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I have always wanted to be a marathon runner. I love watching 
these powerful women with serious looks on their faces run ridiculous 
distances, just because they can. I always thought my dream was 
health oriented-surely no one willingly runs 26.2 miles for any other 
reason-until last week when I watched a PBS television special. It 
was a documentary on a group of very ordinary people training for the 
Boston Marathon and going by the name of Team Nova. PBS is keen 
on interactive viewing; they give you the website during the show so 
you can check out Team Nova's training schedule. I leaped from the 
couch at the first commercial to do just that. I was thrilled; this was 
my chance. I could just follow the ten-month training schedule of 
Team Nova, and I would be running marathons in no time! I sat back 
down on the couch with the schedule to watch the rest of the docu-
mentary. Towards the end of the show, one of the doctors helping 
Team Nova train mentioned what he thought was a minor but interest-
ing point. Of the twelve individuals who trained for ten months and 
ran the race, only one lost weight, and that was more likely because of 
another fitness routine she was doing on top of her training. The re-
maining eleven-several of whom were overweight-did not change 
their body type at all. Thus, even if I followed the intensive training 
schedule of a marathon runner, I would likely not attain the great mus-
cles that all marathon competitors seem to have. I switched off the 
documentary having firm! y decided that running was not that cool of a 
sport anyway and that I had better things to do than run ridiculous dis-
tances just because I could. In a moment of self-reflection, it occurred 
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to me that my goal of running the marathon had long been mixed up 
with my appreciation of what I predicted would be the physical re-
sults; when I realized that I would have to commit to a lifetime of 
marathons before I would have any hope of seeing results, I decided to 
take up another sport. 

The task of this article is not to identify essential elements of sport-
related self-reflection; it is to identify the essential elements of post-
9/11 nation building. However, I actually think the two are related. I 
think that just as I had confused my desire for physical change with 
my commitment to lasting health, we as a nation often confuse abstract 
values in nation building with the methods by which they can be 
achieved. The U.S. has begun to confuse methods with goals, and val-
ues with institutions. The result is a foreign policy agenda that is 
quickly spinning out of control. 

Before one can fully understand why this is the case and how it 
came to pass, it is necessary to identify precisely what goals, values, 
methods, and institutions have been driving recent foreign policy. One 
can then turn his attention to the significance of their indistinction. 

The phrase "nation building" has been at the forefront of many 
news articles for the last five years, but we must ask ourselves, "What 
actually is nation building, and what challenges does it pose to Ameri-
can foreign policy?" The first thing to recognize is that nation building 
is different from state building. We are probably more familiar with 
the term "state building," which refers to the construction of institu-
tions that will form the basic structure of a country, specifically the 
institutions of taxation, justice, education, culture, and medicine. Na-
tion building is something different, however. Natio, the Latin root of 
the word nation, literally means that which has been born. 1 The defini-
tion of nation traditionally accepted in academic circles today is a 
community of people, a tribe, or a federation.2 The difference between 
nation building and state building is critical because state building re-
fers to the creation of infrastructure, a creation that is no more emo-
tionally charged than the building of a house. Nation building, on the 
other hand, refers to the development of a national identity, the mor-
ally complicated process of making the house into a home. In some 
sense, this concept of nation building is a contradiction in terms be-
cause one cannot build that which must be born. Yet, it is nation build-
ing via the establishment of democratic states that propels the Bush 

Online Etymology Dictionary, http://www.etymonline.com/index.php? 
search=natio&searchmode=none (last visited Jan 17, 2010). 

2 See WEBSTER'S NEW WORLD COLLEGE DICTIONARY 959 (4th ed. 2005). 
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foreign policy agenda. Ironically, the establishment of democracy is 
hindered by many of the same principles which hinder the develop-
ment of a nation. To understand why this is the case, it is necessary 
now to tum our attention to the values which drive foreign policy, and 
by extension, nation building. 

Even though foreign policy centers on the prevention of war, it is 
easy to forget that the ultimate objective of foreign policy is usually 
peace. "World Peace" is a refrain that has been promulgated from a 
diversity of domains. From political philosophy texts written centuries 
before Christ to nine out of ten answers in the interview portion of 
most national beauty pageants, peace is the one goal with which few 
can argue. Not surprisingly, peace often dominates rhetorical justifica-
tions of foreign policy action, with most policy rhetoric posturing it-
self as promoting objectives which will lead to peace. 

In the following paragraphs, I will demonstrate that the United 
States is no exception to this global phenomenon in that the three most 
common themes of foreign policy-freedom, democracy, and capital-
ism-are rhetorically justified as the most effective methods towards 
the achievement of peace. Yet, as shown in the following pages, there 
is something missing in this paradigm of foreign policy values and 
methods. Indeed, an entirely different method actually motivates pol-
icy, and this method is often at odds with the three aforementioned 
themes. I will argue that American leaders consistently fail to recog-
nize the danger of pursuing one method while promoting the pursuit of 
the others, and that ultimately, this failure will destroy the effective-
ness of American foreign policy. 

Immanuel Kant authored one of the most famous pamphlets ever 
written on the subject of peace. 3 While Kant's plan for perpetual peace 
was directed more toward the relationships between states,4 he was 
adamant that peace could not be achieved between states unless states 
formed republics based on civil constitutions. 5 Once the global arena 
became composed of states which respected the freedom of their citi-
zens, there could be a possibility for freedom among states as well as 
the possibility of perpetual peace.6 President Bush has endeavored to 

See Immanuel Kant, To Pe,petual Peace, in PERPETUAL PEACE AND OTHER 
ESSAYS ON POLITICS, HISTORY, AND MORALS (Ted Humphreys trans., Hackett 
Publ'g Co. 1983) (1795). 

4 See id. at 115. 
5 Id. at 112-13. 
6 Id. at 113. 
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see this theory put to use in his foreign policy. In a 2003 address to the 
National Endowment for Democracy, he stated, 

[T]he United States has adopted a new policy, a 
forward strategy of freedom in the Middle East. This 
strategy requires the same persistence and energy and 
idealism we have shown before, and it will yield the 
same results. As in Europe, as in Asia, as in every 
region of the world, the advance of freedom leads to 
peace.7 

President Bush has said that he believes "God has planted in every 
human heart the desire to live in freedom,"8 and he has framed most of 
his foreign policy on this idea. He once said, "Freedom and fear, jus-
tice and cruelty have always been at war, and we know that God is not 
neutral between them."9 From this, one can conclude that the value at 
the rhetorical center of American foreign policy is peace, and peace is 
recognized as best achieved tluough the spread of freedom. The wars 
currently occurring in Afghanistan and Iraq were justified in the pur-
suit of freedom and its byproduct-the pursuit of peace. For all his 
insight, Kant was a philosopher, not a statesman, and that allowed him 
the luxury of arguing that freedom was the way to peace without ar-
ticulating how freedom should be pursued. 10 President Bush has had 
no such luxury; he has concluded that the spread of democracy is es-
sential for the development of freedom and the eventual pursuit of 
lasting peace. Thus, American efforts towards nation building are 
based on the theoretical understanding that nations are composed of 
people; people yearn to be free; and democracy allows them to be so. 

The promotion of freedom as a cause for action is not new to 
Washington. In a few cases before World War II and in many cases 
thereafter, the theme of freedom was trumpeted to justify a diversity of 

George W. Bush, President of the U.S., Remarks on the 20th Anniversary 
of the National Endowment for Democracy (Nov. 6, 2003), in 2 PUB. PAPERS 1468, 
1474, available at http://www.gpo.gov:80/fdsys/pkg/WCPD-2003-ll-
10/pdf/WCPD-2003-ll-10-Pgl542.pdf. 

8 George W. Bush, President of the U.S., Address Before a Joint Session of 
the Congress on the State of the Union (Jan. 20, 2004), in 1 PUB. PAPERS 81, 84, 
available at http://www.gpo.gov:80/fdsys/pkg/WCPD-2004-0 l-26/pdf /WCPD-2004-
O l -26-Pg94-2. pdf. 

9 George W. Bush, President of the U.S., Address Before a Joint Session of 
Congress on the United States Response to the Terrorist Attacks of September 11 
(Sept. 20, 2001), in 1 PUB. PAPERS 1140, 1144, available at 
http://www.gpo.gov:80/f dsys/pkg/WCPD-2001-09-24/pdtlW CPD-2001-09-24-
Pgl347 .pdf. 

' 0 See Kant, supra note 3, at 112-13. 
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causes. Indeed, the entire Cold War was couched in the language of 
freedom versus repression. 11 Further, a few territorial tussles during 
this era were explained to be nothing less than a glorious fight for lib-
erty in the ongoing battle for peace. Harry Truman's inaugural address 
was a detailed depiction of the differences between democracy and 
communism, the most prominent of these differences being the con-
trast between freedom and repression. 12 John F. Kennedy, President 
during the Cuban Missile Crisis, the start of the Vietnam War, and the 
Bay of Pigs incident famously said, "We are not against any man-or 
any nation-or any system--except as it is hostile to freedom." 13 

While Kant believed sufficient freedom could be achieved through 
republics without directly calling for democracy, the dominant per-
spective in the second half of the twentieth century viewed freedom as 
being contingent upon democratic states. In fact, democracy has come 
to be recognized in many global circles as a "universal value." 14 The 
result has been the evolution of Kant's thesis into what is now termed 
the "Democratic Peace Theory." According to this theory (which is 
based on empirical evidence that democracies rarely go to war with 
one another), peace can be attained through the pursuit of democracy 
because the achievement of one is tantamount to achievement of the 
other. 15 

II See George W. Bush, President of the U.S., Commencement Address at the 
United States Military Academy in West Point, New York (May 27, 2006), in 42 
WKLY. COMPILATION OF PRESIDENTIAL DOCUMENTS 1037, 1038 (2006), available at 
http://www.gpo.gov:80/fdsys/pkg/WCPD-2006-06-05/pdf/WCPD-2006-06-05-
Pgl037-2.pdf (stating that Harry S. Truman "laid the foundation for freedom's vic-
tory in the cold war"); Harry S. Truman, President of the U.S., Address before a 
Joint Session of Congress (Mar. 12, 1947), in H.R. Doc. No. 80-171 ("I believe that 
it must be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who are resisting 
attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by outside pressures.") .. 

12 Harry S. Truman, President of the U.S., Inaugural Address (Jan. 20, 1949), 
available at http://a val on.law. yale.edu/20th_century/truman.asp. 

13 John F. Kennedy, President of the U.S., Special Message to the Congress on 
Urgent National Needs (May 25, 1961), available at http://www.jfkli-
brary.org/Historical+Resources/ Arc hi ves/Reference+Desk/Speeches/JFK/003POF03 
Nationa!Needs0525 l 96 l .htm. 

14 See generally Amartya Kumar Sen, De,nocracy as a Universal Value, 10 J. 
DEMOCRACY 3 (1999) (arguing that although democracy has roots dating back to 
ancient Greece, the idea of democracy as a universal value is a product of the twenti-
eth century). 

15 See generally SPENCER R. WEART, NEVER AT WAR: WHY DEMOCRACIES 
WILL NOT FIGHT ONE ANOTHER (1998); David Dessler, Beyond Correlations: To-
ward a Causal Theory of War, 35 INT'L STUD. Q. 337 (1991); Zeev Maoz, Realist 
and Cultural Critique of the De111ocratic Peace: A Theoretical and E,npirical Reas~ 
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As Truman demonstrated, more often than not, American foreign 
policy of the twentieth and twenty-first centuries has heralded democ-
racy as the method by which freedom can most fully and purely be 
attained. 16 Lyndon Johnson said, "[T]he vote is the most powerful in-
strument ever devised by man for breaking down injustice and de-
stroying the terrible walls which imprison men because they are dif-
ferent from other men." 17 Of course, this idea is hardly relegated to 
centuries past. It can be argued that the United States' decision to in-
vade Iraq and depose Saddam Hussein was based on the inverse argu-
ment of Democratic Peace Theory. While this theory argues that de-
mocracies are less likely to go to war with one another, the inevitable 
inverse argument is that non-democracies are then more likely to go to 
war. Couple this with suspicions of nuclear capability, and Hussein's 
dictatorship looms large on a screen of potential threats. Consequently, 
some argue the temporary chaos that dominates the state of Iraq is la-
mentable but justified in light of the removal of a threat to perpetual 
peace. 

Thomas Freidman best summed up the relationship of our final 
variables when he noted that countries that have a McDonald's within 
their borders are less likely to go to war with one another. 18 It was not 
a penchant for Big Macs that inspired Friedman to make this observa-
tion; rather, it was his assessment of the abundant influence of eco-
nomic interdependence between capitalist states that makes war an 
unprofitable enterprise. 19 Colin Powell recognized the significance of 
a healthy, capitalist economy when he said of American goals in Iraq, 
"We want to rebuild infrastructure. We want to create jobs. We want 
to show the Iraqi people that this money is being used to their benefit 
and [we want] do it as quickly as we can .... [T]he terrorists will be 

sessment, 24 ]NT'L REL. 3, (1998); John R. Oneal & Bruce Russett, The Kantian 
Peace: The Pacific Benefits of Denzocracy, Interdependence, and International Or-
ganizations 1885-1992, 52 WORLD PoL. 1 (1999); Bruce Russett, "And Yet It 
Moves" in Correspondence: The De1nocratic Peace, INT'L SEC., Spring 1995, at 
164. 

16 Truman, supra note 11. 
17 Lyndon B. Johnson, President of the U.S., Presiden!'s Remarks in the 

Capitol Rotunda at the Signing of the Voling Rights Act, (Aug. 6, 1965), available 
at http://www.lbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/archives.hom/speeches. hom/650806. asp. 

18 THOMAS L. FRIEDMAN, THE LEXUS AND THE OLIVE TREE, 239-40 (rev. ed. 
Farrar, Straus, and Giroux 2000) (1999). 

19 Id. at 241. 
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defeated."20 Additionally, during the Cold War, democracy was under-
stood by most Americans to rest on the acceptance of capitalism, and 
in fact, much scholarship still maintains that competition in the mar-
ketplace inexorably leads to competition in the political arena.21 
Throughout the twentieth century, countries that embraced economic 
systems other than capitalism were viewed, at best, with suspicion, 
and at worst, as Soviet puppets. 

For example, in Egypt, Gama! Abdel Nasser's attempt to remain 
neutral between the superpowers, in combination with his experimen-
tation of state ownership of previously foreign-backed investments, 
resulted in his being labeled a socialist and a Soviet ally.22 When the 
U.S. refused to sell military equipment to Egypt, Nasser turned to the 
next available source-and the Soviet Union happily filled the void.23 
In Iran during the same period, Mohammed Mossadegh was elected 
Prime Minister and began making moves to nationalize Iran's oil in-
dustry-a threat to British economic interests in the region.24 Again, 
the U.S. perceived nationalization as akin to socialism, and thus a 
threat of Soviet expansion.25 Conversely, the history of much of the 
Middle East in the twentieth century is replete with instances wherein 
American administrations upheld authoritarian regimes in the face of 
democratic challenges in an effort to enforce favorable economic sys-
tems.26 

20 Colin L. Powell, U.S. Sec'y of State, Remarks to the Press with Iraqi Dep-
uty Prime Minister Barham Salih (July 30, 2004), available at http://merln.ndu.edu/ 
merln/pfiraq/archive/state/34829.pdf. 

21 ROBERT GILPIN, THE CHALLENGE OF GLOBAL CAPITALISM: THE WORLD 
ECONOMY !NTHE21STCENTURY 51 (2000). 

22 See Peter Mansfield, Nasser and Nasserism, 28 lNT'L J. 670, 681 (1972-
1973) ("Apart from accentuating the trend towards socialism in Egypt, another and 
related effect of the Suez War of 1956 was to encourage the existing tendency to-
wards closer economic relations with the Soviet bloc states and weakening relations 
with the West."). See generally MICHAEL c. HUDSON, ARAB POLITICS: THE SEARCH 
FOR LEGITIMACY (1977) (explaining the history of the political culture of the Middle 
East and mentioning the effect that nationalizing the Suez Canal had on Nasser's 
image). 

23 RAM! G!NAT, THE SOVIET UNION AND EGYPT: 1945-1955, at 213-14 (1993 ). 
24 Winston P. Nagan & Craig Hammer, Conunentary: Patriotis111, National-

ism, and the War on Terror: A Mild Plea in Avoidance, 56 FLA. L. REV. 933, 968 
(2004). 

25 Kaveh Shahrooz, Book Note, 17 HARV. HUM. RTS. J. 328, 329 (2004) (re-
viewing STEPHEN KINZER, ALL THE SHAH'S MEN: AN AMERICAN COUP AND THE 
ROOTS OF MIDDLE EAST TERROR (2003)). 

26 See Randall Peerenboom, The Fire-Breathing Dragon and the Cute, Cuddly 
Panda: The bnplication of China's Rise for Developing Countries, Hun1an Rights, 
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Let us recognize, then, that in recent history, the value motivating 
American foreign policy has been peace, and the methods which have 
been understood to allow peace to endure have been freedom, democ-
racy, and capitalism. 

This interpretation of the recent history of foreign policy is limited 
in its scope because it takes at face value the vocabulary that has de-
fined it. In fact, although his speeches were replete with the exultation 
of peace and freedom, Truman's famous advisor George Kennan was 
the author of the Containment Policy27-a strategy that became the 
guiding principle of American foreign policy for years to come. Inter-
estingly, Kennan's most famous articulation of this policy, written 
under the then "anonymous" pseudonym, Mr. X, contrasted not free-
dom and repression, nor even democracy and authoritarianism, but 
capitalism with communism.28 He explained that communism antici-
pated the inevitable downfall of capitalism, and this left no room for 
the enjoyment of "political intimacy with the Soviet Regime."29 He 
went on to say, 

[The U.S.] must continue to regard the Soviet Union as 
a rival, not a partner in the political arena. It must con-
tinue to expect that Soviet policies will reflect no ab-
stract love of peace and stability, no real faith in the 
possibility of a permanent happy coexistence of the So-
cialist and capitalist worlds, but rather a cautious, per-
sistent pressure toward the disruption and weakening of 
all rival influence and rival power.30 

In his memoirs, Kennan lamented the interpretation of his article, 
arguing that he had not intended it to shape policy or to inspire mili-
tary action; rather, he had seen his writing as a potential directional 
shift for U.S. economic thinking. 31 

Whether a direct result of the Kennan article or not, in the years 
following its publication, U.S. foreign policy began to reflect a view 
that peace, freedom, democracy, and capitalism are interchangeable 

and Geopolitical Stability, 7 CHI. J. !NT'L L. 17, 43 (2006); Marina Ottaway & Tho-
mas Carothers, Think Again: Middle East Democracy, FOREIGN POL'Y, Nov./Dec. 
2004. 

27 See Wilson D. Miscamble, George Kennan: A Life in the Foreign Service, 
81 FOREIGN SERVICE J. 22, 22 (2004). 

28 See generally George F. Kennan, The Sources of Soviet Conduct, 25 
FOREIGN AFF. 566 (1947). 

29 Id. at 580. 
30 Id. at 580-81. 
31 See GEORGE F. KENNAN, MEMOIRS: 1925-1950, at 354-367 (1967). 
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concepts, and the achievement of one was frequently lauded as the 
accomplishment of another. Inversely, a threat to one was treated as a 
threat to all, and this dramatically shaped perspectives on policy. 

All of this is not intended to paint a vicious picture of American 
foreign policy but to instead illuminate a puzzle that must be ad-
dressed: If American foreign policy is motivated by the end-goal of 
peace, which is understood to best be achieved through the freedom 
generated by democratic and capitalist institutions, then why are there 
so many instances in which the goal of freedom was sacrificed for the 
method of capitalism? It is important to recognize that this would not 
be much of a puzzle if the story ended with this conclusion. The U.S. 
was founded on the belief that man is a sinful creature;32 thus a foreign 
policy motivated by economic gain, while troubling, would not be par-
ticularly puzzling. History is also peppered with instances in which 
economic interest is sacrificed for political liberty; however, the U.S. 
government's unflagging support of Israel is only one such example. 
We are left with two possible conclusions: (1) that American foreign 
policy is aimless, chaotic, and contradictory; or (2) that there is an un-
derlying element to each of these seemingly contradictory components 
that gives structure to the chaos. Perhaps unsurprisingly, I contend we 
are faced with the latter. 

The baton that has been passed from one presidential administra-
tion to the next over the last sixty-plus years has not been peace, free-
dom, democracy, or capitalism, but rather it has been security. When 
security becomes recognized as the dominant goal, achieved by tools 
including the spread of freedom, democracy, and capitalism, the occa-
sional sacrifice of one tool in favor of another begins to make greater 
sense. Whether we are to believe Kant, Friedman, or some group in 
between, it is clear that the respective values of freedom, democracy, 
and capitalism are measured against the objective of security. The 
problem is that the American vernacular does not reflect the differ-
ence. When the vernacular fails to account for nuance, words begin to 
lose their meaning; when words like democracy and freedom lose their 
meaning, their ability to ensure security is badly damaged. 

If we think of peace, freedom, democracy, and security in light of 
our earlier discussion of exercise, the problem becomes clearer. I pro-
pose to think of foreign policy like physical fitness. Before beginning 
a fitness routine, one has to ask: what goals can I achieve? Ideally, the 
goal is good health, while a shapely body is an accompanying benefit. 

32 See, e.g., THE FEDERALIST No. 51 (James Madison) ("If men were angels, 
no government would be necessary."). 
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The irony is that while poor health is easy to identify-usually it just 
takes one heart attack-good health is much harder to measure. The 
fringe benefit, the appearance of fitness, however, is far more quantifi-
able. Things like weight, appearance, and the need for new clothes are 
tangible measures of an otherwise intangible goal; because of these 
benefits, it is not unusual to sacrifice the inherent value of health for 
the more immediate measurability of a good shape. 

The objective of a healthy lifestyle can be achieved through a vari-
ety of methods and measured by a variety of results. Typically, par-
ticular results will be measured according to the method of implemen-
tation. For example, a man is told by his doctor that he is obese and 
that he must lose weight or face the potential consequences of disease 
or even death. This man faces a number of possible methods for 
achieving this goal, including the following: (1) Eating only grapefruit 
for three months while running ten miles a day; or (2) visiting a nutri-
tionist, working to cut a healthy number of calories from his daily diet, 
and committing to a gradual increase in daily exercise until he is regu-
larly exercising thirty minutes a day. In a world inundated with nightly 
news reports of how to "eat healthy and stay happy," it is obvious that 
the first option is not a good one, and yet, depending on how he has 
decided to measure his results, either one of these programs could be 
considered a success. If he is measuring in terms of immediate number 
of pounds lost, the first option will have great results. The problem is 
that in an effort to make measurable progress towards weight loss, the 
man has forgotten that weight loss was merely a method towards 
achieving physical well-being. While obesity is a threat to physical 
health, not all methods of fighting obesity enhance physical health, 
and in fact, some can be more dangerous than the original problem. 

In all of the theories of international relations that have been dis-
cussed herein, peace has been the objective, with freedom, democracy, 
and capitalism serving as methods towards its achievement, but in all 
the empirical cases we have examined, security has been pursued 
above all else. This can be explained by recognizing that the U.S. has 
developed a tendency to measure the prospects for peace by the condi-
tions of security, all the while promoting the methods of freedom and 
democracy. The consequence is that, by confusing our ultimate goal 
with one of its measurements, the U.S. has endangered the long-term 
prospects for both. 

In an effort to better understand where the cords have become en-
tangled, it behooves us now to trace two different paths that American 
foreign policy could take in pursuit of peace. I will begin by examin-
ing the democratic path to peace, taking care to illuminate the best 
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way in which favorable outcomes can be measured for this method. I 
will then turn to the security-oriented path of development. 

Kant's theory of perpetual peace, as demonstrated above, influ-
enced the development of modern Democratic Peace Theory.33 Ac-
cording to these modern theories, peace is best achieved through the 
value of freedom and the implementation of democracy within states, 
but how do we measure democratic success? 

One of the best definitions of democracy comes from the pen of 
social scientist Adam Przeworski. Przeworski argues that "Democracy 
is a system in which parties lose elections."34 He goes on to explain 
that "the presence of a party that wins elections does not define a sys-
tem as democratic: The Albanian People's party has regularly pro-
duced overwhelming victories. It is only when there are parties that 
lose, and when losing is neither a social disgrace ... nor a crime that 
democracy flourishes." 35 Przeworski does not emphasize the presence 
of elections, an independent judiciary, or a free press as stalwarts of 
democratic success; instead, he emphasizes uncertainty.36 Only when 
all parties have the potential to lose can democracy be said to have 
won. 

Democracy, then, can be measured by the institutions that exist in-
dependent! y of the forces that assail them. No matter who wins the 
2008 U.S. presidential election, it is unlikely that Americans will take 
to the streets in revolution. It is equally unlikely that, should John 
McCain be elected, Barack Obama will stage a military coup to chal-
lenge his leadership. American's unwillingness to revolt, and Obama's 
unwillingness to launch a coup d'etat, stem from an acceptance that, 
although Obama stands far from McCain on issues and in principle, he 
accepts and trusts the institutional structure that governs the election. 

It is critical to note that institutional strength is dependent on citi-
zens' trust of the system. Supposing that McCain won the election, 
Obama and his supporters would recognize that McCain could have 
lost. That he did not lose would be of little importance compared with 
the shared acceptance of his possibility of losing. As long as the possi-
bility existed, the institution would sustain their trust. Thus, if peace is 
judged to be a goal that can be attained by the establishment of democ-
racies, our measurement can be the institutionalization of uncertainty. 

33 See Kant, supra note 3, at 4-8. 
34 ADAM PRZEWORSKI, DEMOCRACY AND THE MARKET: POLITICAL AND 

ECONOMIC REFORMS IN EASTERN EUROPE AND LATIN AMERICA 10 (1991 ). 
35 Id. at 10, n.l. 
36 See id. at 12-14. 
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When security is identified as the method for the attainment of 
peace, however, the means of measurement change dramatically. 
When security is the method, uncertainty-institutionalized or other-
wise-becomes a poor indicator of success. The possibility that those 
who would ensure regional stability could lose is not a positive marker 
at all. Instead, security must be measured in terms of the "institution-
alization" of favorable outcomes. 

Historically, this has been the method of twentieth century U.S. 
foreign policy. When one looks at the overthrow of Mohammed Mos-
sadegh in Iran, 37 the overthrow of Patrice Lumumba in the Congo, 38 

and the attempted overthrow of Fidel Castro in Cuba, 39 it becomes 
clear that each of these decisions was an effort to ensure that foreign 
governments enacted policies favorable to U.S. interests. Again, our 
history is not isolated to the Cold War. Before the War on Terror ever 
began, U.S. politicians maintained contact with Iraqi dissenter Ahmed 
Chalabi and the Iraqi National Congress, a CIA-sponsored amalgama-
tion of anti-Saddam dissenters.40 The U.S. provided millions of dollars 
annually to the London-based organization in the years following the 
first Gulf War, under the policy objective of promoting U.S. influence 
in a post-Saddam Iraq. 41 

This paper is not intended to serve as a moral condemnation for 
neo-realist foreign policy objectives. Indeed, the realist tradition is rich 
in thoughtful and careful reasoning supporting the argument that peace 
is not attainable except through the pursuit of state-centered interests 

37 EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL, NSC 136/1, 
REPORT ON U.S. POLICY REGARDING THE PRESENT SITUATION IN IRAN (Nov. 20, 
1952), available at http://www.gwu.edu/-nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB126/ 
iran521120.pdf. 

38 LUDO DE WITTE, THE ASSASSINATION OF LUMUMBA xxii-xxiii (Ann Wright 
& Renee Fenby trans., Verso 1st ed. 2001) (1999) (stating that the Lumumba assas-
sination "is a staggering example of what the Western ruling classes are capable of 
when their vital interests are threatened"). 

39 JAMES A. BARRY, THE SWORD OF JUSTICE: ETHICS AND COERCION IN 
INTERNATIONAL POLITICS 119 (1998). 

40 STAFF OF SPEC. COMM. ON INTELLIGENCE, 109TH CONG., REPORT ON THE 
USE BY THE INTELLIGENCE COMMUNITY OF INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE IRAQI 
NATIONAL CONGRESS 6 (Comm. Print 2006), [hereinafter S. COMM. ON 
INTELLIGENCE], available at http:/lintelligence.senate.gov/phaseiiinc.pdf (giving a 
description of the organization and its connection to the U.S. government). 

41 Dan Murphy, Discredited Iraqi Ally Regroups: Ahmed Chalabi ls Trying to 
Build a Shiite Power Base in the Wake of a us Raid, CHRISTIAN SCI. MONITOR, June 
15, 2004, available at http:/lwww.csmonitor.com/2004/0615/p01s04-woiq.html 
(stating that the U.S. gave the Iraqi National Congress approximately $100 million 
over a multi-year period after the Gulf War). 
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in policy, or in other words, through the pursuit of security above all 
else. Rather, this paper is intended to caution that when security is the 
goal but democracy is promoted as a method towards state freedom, 
goals and methods both become less effective as tools towards achiev-
mg peace. 

If one accepts Przeworski's definition of democracy as the institu-
tionalization of uncertainty, then one must also recognize that democ-
racy is lost the moment the outcome is determined in advance. How-
ever, if one also recalls that American foreign policy has promoted the 
idea of democracy based on the pursuit of security, then it cannot be a 
surprise when the U.S. intervenes in elections to ensure outcomes fa-
vorable to fostering that security. This is the catch-22: when democ-
racy is imposed on foreign nations by a dominating country that is 
motivated not by a love of freedom, but rather by a need for security, 
the dominating country cannot afford to allow the conditions that per-
mit democracy to succeed. 

We can see evidence of this in all three of the concepts we have 
been exploring. Egypt has been a staunch U.S. ally in the Middle East 
for the last thirty years.42 Hosni Mubarak has been president for over a 
quarter of a century,43 and in 2006, President Bush met with Muba-
rak's son Gama!, sparking speculation that the U.S. would not oppose 
the reins of power being handed down as long as they were handed 
down in the guise of democratic legitimacy.44 Yet, through all of this, 
Egypt has been under emergency law-a condition which suspends 
the powers of the constitution and awards sweeping powers of arrest 
and detention to the Mubarak government.45 While "elections" have 
been held since Mubarak came to office, citizens were only invited to 
vote "yes" or "no" to Mubarak's leadership until recently.46 

In an election several years ago, while alternative candidates were 
allowed on the ballot, participation in the election was so controlled 
that it was hardly different from the earlier referendums.47 Further, in 
parliamentary elections, human rights groups have documented entire 

42 Barbara Slavin, In Cairo, Intense Anzbivalence Toi,vard USA, USA TODAY, 
Jan. 23, 2003, at Al 5. 

43 Martin Asser, Mubarak's Quarter of a Century, BBC NEWS, Oct. 13, 2006, 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/2/hi/middle_east/6045958.stm. 

44 Id. 
45 Id. 
46 See Barbara Slavin, U.S. Vision for Mideast Suddenly in Greater Focus, 

USA TODAY, Mar. 4, 2005, at AIO. 
47 See Asser, supra note 43; Daniel Williams, Police Attack Voters During 

last Day of Egypt Election, WASH. POST, Dec. 8, 2005, at Al. 
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polling stations being unofficially closed (with fully equipped riot po-
lice blocking the entrances) in areas in which the Islamic opposition 
was likely to receive a majority vote.48 Although American leaders 
have called for an end to such practices, aid is still sent and little more 
than disappointment is expressed in the face of continuing violations.49 

Thus, although freedom is called for, it is security that dictates policy, 
causing the former to lose value in the eyes of those watching. 

The same is true of democracy. In January 2006, Palestinians 
elected Hamas as the majority party in Parliament.50 The vote was an 
expression of long-standing exasperation with the corrupt Fatah 
party.51 Hamas, a Muslim organization committed to the destruction of 
Israel, had begun to build hospitals and schools, and develop infra-
structure in impoverished communities.52 Palestinians saw this as a 
welcome contrast to Fatah' s inaction, and voted accordingly. As soon 
as news of Hamas' s election reached the international press, however, 
the U.S. (among others) froze all foreign aid to Palestine until Hamas 
either left office or recognized Israel's right to exist.53 Two years later, 
the stalemate continues, with hundreds of thousands of Palestinians 
being unable to work, travel, or even dispose of their own waste (elec-
tricity has been shut down in some areas, preventing irrigation systems 
from working). 54 The promotion of democracy, in light of circum-
stances like these, rings tinny on the ears of the Palestinians. 

Finally, even the spirit of a free market and economic growth is 
occasionally sacrificed for the pursuit of security. In the case of Iraq, 
the rebuilding of infrastructure is almost exclusively allotted to foreign 
companies despite Iraq's experience with post-war nation building 

48 Williams, supra note 47, at Al. 
49 See Elaine Shannon, Rice's Busy Week in the Mideast: Fla,nas, Iran and 

Iraq on Agenda as Secretary Tours Arab Capitals, CNN.COM, Feb. 23, 2006, 
http://www.cnn.com/2006/POLITICS/02/21/rice.week/index.html. 

50 Steven Erlanger, Victory Ends 40 Years of Political Domination by Arafat's 
Party, N.Y. T!MES, Jan. 26, 2006, available at http://www.nytimes.com/2006/0l/26/ 
international/middleeast/26cnd-hamas.html. 

51 Id. 
52 Who Are Hamas?, BBC NEWS, Jan. 25. 2007, http://news.bbc.eo.uk/2/hi/ 

middle_east/1654510.stm. 
53 Steven R. Weisman & Craig S. Smith, U.S. and Europe Halt Aid to 

Palestinian Government, N.Y. TIMES, Apr. 8, 2006, at A6, available at 
http://www.nytimes.com/2006/04/08/worlcl/middleeast/08hamas.html. 

54 U.N. Conference on Trade and Dev., The Palestinian War-Torn Economy: 
Aid, Development and State Formation, 8, U.N. Doc. UNCTAD/GDS/APP/2006/1 
(Apr. 5, 2006), available at http://www.unctad.org/templates/Download.asp? 
docid=6922&lang= I &intltem!D=5067. 
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(think Gulf War I).55 In some of the most famous missteps of the war 
Paul Bremer dissolved the Iraqi Army, banned Ba'ath party officials 
from work, and eliminated the Information Ministry, causing the loss 
of 400,000 Iraqi jobs within the first months of "reconstruction."56 

Bremer's intention was not to establish an experienced and well-armed 
opposition army, yet this was the ultimate result of a short-term secu-
rity solution. Moreover, despite unemployment rates of sixty to sev-
enty riercent, many subcontractors are importing labor from South 
Asia. 7 The American Coalition Provisional Authority has banned un-
ions and made the organization of strikes illegal.58 The result is that a 
number of American contractors are satisfied with their tidy profits 
while thousands of disenfranchised Iraqis are unable to feed their 
families. 59 Further, with most profits being generated by foreign firms, 
the Iraqi state cannot garner capital from taxing its own citizens. That 
conundrum serves to "continue the cycle of dependence on external 
sources through rents accruing from aid ... [and] oil exports."60 

The point here is not that the U.S. should overthrow the Mubarak 
regime to grant value to American claims of loving freedom: it should 
not. The point is also not that Hamas is an innocent organization terri-
bly wronged by a power hungry U.S.: it is not. Finally, the point is not 
that American contractors should be prohibited from earning profits 
during reconstruction. The point is that democracy has no value unless 
its institutions allow for unexpected developments, and a terrorist or-
ganization's election was unexpected. The examples above indicate 
that the U.S. is far less committed to the method of democracy than to 
the method of security. Our administration defines security as global 
commitment to democracy, but the actions of our administration reveal 
a definition of security which involves ensuring like-minded govern-
ments around the world. In the first definition, security follows democ-
racy. In the second definition, security precedes democracy. The prob-
lem is that when security precedes democracy, we are committed not 
to the values of freedom which applaud the institutionalization of un-

55 David Barstow, Security Ca,npanies: Shado1v Soldiers in Iraq, N.Y. TIMES, 
Apr. 19, 2004, al Al, available at hllp://www.nylimes.com/2004/04/19/world/ 
security-companies-shadow-soidiers-in-iraq.html. 

56 RIVERBEND, BAGHDAD BURNING: GIRL BLOG FROM IRAQ 21 (2005). 
57 Khalid Medani, State Building in Reverse: The Neo-Liberal "Reconstruc-

tion of Iraq," 232 MIDDLE E. REP., Autumn 2004, at 28, 29. 
58 Id. at 30. 
59 

60 
Id. at 29, 31. 
Id. at 35. 
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certainty, but instead to the infrastructures of a state that promote our 
interests above all others. 

After saying that democracy leads to security and then structuring 
institutions to ensure the election of "safe" candidates, we cannot then 
wonder why we are no more secure than when we started. This is like 
saying that physical fitness leads to a better shape, taking steroids to 
enhance muscle tone, and then wondering why we feel so grumpy all 
the time. 

Complicating matters further is evidence which suggests that while 
democracies are less likely to go to war with one another, transitioning 
democracies are among the most bellicose states of all.61 For this rea-
son, the policy of using democracy to achieve security in the pursuit of 
freedom and peace is particularly dangerous. As previously noted, 
successful democracies are based on the electorate's trust that the de-
mocratic institutions in place are sufficient to ensure that anyone could 
lose. The challenge, of course, is getting political actors to support a 
system that does not ensure their success. The American model can 
only take us so far in that it has 200 years of building trust under its 
respected branches. Emerging democracies often have decades of 
fragmented electorates to traverse, and the frequent cycles of utterly 
predictable elections that occur in emerging democracies challenge the 
possibility that all could lose elections. 

Transitioning democracies are understood to be those states in 
which there are democratic practices, such as elections, but the institu-
tionalization of uncertainty has not yet taken place. In those transition-
ing democracies, where elections might matter, candidates have em-
barked on alternative means of collecting the vote in order to ensure 
their success; these candidates seek to predetermine the election and 
undermine uncertainty. It has been demonstrated that these states are 
among the most dangerous of all international systems. In other words, 
even purely authoritarian systems generate greater international secu-
rity than states that have some democratic mechanisms. 

Plenty of experts argue that democracy cannot be achieved in the 
war-torn countries of Iraq and Afghanistan without first establishing 

61 See generally EDWARD D. MANSFIELD & JACK SNYDER, ELECTING To 
FIGHT: WHY EMERGING DEMOCRACIES Go TO WAR (2005) (recognizing that emerg-
ing democracies with weak political institutions are more likely to be involved in 
war than developed democracies, and thus arguing that nation building should be 
focused on strengthening such institutions before encouraging elections). 
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security, 62 and this is true. These experts would do well to wonder, 
however, why Americans are facing so much resistance in their efforts 
to build nations out of Iraq and Afghanistan. It is the easy way out to 
suppose that they fight because they hate freedom. In President Bush's 
own words, "[P]eople yearn to be free."63 Yet, the experts are seeing 
Iraq in light of Palestine and Afghanistan in light of Egypt-places 
where the American rhetorical support for democracy has been condi-
tioned by actions that are motivated by the preservation of American 
security. The challenges being faced in Iraq and Afghanistan are di-
rectly correlated to a long history of preaching peace through democ-
racy while pursuing security through force. For the people of the Mid-
dle East and the rest of the world, the value of freedom is measured in 
the currency of history, and the American dollar has come up short. 

Americans sometimes measure democracy by the presence of elec-
tions but measure security by the outcome of those elections. When 
the outcomes are surprising, or when the results are unfavorable, 
Americans have demonstrated a willingness to undermine the legiti-
macy of the election. If Przeworski is correct, however, then what has 
really been done is the uncertainty has been taken out of the institu-
tion; we have undermined the lasting value of freedom for the imme-
diate measurability of security. 

Now I am not suggesting that the U.S. should abandon the goal of 
security. Nor am I suggesting that building muscle is not an appropri-
ate goal for a fitness routine. Instead, I am suggesting that when the 
goal is strictly muscle gain, but it is continually articulated as fitness, 
one becomes less careful in the methods and more prone to unneces-
sary injury. The U.S. cannot be continually willing to undermine the 
outcome of democracy while still claiming the pursuit of it. In doing 

62 See Glenn Kessler, Kerry Says Security Comes First, WASH. POST, May 30, 
2004, at Al, available at http://www.washinglonpost.com/wp-dyn/articles/Al443-
2004May29.hlml (noting lhat John Kerry has argued lhal lhe U.S. should emphasize 
security before democracy in Iraq); lNT'L INST. FOR DEMOCRACY AND ELECTORAL 
ASSISTANCE, DEMOCRACY, CONFLICT AND HUMAN SECURITY: POLICY SUMMARY: KEY 
FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 16-18 (2006) http://www.idea.int/publications/ 
dchs/upload/Inlaga.pdf (emphasizing the need for peace settlements and popular 
acceptance when establishing democracies in war-torn societies); NATIONAL 
ENDOWMENT FOR DEMOCRACY, STRATEGY DOCUMENT 8 (2002) 
http://www.ned.org/publications/documents/strategyDocument2002.pdf (noting that 
"a culture of peace" is "a necessary foundation for democratic development"). 

63 Jim Garamone, U.S. Won't 'Cut and Run' from Iraq, Bush Says, AM. 
FORCES PRESS SERVICE, Apr. 21, 2004, available at http://www.defenselink.mil/ 
news/newsarlicle.aspx?id=26829. 
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so, a mockery is made of the values which make democracy desirable 
and the elements which make security possible. 

I am confident that the U.S. is capable of state building. I am cer-
tain that the U.S. can meet the criteria for the appearance of democ-
racy while protecting the advancement of its own security. I am not 
convinced that in this way, nations will be born. No matter how many 
times I go to the gym, I am not going to come out looking like Hulk 
Hogan. This does not mean that I am not physically fit, but someone 
who measures fitness on the scale of the Hulk will call me a failure. 

The U.S. is weighing democracy on the scale of its interests and 
condemning those who come up short, but the paradox is that until the 
U.S. allows democracy to genuinely represent freedom-whatever its 
form-it will never result in the security that it seeks. That is Przewor-
ski 's whole point. Freedom is not the presence of something; it is the 
absence of limitations. 

It is interesting to contrast the speeches President Bush made on 
the campaign trail in 2000 with those he has made much more re-
cently. Campaigning against the Clinton legacy of humanitarian inter-
vention, President Bush promoted a consistent policy of security-based 
foreign policy. In the second campaign debate of that year, he re-
marked, "I'm not so sure the role of the United States is to go around 
the world and say, 'this is the way it's got to be."'64 Ironically, it was a 
major threat to the security of the U.S. that led to the policy of nation 
building that President Bush had once denounced. Yet, although the 
President has shifted in his support of nation building, foreign policy 
has not reflected a complimentary change in methods. Security-based 
foreign policy works when it accompanies a relatively isolationist the-
ory of intervention. But if the U.S. is to take on the role of a democ-
ratic nation builder, it must be prepared to allow democracy to flourish 
as a method. 

As a nation, we can build states. We can establish elections. We 
can put up halls of justice. But we cannot build nations out of a cloned 
people without terrible mutations of the model we seek to emulate. If 
we believe in freedom, we must allow it, and we must trust the doc-
trine that we espouse-that from freedom flows peace. Because to do 
otherwise-to play the game of pursuing security while espousing 
freedom-may allow us to win the set, but will cause the match to 
defeat us. 

64 Joel Roberts, Bush "s Top Ten Flip-Flops, CBSNEWS.COM, Sept. 28, 2004, 
http://www.cbsnews.com/stories/2004/09/28/politics/mai n646 l 4 2.shtml. 


