomo and San German, Spain accepted President McKinley’s terms of peace on August 9th.
The official peace protocol suspending hostilities was signed on August 12th. While this
agreement ended hostilities between the two countries, word of the peace took several days to
reach the Philippines, where the Americans were preparing their assault on Manila.

By the end of July, the majority of the 20,000 U.S. troops had arrived in the Philippines. The
situation was complicated by the thousands of Filipino rebels surrounding the city under rebel



leader Emilio Aguinaldo’s command. Realizing their position was hopeless, the Spanish
negotiated a faux-battle that would allow them to surrender to the U.S. forces without needing to
fight the Filipinos. On August 13th, the U.S. forces fired several shots from their ships, marched
through Filipino lines, and entered Manila with minimal resistance. The Battle of Manila was the
last conflict of the Spanish-American War.

The peace conference between the U.S. and Spain began on October st in Paris. Spain quickly
ceded Puerto Rico to the U.S., along with Guam in the Pacific, and Cuba was granted its
independence. The central issue of the conference was the fate of the Philippine Islands. After
significant protest, but without any leverage, the Spanish agreed to sell the Philippines to the
United States for $20 million. The two countries signed the official peace treaty in Paris on
December 10th. In comparison to other major wars, it was a relatively short and bloodless
conflict. Over the 327 days, between 300-400 U.S. troops and roughly 800 Spaniards were killed
in battle, which does not count casualties from the USS Maine or deaths from diseases. Although
over 290,000 U.S. troops would be trained and mobilized by the end of the war, only about
54,000 participated in the fighting abroad. The inherited guerilla war in the Philippines would
cost the U.S. far more lives in the years ahead.
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Humanitarian Intervention; Economic Protection
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 330; Spanish: 800

TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 3,550; Spanish: Unknown

COSTS: 134 ships deployed and 290,000 men trained. Only 54,000 of those 290,000 men were
deployed in the conflict.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Congressional Research Service’s (CRS)
“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020”. Total deaths include deaths
from disease, which also counts those who died of disease while in training in the United States,
and the deaths from the USS Maine explosion.


https://www.history.navy.mil/browse-by-topic/wars-conflicts-and-operations/spanish-american-war/ships-of-the-spanish-american-war.html
https://www.history.navy.mil/browse-by-topic/wars-conflicts-and-operations/spanish-american-war/ships-of-the-spanish-american-war.html

1899 Nicaragua

NAME: Nicaragua Protective Mission
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 22, 1899 — March 5, 1899
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua 93
SUMMARY:

Nicaragua remained rocked throughout most of the 19" century by political conflict between
Liberal and Conservative political factions, which occasionally turned violent and resorted in
brief episodes of civil war. One such occasion arose in 1899 when General Juan Reyes staged an
insurrection against sitting President Juan Santos Zelaya. As violence affected U.S. commercial
interests, the U.S. at this time maintained a permanent naval presence with the Marieta in
Nicaraguan waters to respond to local disturbances.

In response to the insurrection U.S. and British forces landed a small force of 16 troops in the
town of San Juan del Norte on February 22. However, they withdrew after a couple of weeks as
the threat had subsided.

SOURCES:

Bethell, Leslie. 1984. Cambridge History of Latin America. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Two cruisers were stationed in Nicaraguan waters for several years to provide assistance
as and when necessary. Deployment of 16 troops to the coast.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report. We confirm it as an instance of
U.S. military intervention.



1899 Philippines

NAME: Philippine-American War
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 4, 1899 — March 8, 1906
TARGET STATE(S): Philippines PHI 840
SUMMARY:

During the Spanish-American War of 1898, U.S. forces partnered with Filipino rebels to wrest
control of Manila from Spain, which had colonized the Philippines. The rebels, led by Emilio
Aguinaldo, hoped and expected to be liberated from colonial rule following U.S. victory.
However, after the August 12, 1898 peace protocol ending the Spanish-American War, U.S. and
Spanish representatives gathered in Paris in the fall of 1898 to hammer out a peace treaty. Signed
on December 10, 1898, the treaty awarded the Philippines to the U.S. for $20 million.

Tensions between rebels and U.S. occupiers mounted over the months following the August
protocol and December treaty. An unplanned firefight (of disputed details) between a Filipino
and an American patrol on the outskirts of Manila on February 4, 1899 developed into the first,
largest, and bloodiest battle of the entire war. (Though the provocation is disputed, it is generally
acknowledged that a U.S. soldier fired the first shot). Two days later, the U.S. Senate ratified the
treaty, and the Philippines formally became U.S. territory. The battle in Manila continued
sporadically for three weeks, ending in a decisive U.S. victory.

At the time, the U.S. had roughly 21,000 troops stationed in the Philippines (against an estimated
20,00 - 40,000 Filipino rebels). The number of U.S. troops increased to 50,000 by August, 1899,
and 71,500 by December, 1899. Overall, the U.S. committed 125,000 troops to the war. The first
phase of the war, from February to November, 1899 was a conventional war mostly fought in the
main island of Luzon (and the Visayas). It then transitioned to guerilla warfare. On March 23,
1901, U.S. forces, with the critical help of Philippine Scouts and a Spaniard, tracked down and
captured Aguinaldo. He acquiesced to U.S. rule, and the next year, on July 4, 1902, President
Theodore Roosevelt declared the war over, though sporadic violence continued for at least a
decade. The last major battle with rebels occurred in Jolo in March, 1906, which led to the deaths
of 1,000 Filipinos.

Militarily, the Philippine-American War was arguably America’s most successful overseas
counterinsurgency campaign in history. U.S. forces were better trained and armed than Filipino
forces. The rebellion lacked effective central control and officer corps cohesion, which were
compounded by a series of Aguinaldo’s decisions. The war itself is often characterized as being
constant and brutal, exemplified by stories of torture of Filipinos (e.g. the “water cure”) and the



horrific 1901 massacre in Samar. However, roughly 50% of the provinces saw little to no
fighting. Though there were instances of extreme tactics, far more Filipino civilians died from
the policy of “re-concentration camps” than in battle. That policy, undertaken during the guerilla
phase to separate civilians from suspected guerillas, crowded Filipinos in “protected zones,”
where they starved and died of cholera and fever. Estimates of civilian death average 200,000.

The Philippine-American War was, by its nature, a colonial and imperial war. U.S. military
governance was soon replaced by civilian leadership until 1946, when the Philippines gained
independence. The war cemented U.S. control of the Philippines, and furthered its stake in
Pacific affairs. It also contributed to its image as a ruthless, imperial power.

SOURCES:

Capozzola, Christopher. 2020. Bound by War: How the United States and the Philippines Built
America’s First Pacific Century. New York: Basic Books, esp. pp. 13-80.

Cooney, David M. 1965. 4 Chronology of the U.S. Navy.: 1775-1965. New York: Franklin
Watts, Inc., esp. pp. 191-204.

Linn, Brian McAllister. 2000. The Philippine War, 1899-1902. Lawrence: University Press
of Kansas.

Plante, Trevor K. 2000. “Researching Service in the U.S. Army During the Philippine
Insurrection.” Prologue Magazine. Washington, D.C.: National Archives, Summer 2000,
Vol. 32, No. 2, Available:
<https://www.archives.gov/publications/prologue/2000/summer/philippine-

insurrection.html>.

Silbey, David J. 2007. A War of Frontier and Empire: The Philippine-American War, 1899-
1902. New York, NY: Hill and Wang.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Acquire/Defend Territory;
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: US: 4,200

Philippines: 15,000-20,0000
TOTAL DEATHS: US: 4,200

Philippines: 15,000-20,000

Philippines (civilian): 100,000-300,000


https://www.archives.gov/publications/prologue/2000/summer/philippine-insurrection.html
https://www.archives.gov/publications/prologue/2000/summer/philippine-insurrection.html

COSTS: $400 Million (Plante 2000)
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

The Philippine-American War does not appear in the MID database, but it is included in the CRS
report (though, only as 1899-1901). The timeline of the Philippine-American War (a.k.a. The
Philippine War, the Philippine Insurrection, the Filipino-American War or the Fil-American War)
is traditionally listed as 1899-1902, when Roosevelt declared it finished. Sporadic violence,
however, did continue for many years later. The last great battle against the rebellion (at this point
concentrated in the southern Philippines) was in 1906 and led to approximately 1,000 battle deaths.
For this reason, we code 1906 as the end date of the war.

Another definitional issue is that the Philippines, according to the Correlates of War (CoW) state
system database, did not exist as an independent state in 1899. For that reason, the Philippine-
American War is typically conceived of as a colonial war, not a war with another state (CoW codes
it as an “extra-state war type 2,” or a colonial conflict between a state and a colony). However, the
fighting really began before the U.S. had formally annexed the Philippines through treaty
ratification. The U.S. was not at war with Spain any longer, so we code it as being at war with the
Philippines.



1899 Samoa

NAME: Samoan War of Succession

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 15 - May 15, 1899

TARGET STATE(S): Samoa, 990

SUMMARY: U.S. forces had intervened in Samoa in 1841 to enforce a set of diplomatic and
trade regulations between the two countries, and in 1888-89 to protect U.S. interests during local
strife. In 1899, violent hostilities broke out in Samoa over the line of succession between
competing local chiefs.

U.S. and British naval forces intervened to protect their local interests as well as to actively
support one side in the conflict against the other. As part of their deployment, U.S. ships fired on
local forces on multiple occasions. A U.S. landing party pursued hostile native forces inland; as

part of this mission the party came under attack and suffered a small number of casualties.

The result of the intervention was to pacify the island and install a pro-U.S. chief.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara. 2017. “Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-
2017.” Congressional Research Service, 12 Oct. https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf.

Westerfield, Donald. 1996. War Powers: The President, the Congress, and the Question of War.
Westport: Praeger.

OBJECTIVE:
Change foreign regime; Maintain Empire; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or
Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: 2-10 U.S. troops, 0-200 local forces
TOTAL DEATHS: 2-10 U.S. troops, 0-200 local forces
COSTS: The ships and sailors were deployed for three months.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This is only featured in the CRS dataset.



1900 China
NAME: The Boxer Rebellion
DISPUTE NUMBER: 31
DATES: May 24, 1900 — September 28, 1900
TARGET STATE(S): China (CHN), 710
SUMMARY:

This intervention occurred in the context of the Boxer Rebellion. The Boxers were a Chinese
nationalist movement that came to prominence in the late 1890s. Western powers had imposed a
series of unequal treaties on China earlier in the 19" century, and Japan had recently defeated
China in the Sino-Japanese War of 1894-5.

The Boxers began attacking foreign missionaries, diplomats, businesspeople, and Chinese
Christians in May of 1900. Western powers perceived the Dowager Empress Cixi, and some
factions of the Chinese Imperial Army, to be supportive of the Boxers. The Boxers’ attacks
motivated a multilateral military effort to suppress the movement, culminating in an invasion
pitting American, Austrian, British, French, German, Italian, Japanese, and Russian forces
against Boxers and Chinese troops in the summer of 1900.

In May 1900, the foreign legations in Peking (Beijing) called for protection from the Boxers. 56
Marines from the USS Oregon and USS Newark landed at Taku on May 24" and 28™, and
arrived in Peking on the 29'". The Boxers began a siege of the foreign legations in Peking, and on
June 10™, 112 American Marines left the city of Tientsin for Peking. They did so as part of a
2,000-strong multilateral expedition, led by British Vice Admiral Edward Seymour.
Overwhelmed by Boxers and Chinese troops, these forces returned to Tientsin.

Reinforcements poured in, and by August, 100,000 foreign troops were stationed at Tientsin, (of
which 5,000-6,000 were American). 20,000 troops (of which approximately 2,000 were
American) departed Tientsin for the capital under British General Alfred Gaselee. This
expedition won several battles on the way to capturing Peking on August 14™, 1900.

The foreign forces looted Peking, and divided the city into different zones of control. They soon
began a military campaign against Boxers in the city and elsewhere in the region. The American
forces departed on September 28", with the exception of a smaller legation guard that remained
in Peking on a permanent basis.

In February 1901, the Chinese government outlawed the Boxer movement, which had largely
dissipated. Remaining Boxers were executed, and the Chinese government agreed to pay war
indemnities. Ten years later, the Qing government was overthrown in the 1911 revolution.



SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934 (Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, US Marine Corps Headquarters).

Holmes, Richard. 2004. “Boxer Rebellion (1900-1),” in The Oxford Companion to Military
History. (Oxford University Press). Accessed November 17, 2020. Available at:
https://www.oxfordreference.com/view/10.1093/acret/9780198606963.001.0001/acref-
9780198606963-¢-188

Lillich, Richard B. 2002. “Appendix I: A Chronological List of Cases Involving the Landing of
United States Forces to Protect the Lives and Property of Nationals Abroad Prior to World War
IL,” in Lillich on the Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad, eds. Thomas C. Wingfield &
James E. Meyen. International Law Studies, Vol. 77 (Newport, RI: US Naval War College).

Maoz, Zeev, et al. 2019. “The Dyadic Militarized Interstate Disputes (MIDs) Dataset Version
3.0: Logic, Characteristics, and Comparisons to Alternative Datasets.” Journal of Conflict
Resolution 63(3): 811-835.

Oullett, Eric. 2009. “Multinational Counterinsurgency: The Western Intervention in the Boxer
Rebellion 1900-1901.” Small Wars & Insurgencies 20(3-4): 507-527.

Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed
Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Congressional Research Service.
https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

United States Navy. 2015. “Boxer Rebellion & the US Navy, 1900-1901.” Accessed November
18%,2020. Available at: https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-
list-alphabetically/b/boxer-rebellion-usnavy-1900-1901.html

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Victory for US & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 10,983 (MIDs)

US: 21 (MIDs)

UK: 34 (MIDs)
France: 24 (MIDs)
Russia: 302 (MIDs)
Japan: 602 (MIDs)
China: 10,000 (MIDs)



TOTAL DEATHS: 41,215-111,215

231-233 foreign civilians (Lillich 2002: 141; Oullett 2009: 511)
30,000-100,000 Chinese civilians (Oulett 2009: 511)

10,000 Chinese Troops (MIDs)

983 Foreign Troops (MIDs)

COSTS: Cost of two American warships and the deployment of 5,000-6,000 US military
personnel.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This intervention appears in the CRS and MIDs datasets. The MIDs
dataset codes the conflict as beginning on June 17", 1900, and ending on August 15", 1900.
However, we follow the CRS dataset and code the intervention as beginning when US troops
landed on May 24™, and ending on September 28", when most of the United States military
presence departed.

There is little agreement on the exact number of fatalities on the Chinese side. It is especially
difficult to determine the exact number of Chinese civilians killed, although it appears to have
been in the tens of thousands.



1900 Dominican Republic

NAME: Protective Mission to Santo Domingo in Anticipation of Unrest
DISPUTE NUMBER: 68

DATES: January 13, 1900 — January 17, 1900

TARGET STATE(S): Dominican Republic (DOM), 42

SUMMARY:

In early January, 1900, the French government sent a small fleet of warships to Santo Domingo
to pressure the new Dominican government to pay the remaining balance on a longstanding debt
owed to France. The two countries had experienced tensions surrounding the payment of this
debt for many years. Foreseeing the potential (but not probability) of unrest, the American
schooner-rigged gunboat, Machias, was ordered to Santo Domingo to safeguard American
interests.

The Machias was responsible for patrolling the Caribbean and had been in Santo Domingo up
until January 4, when it left for San Juan for more coal. Due to the potential unrest, it was
ordered back to Santo Domingo, arriving on January 13, 1900, the same day the Dominican
Republic and France formally and peacefully resolved their dispute (President Jiminez of the
Dominican Republic reportedly privately raised the sum of the debt for repayment). The Machias
stayed until January 17, 1900, when it returned to San Juan. No troops were landed during its
stay in the harbor.

The United States evidently saw no issue with France’s actions in this case, differing from its
position in 1894. Back then, in response to essentially the same French action over the same
debt, the United States made a strong diplomatic representation to France not to pursue a
blockade against Santo Domingo. The 1894 incident occurred under the presidency of Grover
Cleveland. This incident occurred under the presidency of William McKinley.

SOURCES:

“American Aid Asked: Citizens of This Country in Santo Domingo Fear France.” 9 January
1900. Washington Evening Star. P. 2. Accessed via Chronicling America: Historic American
Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045462/1900-01-09/ed-1/seq-2/>.

“Asks for a Warship: Upon Request of the American Minister the Machias is Ordered to Return
to Santo Domingo.” 9 January 1900. New York Times. P. 1. Accessed via ProQuest Historical
Newspapers.


https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045462/1900-01-09/ed-1/seq-2/

“Mission of the Machias.” 9 January 1900. Washington Evening Star. P. 14. Accessed via
Chronicling America: Historic American Newspapers. Library of Congress. Available:
<https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045462/1900-01-09/ed-1/seq-14/>.

“Movements of Naval Vessels.” 18 January 1900. New York Times. P. 5. Accessed via ProQuest
Historical Newspapers.

“Naval Arrivals and Departures.” 7 January 1900. The Washington Post. P. 2. Accessed via
ProQuest Historical Newspapers.

“The Machias Reaches Santo Domingo.” 13 January 1900. New York Times. P. 7. Accessed via
ProQuest Historical Newspapers.

OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: The cost of movement of the Machias from San Juan to Santo Domingo and the
anchoring in Santo Domingo for 5 days.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in MID (#68), but is missing from the CRS report.
Apart from the MID database, references to this incident were exclusively found in contemporary
newspapers, which reported on U.S. naval movements and political tensions in the Caribbean. One
difference between those documents and the MID database is that the MID database codes this has
having occurred from January 3, 1900 — January 13, 1900 (amended from the original coding from
January 1900 — February 9, 1900). But, as reported at the time, the Machias did not arrive in Santo
Domingo until January 13, 1900, and stayed until January 17, 1900. This difference appears to be
a conflation of the dispute itself (between the Dominican Republic and France), which resolved
on January 13, and the U.S. deployment of force, which began on January 13.

Additionally, the MID dataset seems to have coded the US as originating the dispute, which was
not the case. The dispute was already in motion when the US deployed the Machias. So it
participated, in a sense, with the first incident (the arrival of French warships, which preceded
the Machias by a few days), but it did not originate it.


https://chroniclingamerica.loc.gov/lccn/sn83045462/1900-01-09/ed-1/seq-14/




1901 Colombia

NAME: Retaking Colon

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: November 20, 1901 - December 4, 1901
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100

SUMMARY:

Local revolutions and skirmishes continued on the Isthmus into the twentieth century. In
mid-November 1901, the clashes interrupted transit on the American railroad and Liberal
insurgents took control of Colén. Commander Henry McCrea of the USS Machias sent one
hundred troops ashore at Colon on November 20th to quickly retake possession of the railroad
station and protect the American consul. No fighting occurred between the Americans and any
local forces.

On November 24th, Captain Thomas Perry of the USS Jowa landed two hundred fifty
troops in Panama to help secure free transit along the railroad and protect against Liberal forces
mobilizing against an incoming Colombian ship, Pinzon. On November 28th, McCrea held a
conference aboard the Machias to negotiate a deal between the Nationalists and Liberals. They
decided that the American, British, and French naval officers present would take control of the
Coldn from the Liberals, protect the peace, and eventually pass control back to the Nationalists.
The Liberals officially surrendered on November 29th. Foreign forces would eventually
withdraw once it was clear that their railroad and interests were secured. By December 4th, all of
the American troops had returned to their ships, satisfied that the railroad was safe: the USS
Machias, USS Iowa, USS Marietta, and USS Concord. The Machias, Marietta, and Concord
would remain near Colon for a little while longer. This security was not long-lasting, requiring
similar tactics less than a year later.

SOURCES:

“Colombian Liberals Meet with Reverses.” The New York Times. November 26, 1901.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1901/11/26/102629958.html?pageNumber=1

“Colombian Liberal Troops Surrender.” The New York Times. November 30, 1901.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1901/11/30/102630650.html?pageNumber=3

“Colon Captured by Colombian Rebels.” The New York Times. November 21, 1901.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1901/11/21/102629703.html?pageNumber=1

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters, 52-53.


https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1901/11/30/102630650.html?pageNumber=3

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States 1765-1934. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 232.

United States Congressional Serial Set, Volume 4589. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1904, 200-225.

“United States Vessels to Leave Isthmus.” The New York Times. December 7, 1901.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1901/12/07/102639546.html?pageNumber=8

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Costs lost when transit was interrupted on the railroad and the costs of landing hundred
of troops and stationing 4 ships.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in both the MIP and CRS dataset. It can also be
found in the Marine Landings Report. The end date was changed to December 4th to reflect
when the troops reembarked on their ships. We confirm it as a instance of U.S. military
intervention given troop and ship deployment.



1902 Colombia (1) Bocas del Toro

NAME: Return to Bocas del Toro

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: April 16, 1902 - May 17, 1902
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia (COL), 100
SUMMARY:

Liberal and government forces reignited tensions in April 1902. Captain Henry McCrea, aboard
the Machias, returned to Bocas del Toro and landed a force of thirty men on the 16th to protect
American property in case there was an attack on the town. There was heavy fire overnight,
leading to another landing force coming ashore. On the 17th, the Liberals asked McCrea to
organize a meeting with the government forces, which was scheduled for that evening. The next
morning, more Marines were sent ashore to facilitate the Liberal surrender. They remained
ashore when the landing force returned to the Machias on the 19th.

However, on the afternoon of the 19th, two Colombian government ships under the command of
General Gomez, the Pinzon and the Marcellus, arrived in the harbor. Despite being told about the
previous negotiations for Bocas del Toro, his ships and soldiers remained in the harbor, so
McCrea re-landed the thirty men in case tensions sparked again. Once the government soldiers
disembarked, more American forces landed in case of violent hostilities on the 21st. These forces
re-embarked on the 22nd and the ships sailed to Aspinwall (Colon). The Machias had to return to
Bocas del Toro the following month, arriving on May 17th, but any potential hostilities were
resolved without any troops landing, allowing the Machias to patrol up and down the coast for
the next few months.

SOURCES:

“American Citizens Safe.” The New York Times. April 20, 1902, 1.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1902/04/20/118468184.html?pageNumber=1

“Colombian Insurgents Give Up Bocas del Toro.” The New York Times. April 24, 1902, 9.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1902/04/24/118468701.html?pageNumber=9

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters, 54-55.

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States 1765-1934. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 232.



“ThanksCommander McCrea.” The New York Times. May 21, 1902, 8.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1902/05/21/108287974.html?pageNumber=8

United States Congressional Serial Set, Volume 4589. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1904, 333-334.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Deployment of the Machias and deployment of 30 service members, twice.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case can be found in the CRS and Marine Landings Reports.
The end date was changed to reflect when the Machias returned to Bocas del Toro in case of
another threat, but no soldiers had to come ashore.

No exact troop numbers could be found. 45 troops has been logged because 30 troops landed and
reboarded the Machias twice, while there are other references for more marines landing, without
exact numbers, putting the estimate at an additional 15 or so troops.



1902 Colombia (2) Isthmus Unrest

NAME: Continued 1902 Isthmus Unrest
DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: September 15 - November 18, 1902
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100
SUMMARY:

Tensions and hostilities continued to develop on the Isthmus throughout the summer of 1902.
Commander William Potter on the Ranger had been patrolling the Panama region since July
1902. Beginning on September 18th, the Ranger sent a landing force ashore in Panama City
daily until September 23. The Wisconsin was stationed nearby in case the Ranger’s troops
needed reinforcements.

On September 11th, the Commandant of the Marine Corps ordered Lieutenant Colonel Benjamin
Russel of the USS Panther to lead a battalion of 16 officers and 325 men to guard American
interests and property in Aspinwall/Coldn. This battalion left for Colon on the 14th, landing
ashore on the 23rd, remaining ashore until November 16th. Meanwhile, the Cincinnati arrived at
Coldn on the 15th and landed 52 men on the 17th to protect rail travel between Panama and
Colon. Later that day, another 30 men went ashore for protection. All of these troops returned to
the ship in the evening and about 20-66 troops went ashore daily until October 8th. All of the
ships left the harbor by November 18th, when they deemed their interests protected enough for
withdrawal. On November 21st, a treaty between the government and the Liberals ended the
local revolutions for the time being.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters, 55.

Naval History and Heritage Command. “List of Expeditions: 1901-1929.” April 14, 2020.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/l/list-
of-expeditions-1901-1929.html#1902

Parks, E. Taylor. Colombia and the United States 1765-1934. Durham: Duke University Press,
1935, 232.



United States Congressional Serial Set, Volume 4589. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1904, 333-334.

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target State

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: US: 1 Marine died of Yellow Fever

COSTS: The costs of stationing four ships and landing over 400 troops over the course of
around 2 months.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case can be found in the CRS and Marine Landings Reports.
The start date was changed to better represent when the first ship arrived at Colon to protect
American interests. The exact number of troops landed is unclear because some references only
include a “landing force,” and many troops reembarked on their ships at night. For the purposes
of the dataset, all of these factors were estimated to be about 450 total troops landed during this
time period in the American interventions.



1902 United Kingdom

NAME: Alaska Boundary Dispute

DISPUTE NUMBER: 2

DATES: May 28, 1902 — October 20, 1903
TARGET STATE(S): United Kingdom (UKG), 2

SUMMARY:

This dispute stemmed from an 1825 treaty between Russia and the Britain. When the U.S.
purchased Alaska from Russia in 1867, it adopted the agreed boundaries from 1825. After the
discovery of gold in the Canadian Yukon in 1897, Canada (then a part of Britain) began
disputing those boundaries, especially around the Alaskan panhandle.

As a result of this growing tension and his refusal to settle the issue through arbitration, President
Theodore Roosevelt quietly dispatched roughly 400 troops of the Eighth Infantry to the region.
Though his order was given on March 27, 1902, troops did not move until May 28, 1902. That
summer, Canadian Prime Minister Wilfred Laurier relinquished his demand for arbitration and
conceded to a tribunal (i.e. no third party). The Hay-Herbert Treaty, signed on January 24, 1903,
provided for six tribunal commissioners (three each appointed by the United States and
Canada/UK) to settle the issue in the fall of 1903 in London.

Roosevelt appointed three hardliners, two serving U.S. senators, Henry Cabot Lodge and George
Turner, and his serving Secretary of War, Elihu Root. Canada appointed two lawyers, A. Jette
and A. B. Aylesworth, while Britain selected Chief Justice R. E. W. Alverstone. Roosevelt
undertook a back-channel pressure campaign, through Lodge, Root, Oliver Wendell Holmes,
U.S. Ambassador Joseph Choate, and Choate’s First Secretary Henry White, to subtly threaten
war if U.S. demands were not met. Evidence suggests these threats made it to top British
officials, including Prime Minister Arthur Balfour, Foreign Secretary Lord Lansdowne, Colonial
Secretary Joseph Chamberlain, and Lord Alverstone himself.

After wavering significantly during the tribunal, Alverstone ultimately voted with the American
representatives (4-2), delivering a victory for Roosevelt. Canada felt betrayed, though they
managed to secure two small islands (Wales and Pearse) as a result of the negotiations.

SOURCES:

Annual reports of the War Department For the Fiscal Year Ended June 30, 1902. 1902. Volume
IX. Washington: Government Printing Office, esp. pp. 38-40 for troop movements.



Beale, Howard K. 1956. Theodore Roosevelt and the Rise of America to World Power.
Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins University Press, esp. pp. 110-131.

Collin, Richard H. 1985. Theodore Roosevelt, Culture, Diplomacy, and Expansion: A New View
of American Imperialism. Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press, esp. pp. 173-186.

Gould, Lewis L. 2011. The Presidency of Theodore Roosevelt. 2™ ed. Lawrence: University
Press of Kansas, esp. pp. 77-81.

Kurizaki, Shuhei. August 2007. “Efficient Secrecy: Public versus Private Threats in Crisis
Diplomacy.” The American Political Science Review. Vol. 101, No. 3, pp. 543-558.

McCulloch, Tony. 2011. “Chapter 17: Theodore Roosevelt and Canada: Alaska, the ‘Big Stick’
and the North Atlantic Triangle, 1901-1909” in Serge Ricard, ed. A Companion to Theodore
Roosevelt. West Sussex: Wiley-Blackwell, pp. 274-292.

Penlington, Norman. 1972. The Alaska Boundary Dispute: A Critical Reappraisal. Toronto:
McGraw-Hill Ryerson Limited.

OBJECTIVE: Acquire/Defend Territory;

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS:Deployment of four companies of the Eighth Infantry from continental U.S. to Alaska,
and costs associated with organizing and supporting the London-based
tribunal in September and October 1903.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in MID (#2), but is missing from the Congressional
Research Service (CRS) report on U.S. military interventions.

Further, MID lists this dispute as having occurred from July 1902 to January 24, 1903. As shown
through Secretary of War Elihu Root’s private letters, Root received the order to move troops to
Alaska on March 27, 1903 via Roosevelt’s secretary George B. Cortelyou. The U.S. War
Department’s 1902 Annual Report (Vol. 9) further shows that those troops — taken from the Eighth
Infantry (Companies A, B, C, D; roughly 100 in each) — began moving on May 28, 1902.



Furthermore, the issue did not resolve on January 24, 1903. That was the date the Hay-Herbert
Treaty was signed, but that only set up the tribunal for further negotiations. In the lead-up to and
duration of the tribunal, Roosevelt issued additional subtle threats to the British through
intermediaries in London. It was not until October 20, 1903, when the tribunal’s vote was
announced, that the border issue was finally settled.

Lastly, MID lists the US as the originator of the dispute, which it was not. The U.S. adopted
territory that Canada subsequently challenged. The U.S. never began disputing the territory that it
believed it already controlled. Though the U.S. participated in the first “incident” of the dispute
(i.e. the disagreement, since it was on the other side of it), it was not on the initiator’s side (Canada).
It was on its own side.



1902 Venezuela Crisis

NAME: Venezuelan crisis of 1902—-1903

DISPUTE NUMBER: 254

DATES: December 8, 1902 — February 19, 1903

TARGET STATES: United Kingdom, UKG , Germany, GMY & Italy, ITA
SUMMARY:

Venezuela under the rule of dictator Cipriano Castro was indebted approximately 62 million
bolivars to a consortium of European powers, the largest of which were Germany, Italy and the
United Kingdom. Cipriano’s regime had begun looting the nation’s treasury and murdering
political dissidents. The European powers, pressured by European bankers at home, sent joint
naval forces (the largest contingent was Germany’s 29 vessels) to 5 Venezuelan ports to enforce a
blockade.

At the time, the United States under President Theodore Roosevelt subscribed to the Monroe
Doctrine, opposing any form of European colonization in the Americas. There were reasons to
doubt imperial Germany wouldn’t attempt to seize Venezuelan land. No European power had yet
tested the Monroe Doctrine. The United States mobilized navy forces sending 53 warships under
the command of Admiral Dewey to Puerto Rico for pre-planned exercises. In a meeting at the
White House with the German diplomat, Roosevelt delivered an ultimatum that Germany must
acknowledge that it would not attempt to seize any territory in Venezuela or the Caribbean,
otherwise Dewey and the fleet would head for Venezuela with authorization to use force.

The blockade turned violent the day after the ultimatum. European forces seized 4 Venezuelan
gunboats, three of which were destroyed by Germany. Venezuelan President Castro immediately
approached American Ambassador Herbert Bowen, requesting that the United States oversee
arbitration for the dispute. The British signaled their agreement for such an outcome, but it was
not until Admiral Dewey moved his vessels to Trinidad and Roosevelt again levied threats of war
at the German ambassador that the Kaiser’s government also agreed to arbitration on December
19, 1902. The blockade concluded with the signing of a protocol in February 1903. The Arbitration
overseen by the Hague Tribunal wasn’t finalized until November 1904. It awarded 30% of the
custom receipts from the ports of La Guaira and Puerto Cabello to the European nations, with
preferential treatment going to the largest creditors Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom. The
Venezuela Crisis’ legacy would be the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, stating that
the United States would act as an “international police power” intervening on behalf of European
nations’ interests in the western hemisphere.



SOURCES:
Bowen, Herbert W. 1919. “Roosevelt and Venezuela”. The North American Review 210, no.
766: 414-417.

Morris, E. 2002. "A Matter of Extreme Urgency": Theodore Roosevelt, Wilhelm II, and the
Venezuela Crisis of 1902. Naval War College Review,55, no. 2: 73-85.

Parsons, Edward B. 1971. "The German-American Crisis of 1902—-1903", Historian, 33, no. 3,
436-452.

UN General Assembly. 1904. “The Venezuelan Preferential Case (Germany, Great Britain, Italy,
Venezuela et al).” Reports of International Arbitral Awards. 9. Awarded 22 February, 1904: 99—
110.

OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Economic Protection; Intervention to
Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 25 Venezuelan Civilians (German inflicted)

COSTS: Movement to Trinidad minimally affected operational costs of the American vessels;
there were pre-planned exercises in Puerto Rico.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: Due to the post-1945 timeframe of other datasets, this incident is only
recorded in MID and the CRS listing of US usage of force abroad. But the Gibler (2018) book on
MID narratives presents with several inconsistencies. The case states that Herbert Bowen was the
US Secretary of State, when he was instead the ambassador to Venezuela. The Gibler account
also doesn’t take into consideration the American navy vessels maneuvering at one point only 60
miles away off of Trinidad, or the coercive diplomacy used by Roosevelt detailed in the Naval
War College Review. We make sure to correct these omissions in our case narrative. Lastly,
casualty numbers only appear in the Edward Parsons source, which required access via Harvard
University. It claims that there were 25 Venezuelan civilians that died during the attempted
bombardment of a fort by a German vessel during the blockade.



1903 Colombia

NAME: US Recognition of Independent Panama
DISPUTE NUMBER: 159

DATES: November 2, 1903 - January 21, 1914
TARGET STATE(S): Colombia 100
SUMMARY:

Following independence from Spain, Panama was part of Gran Colombia. The United
States had been negotiating with Colombia a treaty that would give the U.S. rights over the
Isthmus of Panama to build and control a canal. The Hay-Pauncefote Treaty was ratified by the
U.S. Senate in 1901 and other treaties were negotiated, but none of them were ratified by the
Colombian legislature, hoping to force American concessions. The Americans also received
intelligence that the Panamanians were likely close to revolting and declaring independence, so
they sent several warships and marine troops on November 2, 1903 to Colon to observe the
situation, because they wanted to protect local Americans, their consulate, and the railroad, and
to prevent Colombian ships from reaching Panama City, “to prevent bloodshed.” The USS
Nashville arrived first. On November 3rd, the Panamanians declared independence, which the
U.S. officially recognized on the 6th and signed the Hay-Bunau-Varilla Treaty, which granted
the U.S. the land and legal authority needed to build the Panama Canal.

The American ships in the blockade were the USS Nashville, led by Commander John
Hubbard and 12 marines, the USS Dixie, led by Commander Francis Delano and 400 marines,
the USS Mayflower, led by Rear Admiral Coghlan and 300 marines, the USS Prairie, led by
Commander A.V. Wadhams and 300 marines, and the USS Boston and Atlanta, with 25 marines
each. Rear Admiral Glass led the USS Marblehead, Wyoming, and Concord on the Pacific side of
the Isthmus. The Colombian ship, Bogota, was already in Panama, reportedly bombarding the
city. The Nashville received instructions to tell the Bogota to stop or be sunk. Marines from both
sides disembarked their ships and set up camps, but without any violent hostilities as the U.S.
government mainly wanted to protect its interests in the area rather than begin prolonged
fighting. The American marines remained until January 1914 and almost immediately began
construction of the Panama Canal, while the area remained an American protectorate.

SOURCES:

“A Guide to the United States’ HIstory of Recognition, Diplomatic, and Consular Relations, by
Country, since 1776: Panama.” Department of State, Office of the Historian, accessed on
October 15, 2020. https://history.state.gov/countries/panama



“America to Send Warships.” The New York Times. November 4, 1903.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/11/105065814.pdf?pdf redirect=true&

ip=0

Diplomatic History of the Panama Canal, Washington DC: United States Government Printing
Office, 1914, 295-304.

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934. Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, U.S. Marine Corps Headquarters.

“Nashville Orders Held by Bogota.” The New York Times. November 5, 1903.
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“New Revolt in Colombia.” The New York Times. November 2, 1903.
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“Orders to More Warships.” The New York Times. November 6, 1903.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/06/105064979.pdf?pdf redirect=true&

ip=0

“Panama Secedes from Colombia.” The New York Times. November 4, 1903.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/04/102028959.pdf?pdf redirect=true&

ip=0

Papers Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States, with the Annual Message of the
President transmitted to Congress December 7, 1903. Washington DC: United States
Government Printing Office, 1903, Documents 230-231, 292.

“To Stop Colombia Troops.” The New York Times. November 11, 1903.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/11/105065814.pdf?pdf redirect=true&
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OBJECTIVE:
Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Maintain Empire; Acquire/Defend
Territory; Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target Actor

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0


https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/11/105065814.pdf?pdf_redirect=true&ip=0
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/11/105065814.pdf?pdf_redirect=true&ip=0
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https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/02/102028643.pdf?pdf_redirect=true&ip=0
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1903/11/02/102028643.pdf?pdf_redirect=true&ip=0
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COSTS: Several warships and marines over the course of over ten years were deployed to the
area.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES:

This case can be found in MID/Gibler 2018 (dispute number 159) and has been combined with
another case not in MID/Gibler, but listed as Panama 1903 in the CRS Report and the Marine
Landings Report.



1903 Dominican Republic

NAME: Landing During 1903 Revolution
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 30", 1903 — April 21%, 1903
TARGET STATE(S): Dominican Republic, 42
SUMMARY:

On March 23", 1903, a military force led by General Alejandro Wos y Gil overthrew Dominican
President Horacio Vasquez. The revolutionary forces took control of the Dominican Republic’s
capital city, Santo Domingo. In response, Vasquez led a counter-revolutionary force to retake the
capital in April.

Campbell Maxwell, the American Consul-General in the Dominican Republic, asked that
Marines be landed in order to protect foreign lives and property. The Atlanta, commanded by
William H. Turner, arrived in Santo Domingo on March 30". On April 1%, 29 Marines from the
Atlanta landed and went to guard the Consul-General’s house, leaving on April 21%, 1903.
Possibly deterred by the presence of the American forces, Vasquez resigned on April 237, 1903.

SOURCES:

Ellsworth, Harry Allanson. 1974. One Hundred Eighty Landings of United States Marines 1800-
1934 (Washington, DC: History and Museums Division, US Marine Corps Headquarters).

Lillich, Richard B. 2002. “Appendix I: A Chronological List of Cases Involving the Landing of
United States Forces to Protect the Lives and Property of Nationals Abroad Prior to World War
IL,” in Lillich on the Forcible Protection of Nationals Abroad, eds. Thomas C. Wingfield &
James E. Meyen. International Law Studies, Vol. 77 (Newport, RI: US Naval War College).

Mullenbach, Mark J. “Dominican Republic (1902-Present).” Dynamic Analysis of Dispute
Management (DADM) Project, Department of Political Science, University of Central Arkansas.
https://uca.edu/politicalscience/dadm-project/western-hemisphere-region/dominican-republic-
1902-present/ (Accessed January 21, 2021).

Salazar Torreon, Barbara & Sofia Plagakis. 2020. “Instances of Use of United States Armed
Forces Abroad, 1798-2017.” Congressional Research Service.

Tillman, Ellen. 2016. Dollar Diplomacy by Force: Nation-Building and Resistance in the
Dominican Republic (Chapel Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press).



US Navy. 2015. “Atlanta II (Protected Cruiser).” Naval History and Heritage Command.
https://www.history.navy.mil/research/histories/ship-histories/danfs/a/atlanta-protected-cruiser-
ii.html (Accessed January 21%, 2021).

OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests
OUTCOME: Yield by Target Actors

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Per capita battle deaths: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Cost of maintaining the At/anta in Dominican waters.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: It is not clear how many people were killed during the struggle
between Wos y Gil and Vasquez. We code the Deaths variables as zero, because US forces do
not appear to have engaged in combat with the warring factions during the intervention. This
case appears in the CRS dataset, but not in the MIDs dataset.



1903 Ethiopia

NAME: The Skinner Mission

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: October, 1903 - January, 1904
TARGET STATE(S): Ethiopia (ETH), 530
SUMMARY:

In 1896 Emperor Menelik II of Abyssinia (Kingdom of Ethiopia) successfully defended
his country against the Italian invasion. In the preceding two decades, European powers had been
conquering and gaining influence across the African continent. Robert P. Skinner, U.S. Consul of
Marseilles, saw Ethiopia’s independence as an opportunity to pursue American interests in Sub-
Saharan Africa, particularly in establishing trade networks and diplomatic relations with
Ethiopia. At first, he had proposed this to President William Mckinley who took no action.
However in 1903, Skinner tried again with President Roosevelt who took an interest. Skinner
was requested in Washington by the Acting Secretary of State, Francis Loomis, and was given
the new title as the commissioner of the first U.S. trade mission to the Ethiopian Kingdom.

In October 1903, Robert P. Skinner, U.S. Consul of Marseille sailed for Adis Adaba with
30 marines on a mission to establish diplomatic relations with the independent nation of
Abyssinia (Ethiopia), and in hopes of signing a treaty of reciprocity. Skinner arrived in Abyssinia
that December. Upon Skinner’s arrival, they were greeted in grandeur with a 5,000 man guard of
honor and cavalry. Though European diplomats had warned the Americans to expect to stay for
months, King Menelik II was impressed that the American’s treaty proposal was written in
Ambharic and the treaty was rewritten in 9 days.

In a time period where European powers were carving out their influence in Africa,
watching an African nation like Ethiopia defeat the Italians and maintain its independence led to
new perspectives of Africa and Africans. There was a deep interest and curiosity in Ethiopia, a
place that was previously viewed as barbaric simply because it was African, but at the same time,
Ethiopia was considered “some level of civilized” because they were an independent nation and
did not “need” outside powers to dominate and help it move towards development. This mission
marked the beginning of new perspectives and attitudes of race, during the Progessive Era.

SOURCES:



Holly, Susan. "Feature: the United States and Ethiopia, 1903." US Department of State Dispatch,
February 24, 1992, 138+. Gale Academic OneFile (accessed November 20, 2020).
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MENELEK." 1903.New York Times (1857-1922), Nov 22, 4.
https://login.ezproxy.library.tufts.edu/login?url=https://www-proquest-
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McVety, Amanda Kay. "The 1903 Skinner Mission: Images of Ethiopia in the Progressive Era."
The Journal of the Gilded Age and Progressive Era 10, no. 2 (2011): 187-212. Accessed
November 21, 2020. http://www.jstor.org/stable/23045157.

OBJECTIVE: Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: 30 marines

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case is featured in the CRS report.
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1903 Honduras

NAME: Conservative Rebellion of 1903
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 15, 1903 — March 31, 1903
TARGET STATE(S): Honduras (HON), 91
SUMMARY:

The 1902 election in Honduras was a bitter contest between the liberals, led by Juan Angel Arias,
and the conservatives, led by General Manuel Bonilla. The president at the time, Terencio Sierra,
himself a liberal, as well as the liberal regime in Nicaragua next door heavily favored Arias. As
General Bonilla’s campaign gathered momentum, the liberals privately proposed a power-
sharing agreement where Bonilla would be given the Ministry of War if he dropped out. When
Bonilla refused and made the offer public, popular opinion began to move heavily in his favor. In
October of 1902, General Bonilla handily won the elections, but the liberals in Congress refused
to concede. On January Ist, when Congress adjourned without certifying Bonilla as the new
president, civil war became imminent. Terencio Sierra resigned as president and fled to
Nicaragua, and in his absence, the Congress selected Juan Angel Arias to lead Honduras. By
February Ist, 1903, General Bonilla had set up a provisional government in Amapala. Soon after,
Bonilla declared his rebellion with support from key members of the Honduran military and
President Tomas Regalado’s conservative government in El Salvador.

The United States became involved on March 15th, 1903, when a squadron of five ships was sent
to Puerto Cortés from Culebra, Puerto Rico. These five ships were the USS Marietta, Olympia,
Panther, Raleigh, and San Francisco. They arrived in Puerto Cortés on March 21st, and then
separated to visit the ports of La Ceiba, Trujillo, Tela, and Puerto Sierra. Most of the coastal
cities were quiet, but there was unrest in Puerto Cortés and the American consul requested a
marine guard. On March 23rd, 13 marines from the USS Marietta went ashore to defend the
consulate, and the next day 30 marines from the USS Olympia disembarked at Puerto Cortés to
defend the steamship wharf. By March 31st all the marines had returned to their ships as the civil
war was coming to a close.

Despite expectations that Nicaragua would intervene, the liberals had no outside help. General
Bonilla, with his force of over 4,500 men, reached Tegucigalpa by early April. On April 15th,
the liberals surrendered, and on April 24th, the United States officially recognized Bonilla’s
government. The Honduran Congress officially recognized Bonilla as president on May 23rd.
General Bonilla would stay in power until 1907 before being overthrown by a Nicagauran-
backed liberal coup.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Social Protection and Order
OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Honduran: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Honduran: 0

COSTS: Roughly 45 troops and 5 ships were engaged from March 21st to March 31st. Of those
45 troops, 30 marines were only ashore for two days from March 24th to March 26th.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Congressional Research Service’s (CRS)
“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020".
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1903 Syria

NAME: Intervention in Beirut

DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 7, 1903 — October 17, 1903
TARGET STATE(S): Syria 652

SUMMARY: In September 1903 the Syrian province of the Ottoman Empire was rocked by
political difficulties and severely strained tensions between Christian and Muslim inhabitants.
Local communities had clashed before including with two civil wars between Maronite Catholics
and Druze in the 1840s and 1860s as well as massacres of Jewish and Christian inhabitants of
Damascus in 1860.

As tensions once again flared, Rear Admiral Cotton, Commander of the European Squadron of
the U.S. Navy, directed two warships (flagship and armored cruiser Brooklyn and cruiser San
Francisco) to the port of Beirut as he feared that tensions could once again erupt into deadly
riots. More than civilian casualties, however, he was concerned about protecting the U.S.
consulate in Beirut. The two ships landed a small force of Marines and sailors who guarded the
consulate for six days (September 7-12), at which point the tensions appeared to have calmed
down and it was decided that the U.S. forces were no longer needed in the country. They
returned to their ships and left Beirut.

Amid renewed unrest one month later, another landing party of sailors and marines from the San
Francisco went ashore in Beirut, staying for one week (October 10-17) to safeguard American
interests.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Deployment of two U.S. ships and small number of forces, ordinarily
stationed in the Mediterranean area, for five days.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the CRS report.



1904 Dominican Republic

NAME: The Seven Red Flags Battle

DISPUTE NUMBER: 247

DATES: January 17 - June 10, 1904

TARGET STATE(S): Dominican Republic (DOM), 42
SUMMARY:

The Dominican Republic in the late 19" century was characterized by political violence and
near-constant rebellions. Of the country’s 22 heads-of-state who governed from its declaration of
sovereignty from Haiti in 1843 to the American occupation in 1915, only one served his full
term. European powers, including Italy, Germany, Spain, and Britain, had private commercial
interests in Dominican sugar and, amidst the constantly changing regimes, began to worry their
debts (USD $30-40 million) would not be repaid. President Theodore Roosevelt, operating under
the Monroe Doctrine — although constrained by an upcoming election — aimed to prevent
European aggression in the region, but strictly opposed annexation for fear of domestic backlash.

The first five years of the 20™ century were especially turbulent: in April 1902, President Juan
Jimenez was overthrown by his Vice President, Horacio Vasquez, who was then subsequently
deposed by General Wos y Gil, to be ousted by General Morales Languasco in December 1903.
At this point, there were two warring parties, supporters of former President Jimenez and
supporters of former President Vasquez, jimenistas and horacistas, respectively. The jimenistas
laid siege to the economic hub and commercial port of Puerto Plaza, destroying an American-
owned United Fruit plantation in the process. The provincial-government leader, Morales,
aligned with the horacistas and asked the Americans for help to defend the city. Fearing
European seizure of the customs house in compensation for unpaid debt and mounting violence,
Morales offered the United States Dominican territory to build a naval base and the
establishment of a Dominican-U.S. relationship to mirror that of Cuba. Washington rejected this
plan and largely dictated policy through the U.S.S. Detroit’s Commander Dillingham, who was
in Puerto Plata at the time. On January 17, 1904, Dillingham aimed to divert violence from the
city and, working with the Captain Robertson of the British Pallas, convinced both sides to
conduct battle in a “civilized” manner, outside of the city and in an area demarcated by seven red
flags. Dillingham organized “two companies of seaman infantry from the Detroit, another
company from the Hartford, three Colt automatic guns and...fourteen British marines from the



Pallas.”! The jimenista forces, no match for the heavy artillery, unconditionally surrendered and
Morales’ troops took the city.

This initial victory led to further violence in jimenista strongholds throughout the country. On
February 1, an U.S.S. Yankee sailor, E.J. Johnson was murdered, prompting a naval
bombardment siege of insurgent positions in Santo Domingo until February 15. By June, the
Northeastern city of Monte Cristi was one of the last remaining rebel positions. After a naval
blockade of the city, Dillingham invited insurgent General Rodriquez Arias and Morales aboard
the Detroit where they concluded a “proclamation of peace in the Dominican Republic” on June
3, in which Arias would become governor of Monte Cristi and would join the government of
Morales. Many foreign envoys attended the signing ceremony to give credibility to the new
government. However, the peace was short-lived. Morales was ousted in December 1905. By
this time, Roosevelt had won re-election and he began to take a more aggressive approach to
Latin America, appending the “Roosevelt Corollary” to the Monroe Doctrine. This would lead to
U.S. administration of the Dominican financial system and economy, and military occupation,
from 1916 to 1924.
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Economic Protection; Intervention to
Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Compromise

BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.; 1, DOM; 100

TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.; 1, DOM; 100

COSTS: 300 American troops to Puerto Plata; deployment of U.S.S. Detroit, Hartford, Yankee.
DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in both Gibler’s (2018) International Conflicts
database and the CRS report, Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020.

While some sources erroneously describe it as a 1905 intervention, the events described took place
from January to June 1904 as we show above.



1904 Korea

NAME: Korea Crisis in Russo-Japanese War
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 5, 1904 — November 11, 1905
TARGET STATE(S): Korea, 730

SUMMARY: Increasing unrest amongst the Korean populace, an attack on an American
legation car and driver by unruly Korean soldiers, and escalating regional tension between Japan
and Russia led to marines once again being deployed to protect Americans in Seoul. One-
hundred-and-two marines were deployed in January 1904, and according to the records available,
the same contingent stayed through the entire deployment. The Russo-Japanese War began a
month after their arrival and ended in September 1905, but the marines stayed in place until
November 1905, after which they returned to the Philippines.

Their withdrawal was concurrent with a November agreement signed between Japan and Korea,
moving all Korean foreign relations management under Japanese control. Per the agreement, the
American legation in Seoul was withdrawn the same month, and all matters related to Korea
were handled through the American legation in Tokyo.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
Korea: 0
United States: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Korea: 0
United States: 0

COSTS: Cost of keeping a contingent of marines in Seoul continuously from January 1904 to
November 1905.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in the Congressional Research Services report
(Salazar Torreon, 2017).



1904 Morocco

NAME: Tangier Hostages Intervention
DISPUTE NUMBER: 164

DATES: May 31, 1904 — June 28, 1904
TARGET STATE(S): Morocco 600
SUMMARY:

In 1904, a Moroccan tribal leader, Ahmed Raisouli, took several Western citizens — including
two Americans — as hostages to exert pressure on the Sultan in a local dispute. As a result, fear
spread among the local Christian population of a general outbreak of ethnic or sectarian tensions
or violence.

The U.S. government ordered a naval squadron under Rear Admiral Chadwick to deploy to
Tangier to mark the gravity of the situation and signal resolve. Together with the U.S. Consul in
Tangiers he met with the Moroccan minister of foreign affairs to mark U.S. displeasure and
desire for the safe return of its citizens. For about one month a force of Marines were also
deployed to guard the U.S. Consulate.

As aresult of this intervention, the hostages were eventually released and local sectarian tensions
never inflamed.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. & Allies


https://fas.org/sgp/crs/natsec/R42738.pdf

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

Per capita total deaths: 0

COSTS: Deployment of a naval squadron and Marine guards for about one month.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in MID (#164) and the CRS report.



1904 Panama

NAME: Huerta’s Resignation

DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: November 17, 1904 - November 24, 1904
TARGET STATE(S): Panama (PAN), 95

SUMMARY:

In mid-November 1904, there were threats of a Panamanian military insurrection threatening
American interests in the Canal construction. The Commander of the Canal Zone, General Davis
instructed Admiral Goodrich to have a single Pacific Squadron warship station at Ancon. 200
Marines came from Camp Empire to Ancon on the morning of November 17th as a
precautionary measure to guard the local ammunition.

The American forces informed Panamanian General Huertas that they expected his resignation
and if he stayed in power and tried to lead his forces in an insurrection, he could expect
American resistance. Despite some opposition to resignation, Huertas resigned. The immediate
threat of the military coup disappeared by the time an American congressional arrived on
November 24th. A few days later, William Howard Taft, the Secretary of War, arrived in
Panama on November 27th.
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OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME:
Yield by Target State

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Deployment of 200 troops and 1 Naval ship. Costs of securing the Isthmus in
preparation for an American contingent’s arrival

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case can be found in the CRS Report.



1906 Cuba

NAME: 1906-1909 Military Occupation of Cuba.
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: September 23, 1906 — January 23, 1909.
TARGET STATE(S): Cuba (CUB), 40
SUMMARY:

During the Cuban War of Independence (1895-1898) and the American-Spanish War (1898),
The United States successfully aided Cuba in securing its independence from Spain and
dislodging Spain from its colonial possessions in the Caribbean, and as a result, the U.S. asserted
itself as the dominant power in the Caribbean region. In the following years, a newly
independent Cuba experienced several reoccurring periods of instability and civil uprising. The
United States, under the administration of Theodore Roosevelt, felt obligated to ensure Cuba’s
transition into a democratic state to protect the U.S.’s interests in the country and the wider
Caribbean region. As a result, U.S. troop battalions were commonly deployed to maintain peace
and security within Cuba as the country experienced periods of political turmoil and internal
conflict from 1906-1914.

The inauguration of Tomas Estrada Palma as Cuba’s first president in 1902, was a welcome sign
of political and financial stability. However, soon after taking power, Palma engaged in overt
acts of widespread corruption and election rigging and did little to address the popular grievances
that brought about the initial push for independence. Eventually, the opposing Liberal Party,
which represented aggrieved workers, peasants, and former soldiers, and headed by General José
Miguel Gomez, called for a revolution to oust Palma. The United States intervened
diplomatically to broker a peaceful resolution to the conflict, which resulted in an impasse and
Palma resigning on September 28, 1906. With Palma’s resignation, the United States established
a military occupation force to fill the power vacuum in hopes of enabling transparent and
unfettered elections. The U.S. force consisted of 2,892 marines and was primarily deployed to
the Cuban capital, Havana. After several years, elections were held and José Miguel Gomez was
elected president in 1909. The force remained in Cuba until January 23, 1909, when president-
elect Miguel Gémez assumed office.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection and Order, Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests,
Protecting Economic Interests,

OUTCOME: Compromise
BATTLE DEATHS: None
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: 2,892 Marines

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case comes from the Congressional Research Service (CRS)
data set. We confirm it as an instance of U.S. military intervention abroad.



1907 Honduras

NAME: Honduran Rebellion of 1907
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: March 18, 1907 — June 08, 1907
TARGET STATE(S): Honduras (HON), 91
SUMMARY:

Honduran President Terencio Sierra lost the presidential election in 1903 to General Manuel
Bonilla, but the congress refused to recognize General Bonilla and prevented a peaceful
transition. In response, Bonilla set up a provisional government in Amapala and started a civil
war that he ended victoriously in May of 1903. President Bonilla was initially very popular, both
domestically and abroad, but by 1906 his rule had turned into a dictatorship. His grip on power
appeared secure. On September 15 that year, President Bonilla pushed a new constitution
through congress, and on September 25th he signed a treaty of peace and friendship with El
Salvador and Guatemala. However, in February of 1907, Honduran rebels invaded across the
border from Nicaragua in support of General Dionisio Gutierrez’s rebellion against President
Bonilla. On March 11th, 5,000 troops from El Salvador intervened on behalf of the government.
Shortly after, on March 25th, Nicaragua sent in their regular army in support of the rebels.

As fighting picked up in mid-march, the U.S. responded by sending four warships and one
supporting cargo ship to the region. The USS Marietta arrived in Trujillo on March 18th and
landed 20 marines and seamen to protect the U.S. consulate. The cargo ship USS Nero then
stayed behind in Trujillo while the Marietta sailed on and disembarked 20 more troops in La
Ceiba. On March 26th, the USS Marietta arrived in Puerto Cortés, and an additional 20 marines
went ashore. These marines in Puerto Cortés would then move to San Pedro on April 5th to
protect U.S. interests. On April 10th, the USS Paducah began landing additional forces in
Trujillo, Ceiba, and Puerto Cortés. On April 28th, the USS Paducah sailed to Laguna, and 12
more marines went ashore. During this same period, the USS Princeton was patrolling the waters
off Nicaragua, and the USS Chicago was sailing along the Salvadorean coast.

The war ended soon after the Nicaraguans intervened. They quickly captured Tegucigalpa, the
capital, and on April 11th the last of General Bonilla’s forces surrendered in Amapala. General
Bonilla took refuge on the USS Chicago. Back in Tegucigalpa, the Secretary of the American
Legation organized a peace conference that included President Zelaya of Nicaragua and
President Figuera of Salvador. General Miguel Davila was selected as the next president of
Honduras and was sworn in on April 18th, 1907. All U.S. marines left Honduras by May 21st,
except for those that had landed in Laguna. On May 23rd, these marines traveled to Cholomo



and would remain in Cholomo to continue protecting foreign property until June 8th. In
November, Davila, Zelaya, and Figuera were among five Central American leaders who traveled
to Washington, D.C. for the Central American Peace Conference of 1907. At the conference, all
five countries agreed to the General Treaty of Peace and Amity in an attempt to avoid similar
conflicts in the future.
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OBJECTIVE: Economic Protection; Social Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies
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BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Honduran: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Honduran: 0

COSTS: Roughly 100 troops and 5 ships were engaged from March 16th to at least May 21st. Of
those troops, 12 marines stayed in Honduras until June 8th.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Congressional Research Service’s (CRS)
“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020.



1908 Panama

NAME: 1908 Panamanian Election
DISPUTE NUMBER: NA

DATES: June 26, 1908 - July 31, 1908
TARGET STATE(S): Panama (PAN), 95

SUMMARY:

Panama held elections during the summer of 1908. Two ships, the USS Idaho and USS
New Hampshire, carried a total of 786 marines to Coldn to oversee the elections and protect local
American Government property during the Panama Canal’s construction. The Idaho landed on
June 26th and the New Hampshire on the 27th, where they joined a permanent local battalion to
protect the docks and railroads. Jose Obaldia of the Partido Liberal won the presidency handedly.
The American election inspectors all left Colon on July 11th, but the last of the Marines did not
sail until July 31st.

SOURCES:
“List of Expeditions 1901-1929.” Naval History and Heritage Command. April 14, 2020.

https://www.history.navy.mil/research/library/online-reading-room/title-list-alphabetically/l/list-
of-expeditions-1901-1929.htmI#1908

“Obaldia Elected President.” The New York Times. July 13, 1908.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1908/06/29/106715596.html?pageNumber=1

“Panama at Peace.” The New York Times. July 6, 1908.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1908/07/06/104737642.html?pageNumber=4

“Panama Elections Today.” The New York Times. July 12, 1908.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1908/07/12/104738301.html?pageNumber=8

“Troops at Panama Election.” The New York Times. June 29, 1908.
https://timesmachine.nytimes.com/timesmachine/1908/06/29/106715596.html?pageNumber=1

OBJECTIVE:
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests



OUTCOME:
Yield by Target State

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Deployment of two U.S. naval ships and 786 U.S. troops. Other Costs of securing the
Isthmus in preparation for an American contingent’s arrival

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case only appears in the CRS dataset. We confirm it as a
military intervention in the mobilization of military resources.



1910 Nicaragua

NAME: Nicaraguan civil war

DISPUTE NUMBER: 249

DATES: February 22, 1910 - September 4, 1910
TARGET STATE(S): Nicaragua (NIC) 93

SUMMARY: Nicaragua became an independent country after the Central American Republic
finally collapsed in 1838. However, after it gained independence it experienced a rocky political
history with frequent civil wars between liberal and conservative elites, compounded by
interventions by the United Kingdom and the United States. The regional situation was also quite
difficult with numerous political, and occasional military, conflicts between the states of Central
America.

In 1910 Nicaragua once again found itself engulfed in civil war. The United States had deployed
naval forces to the region to try to preserve its interests. During one particular episode in 1910 a
battle for the capital city raged between liberal and conservative armed forces. However, a local
U.S. naval commander decided to intervene to stop fighting as many foreigners resided in the
city. He therefore dispatched 100 soldiers into the city, and the fighting quickly subsided.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection & Order; Economic Protection

OUTCOME:

Victory for U.S. & Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0



COSTS: Deployment of a small number of warships and 100 U.S. troops.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case features in MID (#249) and the CRS report.



1911 China

NAME: American Deployments to the Chinese Revolution
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: October 1911 to July 1913

TARGET STATE(S): China 710

SUMMARY:

Beginning in October 1911, the Chinese Revolution was the source for a lot of civil unrest and
turmoil within China’s territory. A number of American deployments occurred during this time
to protect U.S. interest in the region. For all actions, the only lasting consequence was that the
US maintained presence in the region. U.S. forces did not engage in any hostilities in these
deployments. The following paragraphs outline instances of U.S. troop deployment in the years
during the Chinese Revolution.

In October 1911, the USS Helena deployed a small number of marines and sailors to guard the
American Consulate, the Standard Oil plant, and the power and light company. The exact
number of troops and munitions are not specified. The USS Abarenda reinforced troops at
Peking. Troop numbers and munitions are not specified. On October 10", the USS Rainbow
deployed 15 officers and 360 marines to Shanghai.

On November 4™, 1911, a Chinese officer informed the USS Albany that revolutionary forces
had taken control over the river in Shanghai. The property of two American cable companies,
Great Northern and Commercial, were deemed at risk. The USS Rainbow deployed 12 troops to
each (24 total) of the cable stations on November 4™ where they remained until November 14th.
Munitions accompanying the troops were not found during research.

On March 3", 1912, 229 soldiers from the US Army’s 15" Army Infantry from the USS Huron
arrived in Peking from Tienstin to reinforce the Legation Garrison. On March 5%, the USS
Buffalo, Cincinnati, and Abarenda left from Shanghai to deploy troops at Taku. The number of
troops and munitions deployed are unspecified.

On August 24, 1912, a landing force from the USS Rainbow was deployed to Kentucky Island
and then recalled on the 26™. Another landing force from the USS Rainbow was deployed on
August 26", 1912 to Kentucky Island and then were recalled on the 30™. These islands were
leased by the US military at the time. The number of the marines in the landing force to both
locations is unspecified in all found literature with the only indication being “one company” sent



to Kentucky Island. Given the United States had 55 enlisted men, it is very roughly estimated
that 25 marines were in the landing party at both locations.

On July 28, 1913, a landing force from the USS Rainbow and USS Albany was deployed to
Shanghai to protect the International Settlements from rebels and Chinese government troops.
This was a cooperative effort with Great Britain, Japan, Italy, and Holland. A total of 40 marines
and an unspecified number of machine guns were taken to shore. Troops from the USS Albany
remained ashore until August 14" and USS Rainbow troops remained until August 17,
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain Empire; Acquire/Defend Territory; Social Protection & Order;
Economic Protection; Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests

OUTCOME: Unclear/Missing
BATTLE DEATHS: 0

Per capita battle deaths: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
Per capita total deaths: 0



COSTS: It is estimated that the maximum number of troops deployed were at 1,000. And the
maximum number of ships at 6 (USS Rainbow, Abarenda, Cincinnati, Buffalo, Helena, Albany)
and 15 naval ships were in Chinese waters.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: All cases are very broadly mentioned in CRS. In particular, there is
a blanket statement about interventions between 1912 and 1941. The MID dataset does not include
any of these interventions. We have chosen to aggregate certain discrete instances of U.S.
deployment into one case study.

There are a few interventions that did not have enough supporting evidence to include. A 1911
deployment of one company of troops to Peking (Beijing) from the USS Abarenda does not have
any peer reviewed sources. A 1911 deployment to Chinkiang (Zhenjiang) is mentioned in CRS but
no sources or dates are found to corroborate this intervention. The March 5 deployment of troops
to Taku is briefly mentioned in a peer reviewed source but no follow up sources were found.



1911 Haiti

NAME: Intervention During Rebellion Against Antoine Simon
DISPUTE NUMBER: 2234

DATES: July 16, 1911 — August 3, 1911

TARGET STATE(S): Haiti (HAI), 41

SUMMARY:

Between 1911 and 1915, Haiti experienced a series of coups and rebellions. Foreign interests
were beginning to invest in Haiti, and by 1911, American laborers were in the process of
building a railroad in the country.

In the summer of 1911, a rebellion against Haitian President Antoine Simon took place. The US
began maintaining a naval presence in various Haitian ports to protect American lives and
interests in the country. On July 16", the USS Petrel was in Port-au-Prince, but by July 22", it
had left for the northern city of Gonaives. The American Minister in Port-au-Prince cabled the
State Department to convey the necessity of an American warship in the capital, and the US
cruiser Des Moines was dispatched to Port-au-Prince. Three days later, the US Cruiser Chester
arrived in the harbor of Cap Haitien, and the Petrel returned to the capital to monitor the
situation as rebels advanced on Port-au-Prince. By July 29', the US had sent the Salem to Port-
au-Prince as well.

By August 3™, Antoine Simon had been deposed. It does not appear that the US landed troops or
engaged in combat in Haiti during this intervention. The next four years in Haitian presidential
politics would be highly unstable, and the US would ultimately launch a military occupation of
Haiti in 1915.
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OBJECTIVE: Protect Economic Interests

OUTCOME: Stalemate

BATTLE DEATHS: 0

TOTAL DEATHS: 0

COSTS: Costs of deploying four ships to waters around Haiti.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in both the MID and CRS dataset. We confirm it
as a display of force.



1911 Honduras

NAME: General Bonilla’s Counter-Rebellion
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: January 10, 1911 — March 10, 1911
TARGET STATE(S): Honduras (HON), 91
SUMMARY:

When President Manuel Bonilla was overthrown in a rebellion in 1907, his Vice-President
Miguel Davila took power. Once in office, one of President Davila’s most pressing issues was
the Honduran national debt, which had grown to over $120 million. Honduras owed part of this
debt to England, and the United States was working with Honduras to refinance the debt so that
the U.S. would be their only creditors. By 1909 the U.S. had proposed a plan financed by J.P.
Morgan Bank, but by early 1911 President Davila had still not signed the “Morgan Plan.” This
debt issue was one of the United States’ primary concerns in Honduras during this period.

After leaving the presidency in 1907, General Manuel Bonilla fled to Belize, and then later on to
New Orleans. By January 1911, with the Cuyamel Fruit Company’s financial backing, General
Bonilla was ready to launch his counter-rebellion. He left New Orleans on a ship loaded with
military weapons and supplies, and on January 10th, he and his men took Trujillo on the coast of
Honduras. The U.S. responded by sending the USS Tacoma to Puerto Cortez and tasking the
ship’s commanding officer with enforcing a neutral zone in and around the city. On January
27th, General Bonilla took La Ceiba, and the next day President Davila asked for U.S.
intervention. The U.S. assistance would only be forthcoming if President Davila signed the
Morgan Plan. Reluctantly, President Davila signed, and the U.S. quickly sent two more ships to
Honduran waters: the USS Marietta and the USS Caesar. The U.S. also landed roughly 230 men,
along with 100 British sailors, to protect Puerto Cortez and ensure the safe evacuation of
government officials.

From February 21 to March 6, the two sides in the civil war met with U.S. representative
Thomas Dawson aboard the USS Tacoma to negotiate the peace deal. The conference selected
Francisco Bertrand as the provisional president, and on March 10th, the U.S. withdrew from
Honduras. One U.S. noncombatant was killed under unknown circumstances during the
rebellion. General Bonilla won the presidential elections in October, but the debt issue did not go
away. The Honduran legislature rejected the Morgan Plan, and the debt crisis would boil over
again, resulting in further U.S. intervention in early 1912.
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OBJECTIVE: Maintain/Build Foreign Regime Authority; Policy Change; Economic Protection
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OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies
BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 0; Honduran: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 1; Honduran: 0

COSTS: 170 troops and three ships were deployed for roughly 60 days between early January and
early March 1911.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case appears in the Congressional Research Service’s (CRS)
“Instances of Use of United States Armed Forces Abroad, 1798-2020”. The MID case number
#1734 was originally assigned to 1911 Guatemala but actually refers to this intervention. It is
possible that the USS Tacoma passed through Guatemalan waters in January of 1911 in an attempt
to intercept General Bonilla when he was on his way to Honduras. However, there is no well-
docuemnted U.S. intervention in Guatemala in 1911.



1911 Mexico

NAME: The Mexican Revolution

DISPUTE NUMBER: 1653; 136; 1775; 321; 2184; 2185
DATES: March 6, 1911 — September 5, 1919

TARGET STATE(S): Mexico (MEX), 70

SUMMARY:

The spark that set off the Mexican Revolution was the rigged election of 1910. Mexican President
José de la Cruz Porfirio Diaz had come to power in 1876 in a coup and had viciously had onto
power for nearly 35 years. In the outrage after the staged election, a heterogeneous coalition of
opposing political forces organized behind Fransisco Ignacio Madero: a wealthy intellectual from
the north of Mexico. Fighting erupted all over the country, primarily led by Pancho Villa in the
north and Emiliano Zapata in the south. Although nominally in charge, Madera had very little
control over the majority of the armed groups fighting on his behalf. With nearly 50,000 U.S.
citizens living in Mexico during this time and over $1 billion in investments, the U.S. had a
significant interest in Mexico. The United States first entered the picture on March 6th, 1911, when
President Taft ordered 30,000 soldiers to the border in response to the widespread violence in
northern Mexico. Although the U.S. did not overtly threaten Porfirio Diaz, this move was
interpreted in Mexico as a signal of condemnation for his regime.

On May 24th, 1911, Porfirio Diaz ordered his men to fire on crowds assembled in the capital to
protest his rule. The next day he resigned, and shortly after fled the country for Paris. Francisco
Madero won the presidential elections held in November of 1911, and the U.S. quickly recognized
his government. Soon after Madero came to power, rebellions broke out all over Mexico. On
February 4th, 1912, President Taft ordered even more forces to the border in an effort to discourage
a revolution to the south. In March, the U.S. placed an arms embargo on all non-government
military leaders in Mexico, and in June, Taft sent multiple warships to the coast of Mexico. In
September, the U.S. State Department implicitly threatened the Mexican government to pacify the
rebellions quickly or face U.S. intervention. Mexican government troops led by General Victoriano
Huerta successfully defeated some of the rebellious groups, but the security situation was largely
out of control.

In February of 1913, General Huerta deftly suppressed a coup attempt in Mexico City and took
advantage of the chaos to depose Madero. One of the February coup’s original planners had U.S.
support and escaped Mexico on a U.S. warship. By October, General Huerta had firmly cemented
his dictatorship, although rebellions led by numerous disconnected factions continued to rage all
over Mexico. Pancho Villa re-started his rebellion in the north once Madero fell, and a significant



new challenger named Venustiano Carranza entered the mix. In response to the coup by Huerta,
the U.S. government levied sanctions and refused diplomatic recognition. Woodrow Wilson had
since become the U.S. president, and Wilson vehemently opposed Huerta. Many Americans were
at this point attempting to leave Mexico, and the U.S. sent the USS Buffalo to the Yaqui Valley on
September 4th to evacuate citizens. In November 1913, Wilson threatened Huerta to resign or the
U.S. would support the rebels in the north of Mexico. Wilson backed up this threat by sending the
U.S. Army 2nd division to Texas and ordering five U.S. battleships to sit off Mexico’s coast near
Tampico and Veracruz.

U.S.-Mexican tensions heated up dramatically in April 1914 when Mexican soldiers arrested nine
U.S. sailors near the port of Veracruz. The arrests were mostly a misunderstanding, but it provided
Wilson with an opportunity to take action against Huerta. On April 21st, Wilson ordered the U.S.
Navy to seize Veracruz. Over 6,000 U.S. troops took part in the seizure, and five U.S. ships
participated in the battle. The Navy also launched aircraft to bomb the city—a first in U.S. military
history. 17 Americans and 126 Mexicans were killed in the battle. The ploy worked, and Huerta
resigned in July 1914. The U.S. would occupy Veracruz until November of 1914.

In the wake of Huerta’s resignation, there was general chaos in the countryside. Small bands called
caudillos competed for influence with more powerful actors like Venustiano Carranza and his ally
General Alvaro Obregon. Carranza controlled the capital between August and November of 1914
before Pancho Villa, with U.S. backing, took over. Shortly after, in January 1915, General Obregon
retook Mexico City, and Carranza was back in charge. Meanwhile, there was significant cross-
border violence in the north of Mexico. For years there had been skirmishes between small groups
of Mexican bandits and the U.S. Texas Rangers or national guardsmen, but these clashes
intensified in 1915. Mexican raiders killed at least 11 U.S. soldiers in 1915 and an unknown
number of civilians. The Texas Rangers would respond to these attacks by killing Mexicans and
Mexican-Americans indiscriminately. In one incident on August 8th, the Texas Rangers murdered
up to 300 Mexicans and Mexican-Americans.

Amid this chaos in June 1915, President Wilson threatened Carranza with military intervention
but never took action. By October of 1915, Carranza had consolidated his power sufficiently for
the U.S. to finally recognize his government. By then the conflict had narrowed into a war between
Carranza and Pancho Villa. In an effort to embarrass Carranza, Villa began more frequent attacks
on American citizens. He murdered 16 Americans on a train in Chihuahua on January 6th, 1916,
and then on March 9th he launched a raid into Columbus, New Mexico. 18 U.S. soldiers and
citizens died in the fighting along with over 100 of Villa’s men. In retaliation, President Wilson
authorized a large-scale incursion into Mexican territory to go after Villa. In total, over 12,000
U.S. soldiers crossed over into Mexico. The largest battles were fought in Parral and Carrizal
Mexico, and there was more violence on the border in Glenn Springs and Boquillas, Texas. The
campaign lasted 11 months.

In January 1917, the Mexican government adopted a new constitution that placed Carranza was
solidly in charge. He won re-election to another four-year term on March 11th, and the conflict



began to cool. However, there continued to be significant violence on the border. U.S. troops
entered Mexico to pursue bandits at least three times in 1918 and six times in 1919. The largest of
these clashes took place on June 15th in Juarez and El Paso. Over 3,600 U.S. troops crossed into
Mexico. At least 150 of Villa’s men died in the battle, and at least 35 U.S. soldiers were killed.
Throughout 1919, conflicting sources put the number of American troops on or near the border
between 20,000-80,000. On August 19th, 1919, an expedition of U.S. soldiers chased bandits
across the border near Ojinga, Mexico, and remained in Mexican territory for one week. The last
incursion of American troops on Mexican territory during the Mexican Revolutionary War took
place between August 28th and September 5th when two U.S. planes flew over the city of
Chihuahua on three separate occasions.

On May 21st, 1920, General Obregon turned on Carranza. Along with several other generals,
Obregén launched a successful coup, and Carranza was murdered as he fled the capital to
Veracruz. Obregon won the presidential elections in September and officially took power in
November. Pancho Villa also surrendered in 1920, and the Mexican Revolution officially ended.
The United States did not recognize the Obregén government until 1923 when it became evident
that General Obregén had a firm grasp on power.
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OBJECTIVE: Remove Foreign Regime; Maintain/Build Foreign Regime; Economic Protection;
Social Protection and Order

OUTCOME: Unclear

BATTLE DEATHS: U.S.: 131; Mexican: 554
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TOTAL DEATHS: U.S.: 265; Mexican: 878

COSTS: There were 30,000 soldiers stationed on the border in 1911. Taft sent an unknown
number of warships to Mexican water in 1912 for at least three months. Four marines landed for
one day in September of 1913 from USS Buffalo. One source mentions 5 US battleships stationed
in Mexican water in July of 1913. In October of 1913 the US evacuated a Mexican revolutionary
on a US warship. In April of 1914, 6,000 marines, 4 ships, at least 1 plane participated in the battle
for Veracruz. 4000 men remained to occupy the port for 11 months. In March 1916, 12,000 soldiers
began an 11-month expedition in Mexican territory. At least 8 aircraft were temporarily involved
in those 11 months. By June 1916 there were 112,000 national guardsmen assembled on the border.
10 U.S. troops engaged in a skirmish with Mexican forces in April of 1918. An unknown number
of soldiers and cavalry engaged Mexican bandits in March 1918. Small numbers of U.S. troops
briefly crossed into Texas in January 1918. There were between 20,000-80,000 troops stationed
on the border through 1919, including 9 army air corps units and 10 balloon companies. 5,000 U.S.
troops crossed into Mexican territory in June 1919 for 24 hours. In August 1919, a U.S. expedition
of unknown size supported by 1 aircraft entered Mexico for 1 week. Between August 28th and
September 5th, 1919, two U.S. airplanes made several passes over the city of Chihuahua in
northern Mexico.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case was coded as multiple separate interventions in the MID
data set as well as in the CRS report. We have chosen to aggregate MID # 1653, The start and end
dates listed represent the period in which the U.S. was directly involved in the Mexican
Revolution; the revolution actually began slightly before and ended roughly a year after the dates
for this case. Given that Mexico’s government was continually changing, battles between any
Mexican rebel group and U.S. government forces are included in “Battle Deaths.”



1912 Cuba

NAME: Confronting Cuban Rebels
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: May 23, 1912—August 5, 1912.
TARGET STATE(S): Cuba (CUB), 40
SUMMARY:

After several years of turmoil following Cuba’s liberation from Spain during the American
Spanish War and a failed attempt at democratic self-governance that resulted in a brief period of
military occupation under the United States, Cuba re-established itself as a weak and fledgling
democracy in 1909 with the election of José¢ Miguel Gomez as president.

However, three years after Gomez came to power and the United States relinquished control of
Cuba back to a civilian government, an armed uprising again threatened political stability within
the country. In 1912, the Gémez administration was confronted with an armed uprising by Afro-
Cubans, mainly veterans of the War for Independence. The rebels prior to the uprising
established themselves as the political party, Partido Independiente de Color, with the goal of
greater representation in government posts through the dismissal of those persons not loyal to the
Cuban independence cause and their replacement by war veterans. The party also sought an end
to other forms of racial discrimination, improved working conditions, and a free university
education. Unable to achieve their objectives in the political arena, in May 1912 the party took to
armed rebellion. In response, President Gomez directed a brutal campaign against the rebels.
When the latter threatened to destroy foreign property (i.e., American), the U.S. government
dispatched 9 naval ships to Havana and Nipe Bay and 500 marines to Guantdnamo Bay to
prepare for the protection of U.S. lives and property. Although Goémez described these as acts of
intervention, he agreed to cooperate with U.S. forces should they be needed, but they were not.
The revolt collapsed in June 1912. A majority of the U.S. forces withdrew from Cuba by August
1912, with the exception of one battalion that remained posted in Guantanamo Bay.
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OBJECTIVE: Social Protection and Order, Protect own Military and/or Diplomatic Interests,
Protecting Economic Interests.

OUTCOME: Victory for U.S. and Allies

BATTLE DEATHS: 0
TOTAL DEATHS: 0
COSTS: 500 Marines, 9 Naval ships.

DEFINITIONAL ISSUES: This case comes from the Congressional Research Service (CRS).
We confirm it as a military intervention.



1912 Honduras

NAME: Attempted Seizure at Puerto Cortez
DISPUTE NUMBER: N/A

DATES: February 7, 1912 — February 15, 1912
TARGET STATE(S): Honduras (HON), 91
SUMMARY:

In early 1912, Honduran President Manuel Bonilla was in negotiations with U.S. banks, including
J.P Morgan and company, to secure a loan that would allow Honduras to finance its enormous debt
with the United States. President Bonilla had only