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Table A.1 – Disputes of US investors in foreign countries 

 Country 

# 

disputes   Country 

# 

disputes   Country 

# 

disputes 

1 Afghanistan 1 26 Ethiopia 6 51 Oman 1 

2 Albania 2 27 Fiji 1 52 Pakistan 1 

3 Algeria 3 28 Georgia 3 53 Panama 6 

4 Antigua & Barbuda 1 29 Ghana 1 54 Peru 10 

5 Argentina 9 30 Guatemala 4 55 Poland 1 

6 Armenia 2 31 Haiti 6 56 Romania 1 

7 Azerbaijan 2 32 Honduras 6 57 Russia 5 

8 Bahrain 2 33 India 5 58 Rwanda 1 

9 Bangladesh 3 34 Indonesia 2 59 Serbia 2 

10 Belarus 6 35 Jamaica 2 60 Slovakia 1 

11 Bolivia 1 36 Jordan 3 61 Sri Lanka 5 

12 Bosnia & Herz 1 37 Kazakhstan 6 62 St Lucia 1 

13 Brazil 3 38 Kenya 1 63 St. Kits & Nevis 1 

14 Bulgaria 2 39 Kuwait 1 64 St. Vincent  1 

15 China 9 40 Kyrgyzstan 1 65 Tajikistan 1 

16 Colombia 1 41 Laos 2 66 Trinidad & Tobago 2 

17 Costa Rica 3 42 Latvia 1 67 Turkey 10 

18 Croatia 1 43 Macedonia 1 68 Turkmenistan 2 

19 Czech Republic 1 44 Mexico 5 69 UAE 3 

20 DR Congo 3 45 Mongolia 1 70 Uzbekistan 10 

21 Dominican Rep 16 46 Montenegro 2 71 Venezuela 1 

22 Ecuador 3 47 Morocco 1 72 Vietnam 2 

23 Egypt 3 48 Mozambique 2 73 Zimbabwe 4 

24 El Salvador 1 49 Nepal 2       

25 Estonia 1 50 Nigeria 2   Total 219 

SOURCE: Authors’ coding from State Department cables. 
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Table A.2 – Summary Statistics  

 

Variable Description Number Mean SD Min Max 

Serious US 

engagement 

Dispute prompts USG to (a) 

explicitly link it to aid, trade or other 

benefits; (b) discuss the case with the 

head of state; or (c) raise it during an 

official diplomatic visit. Source: US 

diplomatic cables (Wikileaks) 

219 0.29 0.46 0 1 

US Investment 

Treaty 

Dummy=1 if access to investment 

treaty arbitration through ratified US 

BITs or FTAs, 0 otherwise; Source: 

UNCTAD 

219 0.38 0.49 0 1 

GDP (logged) Natural log of host country GDP. 

Source: World Development 

Indicators 

215 24.42 1.86 20.15 28.88 

GDP growth Host country GDP growth rate. 

Source: World Development 

Indicators 

214 4.61 4.75 -17.67 14.16 

Investment 

profile 

Investment risk in host country (high 

involves few risks). Source: 

International Country Risk Guide 

184 7.82 2.30 0.67 11.5 

Local court Dummy = 1 if dispute been brought to 

host state courts, 0 otherwise. Source: 

WikiLeaks 

217 0.35 0.48 0 1 

Contract dispute Dummy = 1 if dispute over breach 

over contract with host state, 0 

otherwise. Source: WikiLeaks 

219 0.38 0.49 0 1 
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Robustness Tests 

 

To test the robustness of our results, we consider a series of models with additional control 

variables and model specifications, presented in Table A.3. In Model 3 we include 5-year period 

dummies, in case US investment protection policy shifts significantly over time. In Model 4 we 

include the diplomatic relationship between the US and the host country which might impact the 

likelihood of escalation of diplomatic intervention. In Model 5, we drop disputes in the Dominican 

Republic – the host state with the largest number of disputes – to ensure one country is not driving 

our results. Model 6 excludes those disputes where the investing firm explicitly asked the embassy 

not to intervene, as these disputes may not be informative of policymaking decisions within the 

US government. Models 7 and 8 respectively exclude individual private real estate disputes and 

disputes in which the investor is an individual, as these disputes may differ systematically from 

disputes involving the assets and rights of firms. Model 9 includes only contract disputes; if the 

US is particularly interested in these disputes (as our earlier results suggest), we want to confirm 

we do not miss any de-politicization effect specifically amongst these disputes. In model 10 we 

include (the log of) the stock of US FDI in the host country, from the US Bureau of Economic 

Analysis, as the US government may be more likely to intervene in countries that are important 

destinations for American foreign investment. And in Model 11 we exclude Investment Profile 

from our primary specification as it has limited data availability. Our findings are robust to all of 

these modelling and data choices. 

 

We also used coarsened exact matching techniques to correct for any imbalance in our sample 

between disputes in countries with investment treaties and those without. While the results do not 

alter any of our primary findings, we are hesitant to draw strong inferences from them, as matching 
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on key dispute and country level variables significantly decreased our sample size, and for this 

reason we do not report these results. 

 

Table A.3 Alternative models and data samples 

 
  -3- -4- -5- -6- -7- -8- -9- -10- -11- 

US Investment 

Treaty 0.279 0.234 0.208 0.366 0.307 0.124 -0.379 0.197 0.002 

 (0.418) (0.421) (0.464) (0.454) (0.456) (0.487) (0.539) (0.450) (0.406) 

GDP (logged) 0.028 0.02 0.009 -0.027 0.003 -0.102 -0.014 -0.163 -0.092 

 (0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.124) (0.123) (0.125) (0.147) (0.198) (0.106) 

GDP growth 0.062 0.062* 0.055 0.077* 0.045 0.055 0.069 0.097** 0.049 

 (0.039) (0.037) (0.038) (0.041) (0.040) (0.044) (0.052) (0.045) (0.033) 

Investment profile 0.006 -0.006 0.014 0.006 -0.007 -0.06 -0.07 -0.015  

 (0.092) (0.086) (0.096) (0.093) (0.099) (0.107) (0.167) (0.098)  

Local court 1.113*** 1.108*** 1.113*** 1.109*** 1.036*** 0.963** 0.657 1.058*** 0.791** 

 (0.332) (0.320) (0.334) (0.356) (0.331) (0.384) (0.513) (0.347) (0.321) 

Contract dispute 0.901*** 0.904*** 0.972*** 0.903** 0.668* 0.851**  1.051*** 0.710** 

 (0.349) (0.348) (0.363) (0.383) (0.394) (0.385)  (0.384) (0.306) 

1996-2000 -0.081         

 (0.586)         

2000-2005 0.379         

 (0.496)         

Diplomatic 

Relationship   -0.26        

  (0.240)        

US FDI (logged)         0.125  

        (0.110)  

Constant -3.253 -3.181 -2.562 -1.602 -2.03 1.009 -0.01 -0.84 0.507 

 (3.006) (2.964) (2.939) (3.101) (3.130) (3.233) (3.993) (3.592) (2.575) 

N 177 175 161 156 146 136 64 164 211 

Log likelihood -91.15 -90.7 -85.29 -85.34 -81.11 -75.95 -40.39 -84.99 -120.41 

Chi2 33.39 33.6 30.22 22.43 19 16.74 3.36 30.35 17.03 

AIC 200.29 197.41 184.58 184.67 176.22 165.9 92.77 185.99 252.82 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
Dependent variable is Serious US Engagement. Model 3 includes time period dummies. Model 4 includes the diplomatic 

relationship between the US and host country. Model 5 excludes disputes in the Dominican Republic. Model 6 excludes disputes 

in which investors did not request USG assistance. Models 7 and 8 exclude disputes involving private real estate and individual 

investors respectively. Model 9 includes only contract disputes. Model 10 includes US FDI in the host country. Model 11 

excludes Investment Profile. 
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We also consider whether a number of firm characteristics influence the likelihood or severity of 

US intervention, or otherwise complicate our analysis of de-politicization. As noted, previous 

research suggests historically firms were able to use their political power and influence to compel 

the US government to intervene on their behalf, even if such interventions compromised broader 

foreign policy objectives (Maurer 2013). Additionally, a significant literature in Business and 

Management studies the relationship between firm power/influence and government policy (see 

generally, Bonardi et al, 2005; and Hillman et al, 2004). 

To test if similar dynamics explain US diplomatic interventions today, we consider two 

variables related to firm size: the log of the investor firm’s Revenues (Model 12) and a binary 

variable that measures if an investor is a member of the Fortune 500 (Model 13). Data on firm 

revenues are from the Orbis and Compustat databases. Data on the Fortune 500 are coded based 

on information in Fortune magazine; observations are coded as 1 if the firm appeared in the 

Fortune 500 for any year between 1996 and 2010, or if the firm appeared in the top ten of Forbes’ 

list of the largest private companies in America over the same period. 

To test if more politically-connected firms are better able to compel intervention we include 

Lobbying in Model 14, the average amount the investor spent lobbying public officials in the US 

during the three years surrounding the dispute, relying on data from opensecrets.org. It is 

compulsory for any firms and individuals to report their lobbying expenses under the terms of the 

Lobbying Disclosure Act. Thus, for all disputes in our dataset which occurred during the period 

covered by the Lobbying Disclosure Act (since 1998), we have exhaustive coverage of investors’ 

lobbying: either the investor did lobby and thus shows up in the lobbying database with a positive 

value, or the investor is not in the lobbying database and thus lobbying expenditures are assumed 

to be $0.  
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Additionally, it is possible the US is more likely to intervene in disputes with greater assets 

at stake; in Model 15 we thus include a measure of (the log of) Dispute Size, coded using 

information in the cables whenever such a figure is available. As reporting in the cables variously 

refers to the best estimate of the asset value under dispute, the loss in revenues claimed by the firm, 

or damages requested in an arbitration claim, it is an imprecise measure of the size of the dispute, 

and should be interpreted cautiously. Finally, we include a dummy variable coded 1 if the dispute 

involves private Real Estate rather than commercial assets/operations, and a dummy variable 

coded 1 if the dispute involves an Individual Investor rather than a corporate firm, in Models 16 

and 17, respectively. If the power of investors drives American interventions, action may be less 

likely in private real estate disputes or the disputes of natural persons. 

The results, presented in Table A.4, strongly support our primary conclusions: in none of 

the models do we find a significant effect of investment treaties on the likelihood of US 

intervention even after controlling for various firm characteristics. The most important predictors 

from our initial model – local court and contract disputes – remain significant in most of these 

robustness tests. Additionally, none of the measures of firm power have significant effects. That 

said; it is important to note government action in a dispute is conditional on the investor’s request 

for intervention. Not all disputes are necessarily brought to the attention of diplomatic missions; 

moreover, even when a firm alerts the embassy to a dispute it may not request government 

assistance. Multiple cables record instances where firms specifically ask the government not to 

intervene in a dispute, and in these cases the government always stays out. Thus, even if there is 

little evidence that the government is more likely to intervene to benefit larger and more politically 

active firms, it does not follow that firms are passive players with no influence in the process. 
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Table A.4 – Regression Results with Additional Firm Level Variables 

 
  -12- -13- -14- -15- -16- -17- 

US Investment Treaty 0.098 0.193 0.127 0.075 0.218 0.226 

 (0.605) (0.417) (0.407) (0.589) (0.422) (0.436) 

GDP (logged) -0.141 -0.025 -0.038 0.003 -0.009 -0.014 

 (0.169) (0.123) (0.122) (0.153) (0.120) (0.132) 

GDP growth 0.149** 0.062 0.061 0.102** 0.056 0.058 

 (0.063) (0.040) (0.039) (0.048) (0.038) (0.040) 

Investment Profile -0.217 0.029 0.012 0.05 0.029 0.02 

 (0.183) (0.092) (0.090) (0.118) (0.092) (0.093) 

Local court 0.41 1.078*** 1.124*** 1.028** 1.114*** 1.084*** 

 (0.425) (0.320) (0.322) (0.451) (0.328) (0.326) 

Contract dispute 0.118 0.796** 0.794** 0.546 0.782* 0.815** 

 (0.428) (0.378) (0.364) (0.449) (0.412) (0.387) 

Revenues (logged) 0.057      

 (0.070)      

Fortune 500  0.651     

  (0.476)     

Firm lobbying (logged)  0.044    

   (0.029)    

Dispute size (logged)   0.203*   

    (0.118)   

Real estate dispute    -0.679  

     (0.693)  

Individual investor     -0.505 

      (0.695) 

Constant 3.001 -2.057 -1.584 -3.229 -2.101 -1.915 

 (4.869) (3.048) (3.028) (3.760) (3.073) (3.495) 

N 71 177 175 90 177 177 

Log likelihood -41.99 -90.4 -89.9 -46.61 -91.15 -91.31 

Chi2 10.17 35.95 35.37 19.46 41.46 42.01 

AIC 99.99 196.81 195.8 109.21 198.29 198.63 

Notes: Standard errors in parentheses, * p<0.1, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

Dependent variable is Serious US Engagement. Models 12 and 13 include proxies for firm size; 

firm revenues (logged) and Fortune500 status respectively. Model 14 includes logged value of 

firm lobbying expenditure. Model 15 includes the logged value of the assets under dispute. 

Models 16 and 17 include dummies for disputes involving private real estate (vs commercial 

assets) and natural persons (vs corporate entities).  

 

 

 

 

 

 


