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An Institutionalist Appraisal of I.C.J. Jurisdiction by Zachary D. Clopton 
Clopton discusses the establishment of the International Court of Justice from an
institutionalist framework and analyzes its successes and failures since its inception.

From April to June 1945, representatives of the nations of the world met together at the
Conference on International Organization in San Francisco, California.i While the world was
still recovering from “the scourge of war, which twice in our lifetime has brought untold sorrow
to mankind,”ii the International Court of Justice (I.C.J.) was created as the beacon of
international law as an alternative to international violence. Chapter XIV, Article 92, of the
Charter of the United Nations cemented the place of this organization: “The International Court
of Justice shall be the principal judicial organ of the United Nations. It shall function in
accordance with the annexed Statute, which is based upon the Statute of the Permanent Court of
International Justice and forms an integral part of the present Charter.”iii
The I.C.J. represented part of the grand design for peace in the world. The time had
come to develop “a broadened authority for law among nations,”iv and the I.C.J. was to be that
authority. The rule of law was to become the guiding principle of the international community.
Hopes were especially high since the U.N. Charter linked the I.C.J. and the U.N. This link did
not exist between their predecessors – the Permanent Court of International Justice and the
League of Nations, respectively.v
The establishment of the Court was steeped in institutionalist philosophy. Analysis of the
early discussion regarding the body further corroborates this judgment. The Court was based on
institutionalist assumptions about the international community and attempted to spread legalism
through institutionalist channels. During the creation of the I.C.J., however, concessions to
power were required, lowering the sovereignty costs of joining to encourage powerful nations to
acquiesce. Yet these concessions to realism can be accounted for in the institutionalist
framework.
The history of the I.C.J. has been one of ambivalent success. The I.C.J. “unquestionably
has made important contributions to the development of international law.”vi However, it has not
been as successful as advertised. Legal scholar Leo Gross put it bluntly, “it is commonplace to
say that the Court has not lived up to expectations.”vii It was not institutionalism that failed the
Court, rather the design of the Court’s jurisdictional system,viii which left too much open to the
interpretation of the States, was faulty. This “softness” limited the effectiveness of the Court as a
judicial body, curtailing its legitimacy, and thereby rendering the gains of institutional
participation null.
The Establishment of the Court
Institutionalist Roots
Institutionalist international relations theory is grounded in the core assumptions of realist
theory. In particular, three assumptions about the nature of the international system stand out.
First, “states are the major actors in world affairs.”ix Second, the international system is
characterized by the state of anarchy. Waltz dubs anarchy the “ordering principle” of
international relations.x Third, states act in accordance with national interests. As Grieco says,
“the international environment severely penalizes states if they fail to protect their vital interests .
. . hence, states are ‘sensitive to costs.’”xi
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The International Court of Justice satisfies all three of these assumptions. First, only
states can bring cases before the Court and only states may have cases brought against them.
Chapter II, Article 34, Paragraph 1 firmly states “only states may be parties in cases before the
Court.”xii While institutionalists accept this general principle, they add that institutions can still
affect state behavior. The explicit goals of the I.C.J. are to do just that, encouraging states to
adopt law-abiding natures.
Keohane, Marvacsik, and Slaughter argue that one of the defining characteristics of
international legalization is access. Access is defined as the ability for non-state actors to engage
in the legal process. The I.C.J.’s absolute refusal of this possibility characterizes it as an
interstate legal body in their framework.xiii The new International Criminal Court, however, puts
individuals on trial rather than states,xiv making it a transnational legal entity.
The International Court of Justice also reflects the view that the international system is
inherently anarchical. Although institutionalists accept this postulate, they argue that
interdependence and the increasing cost of war encourage states to search for ways to constrain
this anarchy.xv An international system including a third-party arbiter is a logical method to
impose order in the system. Framers hoped that the I.C.J. would independently and objectively
enforce international law, providing states with another option to settle their disputes besides the
use of force.
Thirdly, the I.C.J. promotes national interests. Realist scholar Dean Acheson argued that
law must be respectful of power.xvi However, institutionalists suggest that law and power can be
compatible. In fact, Krasner asserts that some regimes help states maximize power.xvii
Ostensibly, institutions can grease the wheels of international cooperation which provides states
with a twofold benefit. On the one hand, states “will want to use the . . . jurisdiction of the
World Court” to achieve their national interests.xviii This occurs directly with Court rulings and
indirectly with the spillover effects of international cooperation.
On the other hand, the I.C.J. promotes the pacific settlement of disputes. As such, the
Court saves states the cost of fighting (let alone losing) a war with an enemy. As Philip Jessup
put it, “scientific ingenuity has reenforced the conclusion that it would be better [for a state] to
strengthen the peaceful processes of the United Nations and lose a lawsuit, than to weaken the
Organization and win a war.”xix In simple terms, law is a less expensive sanction than violence,
especially when it encourages states to follow the rules. The late U.S. Senator Moynihan
concurred with this assessment, stating “We [the U.S.] are . . . a law-abiding nation [so] it is in
our interest that others should be.”xx In other words, the I.C.J. supports national interests.
The I.C.J.’s connection with institutionalism does not stop with that theory’s
assumptions. Designers of the Court also hoped that it would provide the benefits to the
international society that characterize a successful regime. Using Keohane’s set of benefits, this
correlation can be evaluated. First, Keohane argues that regimes lower transaction costs for
compliant states.xxi The I.C.J. achieves this on two fronts. On the one hand, Keohane suggests
that when states enter into a regime, “incentives to violate regime principles are reduced.”xxii
The I.C.J., as an organ of international justice, promotes the compliance of states with other
agreements.
On the other, Keohane notes that regimes affect costs in the “mundane sense of making it
cheaper for governments to get together to negotiate agreements.”xxiii For the I.C.J., this
mundane sense is embodied in the fact that states need not create new and expensive
enforcement mechanisms for treaties. Instead, they can simply include a provision in the treaty
calling for dispute resolution by the I.C.J. States frequently exercise this option. In fact, “the
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most common way in which the compulsory jurisdiction of the Court is accepted is . . . in
jurisdictional clauses of multilateral or bilateral treaties.”xxiv
Second, Keohane asserts that regimes can address the problem of asymmetrical
information about state behavior. “International regimes help governments to assess others’
reputations by providing standards of behavior against which performance can be measured, by
linking these standards to specific issues, and by providing forums . . . in which these evaluations
can be made.”xxv Framers saw the I.C.J. fitting this definition perfectly, since it was to be the
ultimate forum for interstate legal evaluation. As such, institutionalists esteemed the I.C.J. since
it is in a state’s interest to obtain “the reputation of respecting their legal obligation.”xxvi
Third, Keohane contends that regimes help with the problem of moral hazard. Moral
hazard arises when agreements “alter incentives in such a way as to encourage less cooperative
behavior.”xxvii In international relations, this problem is directly connected with noncompliance,
where states may enter into agreements but then slowly and subtly violate some of their terms.
However, the I.C.J. judges state performance with reference to treaties and therefore also
encourages states to monitor behavior. As a result, it works to prevent this problem of moral
hazard.
The I.C.J. design corresponds with the institutionalist view of a regime. However, for it
to function as Keohane expects, the Court must be legitimate. Keohane himself argues that “the
value of a potential agreement to its prospective participants will depend, in part, on how
consistent it is with principles of legitimacy embodied in international regimes.”xxviii As such, it
was essential for early advocates of the Court to work toward legitimation. Further, new states
consider compliance with the Court as “a sign of [their] responsibility and integrity”xxix – in other
words, a sign of their legitimacy, too.
Compromise with Sovereignty – The Optional Clause
During the debates on the creation of the International Court of Justice, the most hotly
contested issue was that of jurisdiction.xxx At the San Francisco Conference, “the majority of
Delegations expressed the opinion that the system of compulsory jurisdiction by mere signature
of the Statute” should be adopted.xxxi Advocates of this policy argued that compulsory
jurisdiction would make “the I.C.J more nearly resemble domestic courts; and it would
symbolize an international effort to ‘get serious’ about international law.”xxxii In fact, the
representative for the United Kingdom at San Francisco suggested that a provision for the
compulsory jurisdiction of the Court should be included in the U.N. Charter.xxxiii
The realist impulse in states thwarted the scheme of compulsory jurisdiction. In a realist
world, national sovereignty is the safeguard of national interest. As such, states were reluctant to
concede their sovereignty to the unchecked power of international organization.xxxiv In that light,
powerful nations – in particular the U.S. and the Soviet Union – rejected cries for compulsory
jurisdiction. As the delegate from the United Kingdom wrote, “two countries, whose
cooperation is essential, are not ready to accept compulsory jurisdiction.”xxxv Those states “saw
little reason to forsake the political benefits of their obvious strategic advantage by accepting a
more than fictional [legal] equality” with the smaller states.xxxvi
Great power opposition presented a choice to the international community – a Court
without the two powers or a weakened statute. As the Canadian report on the meeting stated,
“adopting compulsory jurisdiction was not worth running the risk that some of the more
importance states . . . might refuse to sign.”xxxvii The nations chose compromise. As such, the
Statute of the Court contains the optional clause, a middle ground between compulsory
jurisdiction and the principle of sovereignty. Article 36 of the Statute gives state parties the
4
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option to make declarations accepting the Court’s jurisdiction, and these declarations may
include reservations barring the Court from hearing certain classes of disputes.xxxviii
On the surface this compromise is a concession to realist ideology. Institutionalist theory
also has something to say on the topic. Abbott and Snidal discuss the difference between hard
and soft law. They suggest that a trade-off between transaction costs after the agreement is
signed (favoring hard law) and contracting costs during the negotiation process (favoring soft
law).xxxix Since flexible soft law has lower “sovereignty costs,” these institutionalists assert that
it is often preferred to more restrictive hard law systems.xl For the I.C.J., allowing states to draft
their own declarations introduced an element of soft law into the Statute. The reason for this was
simple: soft law is a tool of compromise.xli
The I.C.J. framers also saw this compromise as a precursor to a more competent Court.
Abbott and Snidal’s hard law-soft law thesis specifically discusses the movement toward harder
law. They argue that softer law “provides a framework within which states can . . . pursue
‘harder’ gains” in the future.xlii For the I.C.J., the optional clause “constituted an invitation to
states to pluck up courage and undertake these commitments even if only for a trial period.”xliii
If states engaged in this “trial period,” the Court would be able to build legitimacy and encourage
states to accept compulsory jurisdiction without reservation – a “harder” commitment to the
I.C.J. Further, scholars theorized that the optional clause would drive states to participate in the
international legal process. Although the optional clause does fall short of truly compulsory
jurisdiction, “it is an imperfection which can be overcome by a form of active participation in the
Organization.”xliv As such, the optional clause motivates states to take a greater role in the Court
in order to build its legitimacy. Moreover, as D’Amato says, the Court “helps modify state
conduct.”xlv Essentially, the Court puts states in a legal mind set and ties that mind set to the
legitimacy of the Court – a characteristic only active and “good faith” participation can build.
Assessment of the Court
I.C.J. Successes
Since 1945, the International Court of Justice has achieved ambivalent success. There
have been some definite positives for the Court. First, the number of cases heard by the Court
has been steadily rising. Currently, the Court has twenty-two pending cases awaiting
judgmentxlvi – an all time high.xlvii The number of agreements that name the I.C.J. as the arbiter
of disputes continues to grow.xlviii Second, the Court has found a niche in international politics.
“The I.C.J. has consistently had a steady stream of cases concerning international boundary
disputes.”xlix The Court has four such cases on its docket at the present.l
On the less tangible side, the Court made major strides on the legal front. First, the I.C.J.
has been integral in the creation of international law. R. P. Anand argues that the Court “has
become one of the chief instrumentalities for the gradual development and growth of
international law.”li Each time the I.C.J. rules on a case, it makes a contribution to the greater
body of law. Keohane, Moravcsik, and Slaughter define this in institutionalist terms. They
suggest that “what distinguishes legalized regimes is their potential for setting in motion a
distinctive dynamic built on precedent, in which decisions in a small number of disputes create
law that may govern by analogy a vast array of future practices.”lii I.C.J. decisions epitomize this
process.
Certain features of the Court make this pursuit even more significant. For one thing, the
I.C.J. is casuistic. This means that Judges respond in legal terms to the arguments of both sides –
winners and losers alike.liii For another, the Court frequently rules on issues of customary law.
Customary law is by nature unwritten, so it is only through the creation of legal precedent that it
5
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is codified. The I.C.J. is the primary vehicle for the transformation of customary law to written
documents.
Second, the I.C.J. has become a tool of statecraft. Some scholars suggest that the Court
represents a “part of the general diplomatic machinery at the disposal of states.”liv In the face of
an international crisis, the I.C.J. is one of the many tools available to foreign policy makers.
Moreover, it is often diplomatically logical for a state to refer a case to the I.C.J. in order to
insulate it from other policy areas. New Zealand took advantage of this option in the case
regarding French nuclear tests. Apparently, “New Zealand saw the use of the Court as a way of
isolating the [nuclear test] dispute from her otherwise cordial relations with France.”lv So, the
I.C.J. has been an asset to world politics.
Functional Failures
Despite these successes, the I.C.J. has clearly not lived up to expectations. A strong
tension exists between the hopes of the founders – hopes that still spring eternal, in fact – and the
realities of the Court to date. Anand expresses this tension, noting that “the International Court
has been the most unused though still the most promising instrumentality there is for peace.”lvi
The shortcomings of the Court can be traced back to the compromise made at San Francisco,
although they do not in themselves condemn the theories that justify the Court.
The failings of the Court are best assessed in two fields. First, states have been reluctant
to bring major issues in front of the Court.lvii Instead, such issues have been addressed by more
traditional tools of international relations such as bilateral and multilateral negotiation or force.
Second, the trend since 1945 has been a reduction in the jurisdiction of the Court. This trend
exists among great powers and among the larger community of nations. Only three of the five
permanent members of the Security Council ever filed declarations with the Court – the U.S.,
France, and the United Kingdom. By the end of 1985, the U.K. stood as the only permanent
member still granting any compulsory jurisdiction to the Court.lviii More generally, the
percentage of parties to the Statute with declarations dropped from 75% to 31% between 1945
and 1995.lix Clearly, the I.C.J. has experienced a downward trend.
Root of the Problem
These problems are merely symptoms of the greater disease of the I.C.J. – the
compromise on jurisdiction gave too much leeway to the states, which thrust the Court into a
downward spiral of decreasing legitimacy and decreasing relevance. Essentially, this situation
stemmed from the divergence between the presumed and actual construction of reservations.
Originally, the framers assumed that reservations would be restrained. Waldock describes the
idealized reservation as defining “determinate, objective, criteria” for the Court to evaluate.lx
After the San Francisco Conference, the Canadian report noted that “reservations made in the
past [to the Permanent Court of International Justice] did not limit in any substantial way the
jurisdiction of the Court.”lxi This was the prevailing view as of 1945.
Yet the history of the Court frustrated these hopes. Less than two decades after the
creation of the Court, Max Sorensen observed the “marked tendency to weaken and narrow the
scope” of declaration made to the Court.lxii Throughout the years, reservations have increasingly
limited the jurisprudential range of the I.C.J. In fact, Anand argues that certain “declarations
have been riddled with such damaging and unprecedented reservations that many of them can be
regarded as negligible and confer jurisdiction on the Court in name only.”lxiii This is a far cry
from the intent of the optional clause system.
Moreover, reservations have deviated so far from their original conception that some
actually grant legal decision-making power to states. Waldock disparages such reservations that
6
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place judicial matters “at the discretion of the State concerned.”lxiv These reservations strike at a
fundamental responsibility of the Court — the “function of determining disputes as to its
jurisdiction.”lxv This affront to the Court is made even more egregious by its direct contradiction
to the Court’s Statute. Article 36, Paragraph 6, clearly states that “in the event of a dispute as to
whether the Court has jurisdiction, the matter shall be settled by the decision of the Court.”lxvi
This usurpation of authority by the states is exemplified in reservations submitted by
Portugal and the United States. Reservation 3 of Portugal’s Declaration states that “the
Portuguese Government reserves the right to exclude from the scope of the present declaration,
at any time during its validity, any given category or categories of disputes, by notifying the
Secretary-General of the United Nations and with effect from the moment of such
notification.”lxvii The auto-interpretative reservation leaves the door open for Portugal to reduce
its commitment at any time. To make matters worse, the Court recognized the validity of this
reservation in the “Right of Passage over Indian Territory” Case between Portugal and India.lxviii
The most flagrant seizure of Court jurisdiction constitutes the infamous Connally
Reservation. Based on a recommendation from U.S. Senator Connally, the United States’
declaration reserved jurisdiction over “disputes with regard to matters which are essentially
within the domestic jurisdiction of the United States of America as determined by the United
States of America.”lxix This “self-judging” reservation, as Dwight D. Eisenhower called it,lxx
gave the United States the authority to decide what constitutes its “domestic jurisdiction.” As
such, the United States could veto I.C.J. by simply arguing that a case was within its domestic
sphere. On those grounds, some critics have deemed this reservation incompatible with the rule
of law.lxxi
This reservation is more than just words on a page. Some scholars have pointed to the
Military and Paramilitary Activities in and against Nicaragua Case in which the United States
did not apply the Connally Reservation when it was in its interest to do so.lxxii However, the
United States did invoke this reference in the Interhandel Case with Switzerland.lxxiii Based on
the rule of reciprocity, Bulgaria was able to invoke the Connally Reservation against the United
States in the Aerial Incident of 27 July 1955 Case as well.lxxiv
Moreover, the U.S. declaration started an international trend. Other states followed the
Americans’ lead and included domestic jurisdiction reservations in their declarations. Fifteen
years after the U.S. declaration, one-third of national declarations included domestic jurisdiction
reservations. Currently, this type of reservation defines fourteen of the sixty-three national
declarations.lxxv
Declining Legitimacy and Relevance
Flowing from this faulty compromise was a feedback loop of declining legitimacy and
relevance for the I.C.J.. As Keohane suggests, in order to reap the benefits of an international
body, the institution must be legitimate first.lxxvi Advocates of the Court were aware of this
necessity. For example, framers valued continuity with the Permanent Court of International
Justice for its contribution to legitimacy.lxxvii However, the softening of the Court’s jurisdiction
through the introduction of auto-interpretive reservations undermined this quest for legitimacy.
This decline is emphasized by examining the Court in light of Franck’s four indicators of
legitimacy: determinacy, symbolic validation, coherence, and adherence.lxxviii
First, Franck esteems the role of determinacy. Determinacy is a measure of the ability of
a text to convey a clear and unyielding message.lxxix The acceptance of self-judging reservations
under the Statute clearly deviates from the ideal of determinacy. Interestingly, Franck cites the
example of the Connally Reservation in the Nicaragua Case to explain determinacy. He
7
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essentially claims that determinacy functions because the United States did not make a
“laughable” argument about domestic jurisdiction even though they had the chance.lxxx
However, this analysis neglects the Interhandel Case. In that case, U.S. agents argued that the
right to interpret an international agreement was within the domestic jurisdiction of the United
States.lxxxi Bearing in mind that treaty interpretation is the fundamental duty of the I.C.J., this
claim must be qualified as a “laughable” one.
Second, Franck argues that legitimate rules and institutions are marked by attributes
“which signal [their] significant part in the overall social order” – a condition he calls symbolic
validation.lxxxii This concept was not foreign to the framers of the I.C.J. As a result, they desired
to model the I.C.J. after domestic courts,lxxxiii in hopes of capitalizing on some of the legitimacy
of those bodies. Yet, what domestic court allows its defendants to define the jurisdiction of the
court putting them on trial? Once again, the optional clause compromise, which opened the
flood gates to excessively narrow and auto-interpretative declarations, impaired the legitimacy of
the I.C.J.
Third, Franck connects legitimacy to coherence. A coherent rule is generalized, and
treats all cases equally.lxxxiv Thanks to the optional clause, the I.C.J. fails this test as well. Since
each state can prepare it own declaration, it has the option of including different reservations. As
a result, no question of jurisdiction cannot be generalized to all states. Worse yet, self-judging
reservations create scenarios where different entities are adjudicating each issue, since these
clauses delegate certain decisions to the state concerned.lxxxv Further, because any state party
may submit to the Court a dispute with a “declared state,” states without declarations can reap
the benefits of an I.C.J. ruling but retain full control over what circumstances will be brought
before the Court.lxxxvi All of these scenarios represent the lack of coherence the optional clause
brought upon the I.C.J.
Fourth, under Franck’s rubric, adherence begets legitimacy. For an institution or rule to
be adherent, it must exist within the general structure of secondary rules and institutions already
functioning.lxxxvii Cursory analysis of the I.C.J. might give the impression of adherence,
especially given its explicit link to the United Nations via the U.N. Charter. However, this link
is in name only. Clearly, a disparity exists among the 189 U.N. memberslxxxviii and sixty-three
states with declarations to the I.C.J. Since states can elect the degree to which they turn over
jurisdiction, the Court’s links to the U.N. are significantly weakened. Coincidentally, Franck
pegs the adherence of treaties to states’ respect of the normative pull of the Vienna
Convention,lxxxix while there is still debate regarding the validity of Vienna as a tool for
analyzing I.C.J. declarations.xc So, the optional clause system curtailed the legitimacy of I.C.J.
in all four of Franck’s fields.
This lack of legitimacy impedes the Court’s ability to function effectively. In essence,
the Court has not yet “gained for itself the full measure of confidence” of the nations of the
world.xci Without that confidence, it is no surprise that states are reluctant to bring important
cases to the Court. If it does not hear those cases, it is impossible for the I.C.J. to significantly
alter state behavior. In a more general sense, the lack of legitimacy precludes the Court from
accumulating the benefits that institutionalists posit.
Earlier, the hopes of the I.C.J. paralleled Keohane’s arguments about the benefits of
institutions. However, the optional clause system and the resulting loss of legitimacy thwart
each of the suggested gains. First, the I.C.J. was designed to promote compliance with
international law by increasing the cost of violating a regime. The optional clause frustrates this
goal since not all states can be tried and punished by the Court. Further, since the Court has not
8
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heard significant cases, when the stakes are high, states need not even consider the threat of
I.C.J. sanction.
Second, the Court was to be a signal of reputation as states could have their actions
judged against objectively enforced standards. The I.C.J. fails to achieve each part of this
charge. The optional clause allows states to escape judgment, so it cannot be a universal signal
of state reputation. Since the Court does not consider high profile cases, not all actions can be
judged either. Finally, the auto-interpretive nature of some reservations removes the objectivity
from the Court’s jurisdiction. Third, the I.C.J. was also created to limit moral hazard by
monitoring state behavior. For the same reasons the Court is not a legitimate signal of
reputation, it is insufficient as a monitor of behavior as well.
Compromise was the primary justification for the optional clause system. This
compromise was consistent with Abbott and Snidal’s hard law-soft law model. However, while
that model suggested that soft law could be an intermediate step on the road to hard law, the
I.C.J.’s jurisdictional compromise has not encouraged states to offer less-restrictive declarations.
Rather, auto-interpretive reservations and the reluctance to submit declarations at all have
become commonplace. Without a legitimate Court, there is no motivation for states to harden
their commitments, and the “trial period” scheme fails.
Conclusion
After World War II, the nations of the world collaborated in hopes of governing
international relations by the rule of law. The International Court of Justice was the institution to
arbitrate this system. The birth of that Court was a triumph of institutionalism. It satisfies the
assumptions of that theory, and its advocates championed its cause in institutionalist terms.
Throughout the years, hope for the success of the Court remained couched in institutionalist
rhetoric. Even its concession to realism – the optional clause, which satisfied the requirements
of power politics – conformed to institutionalist conceptions of international relations.
Yet, the record of the Court falls hopelessly short of expectations. Its jurisdiction has
been limited, its powers usurped, and its relevance curtailed. This does not, however, represent a
failure of institutionalism. The rubrics of legitimacy and regime function provided by
institutionalists Franck and Keohane, respectively, describe the failures of the I.C.J. The
optional clause system was too vague, and the Court suffered from the imbalance between hard
and soft law. National reservations, in particular the domestic jurisdiction reservation, exploited
this compromise to the detriment of the Court. As Waldock says, “the fabric of the Optional
Clause system of jurisdiction has been more weakened by the introduction into it of the United
States reservations than it has been strengthened by the adhesion of another Great Power.”xcii
Constructivism also offers an explanation of the Court’s deficiencies. Constructivists
argue that national interests are constructed by the community of states, and as a result they can
include nonmaterial considerations such as rule-following.xciii Andrew Hurrell speaks of an
“international social consciousness” in this regard.xciv These explanations are not wholly
incompatible with institutionalism either. Legitimization of the institutionalist Court would
entail its integration into an international social consciousness. However, the faulty design of its
jurisdictional system prevented the Court from even approaching this position.
Currently, the I.C.J. finds itself in a dreadful Catch-22. States will not submit to any
I.C.J. jurisdiction, let alone jurisdiction over a significant dispute, because the Court has not
achieved legitimacy. However, the most stalwart barriers to the Court’s legitimacy are
encompassed in states’ reluctance to grant compulsory jurisdiction and to bring important issues
9
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before the I.C.J. Under the optional clause system, the Court will be unable to escape this
downward spiral of decreasing legitimacy and relevance. Either this system must be jettisoned,
or the Court will never move beyond its position as a modest arbiter of boundary disputes.
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Follow the Money: Formulating American Policy on Terrorist Financing
by Kathleen M. Tong.
Tong explores the significance of tracking terrorist financing networks in order to
effectively undermine terrorism.

The threat of terrorism took on new meaning and proportion for many Americans on
September 11, 2001. No longer was it the problem of other nations – instead, the initial shock
and horror of the 9/11 terrorist attacks gave way to a realization not only that the United States
was a primary target, but that it would need to take the lead in fighting this threat. Peaceful
complacence shattered, Americans unified in an effort to understand the seemingly senseless acts
of violence and to ensure that they never have the opportunity to occur again.
Led by President George W. Bush, the government responded swiftly to the immediate
threat by eliminating Al Qaeda’s stronghold in Afghanistan and taking steps to tighten homeland
security. These efforts were necessary and helpful in abating the direct threat, but they are
inadequate to address the problem of terrorism effectively in a long-term framework. While
Congress and the Bush administration have since taken steps to conceive a more sustained
approach, they still have failed to produce a systematic, cohesive, and coherent strategy
proportionate to the magnitude of the threat.
The challenge now lies in identifying the best approach to undermine terrorist activity.
Unlike the conventional enemies of ages past, we are fighting an opponent with no face, no one
national allegiance or sponsorship, and no adherence to the modern rules of warfare. As such,
terrorists assume many names and exist even amongst us. This type of threat requires the
formulation of a new war strategy and a new policy initiative. While this is no simple feat, a
great deal has already been done to identify effective responses for fighting this war on its many
fronts.
This paper aims to address the most significant and challenging long-term aspect of the
war on terrorism: terrorist financing. In order to best address this issue, it is essential to
understand the nature of the threat and the role that money plays in sustaining it. Only then is it
possible to evaluate what has already been done on this front, and posit what must still be done
in order to effectively diminish the capacity of terrorists to organize and carry out their
operations.
Defining the Threat
While the word terrorism gives rise to a variety of emotions – fear, anger, confusion –
and has become one of the most frequently used terms in media and politics, it is rarely defined
clearly. Precision in the definition is often clouded with ideological arguments – for instance,
that one man’s terrorist is another man’s freedom fighter, or that terrorist acts are justifiable in
struggles for national liberation. In fact, there is a clear differentiation between terrorism and
other uses of violence. This distinction is crucial in defining and targeting what may at first
appear to be a vague and elusive enemy.
A valuable working definition of terrorism is: “the intentional use of, or threat to use
violence against civilians or against civilian targets, in order to attain political aims.”xciv
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Classifying it as such helps to dispel many misleading arguments. For one, the essence of the
activity is central – terrorism involves violence, or the threat of violence. Second, the objective
of terrorism is always political, so that regardless of whether the motivation is ideological or
religious, the goal is to effect regime change, gain political power, or influence social or
economic policy. Finally, this definition highlights the fact that terrorists target vulnerable and
unarmed civilians. This is truly the distinguishing factor, for there is no cause that excuses the
purposeful targeting of noncombatants. In this way, terrorism can be isolated from other forms
of arguably legitimate uses of violence.
Even defined as such, terrorism is by no means a novel concept. Recent decades have
witnessed a shift in its scale and predominant motive. Although groups and individuals have
employed terror by using violence against civilians to pursue their political objectives throughout
history, the hijacking of an El Al flight on 23 July 1968 by the Popular Front for the Liberation
of Palestine is generally agreed to mark the beginning of the modern era of international
terrorismxciv. From that point on, the use of more sophisticated technology, the financial capacity
for international reach, and a growing anti-West sentiment began to characterize many new
terrorist organizations and present a growing threat to “Western” countries.
The United States, in particular, has long been a favorite target for extremists who
despise Western values. As the capacity of such groups to carry out terrorist activities rises, so
too does the need for a proportionate response. The terrorism that threatens America is
predominantly driven by the desire of certain individuals and groups to spread extremist Islamic
beliefs and eradicate the growing influence of Western ideals – namely, democracy, modernism,
and secularism.xciv As the embodiment of such values, the United States and its citizens have
borne an alarming disproportion of terrorist violence.
While the total number of international terrorist incidents has remained at fairly
consistent levels in recent years, the number of US citizen casualties jumped to an astounding
high in 2001. The State Department estimated that 3,547 persons were killed in international
terrorist attacks in 2001, ninety percent of whom were among the fatalities in the September 11th
attacks. Prior to the New York City World Trade Center fatality number, which is not yet
finalized, 240 Americans were killed in international terrorist attacks.xciv
The destructive capacity of modern technology available to terrorists reveals a grave
problem. Terrorists have only recently been able to overcome the logistical and organizational
hurdles of coordinating large-scale, complex operations.xciv But the unparalleled scale and sheer
destruction of the terrorist attacks on September 11th clearly highlighted the magnitude of this
new threat. Indeed, improved financial networks and the availability of technology – from
seemingly innocuous airplanes to deadly nuclear, chemical, or biological weapons – give
terrorists a formidable array of options.
Many terrorist groups claim that they will stop nothing short of destroying the United
States and all Western influence. So long as they have the funding necessary to organize and
carry out their operations, the likelihood of further attacks remains strong. The nature of their
organization and objectives makes negotiation with terrorists an impossibility. This, in
consequence, necessitates closer examination of how a war on terrorism differs from other
violent conflicts in which the United States has engaged.
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A War Like No Other
As indicated, the fact that terrorism generally has no face – no leader with whom to
rationally negotiate – and no central location, makes it different from most enemies. Indeed,
terrorists do not have one particular base for their operations, nor do they belong to any
particular nationality. With conventional warfare, there is at least one state actor to target, but in
this case, there are activities being carried out in cells worldwide. Thus, the difficulty is in
carrying out decisive military operations that will significantly disrupt the overall terrorist
network. And while there are many identified state sponsors of terrorism, it is not possible or
desirable to declare war on each of them – rather, it is necessary to find new strategies to target
the multitudes of terrorist cells operating covertly around the world.xciv
The global nature of terrorist networks and operations lends itself to exploiting the
liberties and opportunities of host countries. The reports piecing together the planning behind Al
Qaeda’s 9/11 attacks made it painfully clear that Al Qaeda and other terrorist organizations have
abused the privileges of living on American soil. The hijackers enjoyed the ability to organize
with minimal efforts at hiding their activities and with little fear of government intervention.
The nature of their associations and goals went largely unrecognized; they obtained financial
backing from supporters with relative ease – and they went so far as to recruit, train, and direct
their operations on the very soil of the country they planned to target.xciv
Finally, terrorists distinguish themselves from lawful combatants of war by their failure
to differentiate between armed, military combatants and defenseless civilians. The political and
religious organizations that are responsible for terrorism choose to promote their agenda through
violence rather than through speech or other forms of legitimate protest. Further, they explicitly
target the vulnerability of the civilian population in order to generate intense fear and media
reactionxciv. Clearly, terrorists do not follow our moral codes, or even our rules of war, requiring
that we reconfigure the way we think about fighting them.
Money: “The Lifeblood of Terrorist Operations”
Perhaps one of the only similarities between terrorists and conventional enemies is their
dependence on money. Immediately following the September 11th attacks, President Bush
highlighted the crucial correlation between finances and the ability of terrorists to carry out their
objectives, calling money “the lifeblood of terrorist operations.”xciv Money drawn from a variety
of sources is channeled to recruit and train members, fund operations, and even finance the social
and political activities that give terrorists legitimacy in certain states and communities.
Most terrorist groups have created expansive, decentralized networks through which they
recruit funding, transfer money, and store assets. And those that share common ideologies and
objectives often pool resources and knowledge, so that money designated for a certain group
may actually become intermixed in one common financial conduit. However, there is no central
deposit for all funding – rather, terrorist financial networks are intentionally decentralized,
compartmentalized, flexible, and diverse, with infinite layers and redundancies.xciv
Funding is derived from a variety of sources – namely, personal contributions and
solicited donations, moneymaking front businesses, organized crime syndicates, state
sponsorship, and charitable organizations. For instance, a report issued by an Independent Task
Force of the Council on Foreign Relations determined that the financial backbone for Al Qaeda
operations was built from money derived through charities, nongovernmental organizations,
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mosques, web sites, fundraisers, intermediaries, facilitators, banks and other financial
institutions.xciv
Direct funding is one of the most basic means of financing. Personal contributions and
solicited donations are two such sources – affluent supporters and actual members of terrorist
groups, such as Osama bin Laden, contribute tens of millions of dollars in personal wealth.
Moneymaking front businesses are another direct source of cash, providing a legitimate
appearance but siphoning profits to terrorist ends.xciv
Many terrorist groups also operate in collaboration with organized crime syndicates.
Edward Jurith, White House general counsel on drug control policy noted the similarity of their
operations, saying that Al Qaeda should be pursued in the same manner as the Mafia – by
focusing on the leaders’ and group’s financial base. In fact, terrorists have long partnered with
existing crime syndicates, offering them manpower and access to a vast global network in
exchange for help in developing criminal expertise.xciv From this new knowledge, terrorists are
able to become relatively self-sufficient and undertake criminal enterprises of their own, ranging
from smuggling to fraud to simple theft.xciv
State sponsorship is another key facilitator of terrorism. President Bush clearly
designated seven countries as overt supporters of terrorist organizations in his 20 September
2001 address to the joint session of Congress, declaring that: “Every nation in every region now
has a decision to make. Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists.” These seven
states – Cuba, Iran, Iraq, Libya, North Korea, Syria, and Sudan – form a critical foundation for
terrorist groups and their operations. Since President Bush’s declaration, some have
reconsidered their policies or taken measures in the right direction, but none has acted fully to
divest itself from terrorism. Other states condone terrorism though they do not openly sponsor it,
complicating the problem further.xciv
Finally, charitable organizations have been an enormous resource for terrorism. All
Muslims have a religious duty to give a minimum of 2.5 percent of their income to humanitarian
causes, and most recipient charities use these funds for legitimate causes. However, some have
intentionally or unintentionally diverted money to groups that engage in terrorist activities.
These seldom audited charitable contributions and organizations have been largely unregulated
and undocumented, providing an ideal channel for opportunistic terrorists. Further, it is nearly
impossible to verify the final destination or use of contributions – money donated to an
organization for humanitarian purposes can be easily diverted to terrorist activities if that is a
part of the group’s overall budget and mission.xciv
Terrorists take advantage of the myriad of regional and global financial networks to store
and transfer assets they acquire through these various channels, and generally with great success.
They have utilized the international financial system of interconnected banks and other
institutions in jurisdictions that have little supervision or regulation – regional banking centers in
the Middle East, for instance, have long ignored international calls for anti-money laundering
laws and other accepted global financial standards. On the opposite extreme, terrorist groups
also employ the tried and true method of moving money by physically transporting it. There are
many documented incidents of terrorists transporting assets in the form of precious metals and
gemstones, which can be exchanged for cash with relative ease across the globe.
Finally, terrorist organizations make use of an ancient underground banking system
known as the hawala, which allows for largely undocumented money transfer without actual
money movement or wire transfer. It is based on a network of hawaladars, or local individuals
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who receive customer assets and transfer them globally as requested by contacting their
counterparts around the world. Essentially, hawaladars have a trust agreement to internalize
transactions and settle balances amongst themselves. While generally used for legitimate
purposes, terrorists have taken advantage of this system to move enormous volumes of money
around the globe.
The complexity and intricacy of the modern financial system create a daunting platform
from which to attack terrorist financing, but the task remains of paramount importance. Without
money, terrorism could not exist – organization, recruitment, and in some instances, political
legitimacy, all hinge on terrorists’ ability to finance their operations. Success in the battle
against terrorism on the economic front depends on the forging of many cooperative partnerships
within the United States and with its allies. Efforts have begun in earnest, yet a great deal
remains to be done.
A Look At What Has Been Done
“Our war on terror begins with Al Qaeda, but it does not end there. It will not end until
every terrorist group of global reach has been found, stopped, and defeated.” President Bush
spoke these words on 20 September 2001 in an address to a joint session of Congress, and in the
past year, his words have been manifested in a number of ways. However, it is clear that there is
a great deal of work left to be done before the daunting task of stopping and defeating every
international terrorist organization is accomplished. Assessing what has been done already is
helpful in determining the strengths and weaknesses of the current approach.
The first of many preventative measures to come was taken shortly after the 9/11 terrorist
attacks when President Bush signed Executive Order 13224 on 23 September 2001. This Order
imposed severe penalties for providing financial support to terrorist organizations and blocked
the assets of groups and individuals designated to be linked with global terrorism. The Order
enumerated 189 groups, entities, and individuals with which transactions were to be prohibited,
and included a list of 35 designated terrorist organizations.xciv A further stipulation delineated
the United States’ intention to block US assets and access to US markets of foreign banks that
fail to comply with the Order. As a direct result, the State Department estimates that over 150
countries have ordered the freezing of suspected terrorist assets.xciv
Measures that followed in the aftermath of September 11th were taken both to disrupt the
individual nodes within the terrorist financial network and to alter the entire financial system in
which terrorists are able to raise and move funds. Tactical actions for the first prong of attack
included: increased intelligence activities, heightened law enforcement awareness and efforts to
pursue leads, diplomatic pressure for immediate international action, and additional public
designations of terrorist-related individuals and groups. Long-term strategic actions have been
comprised of legislation such as the Patriot Act to augment legal capacity to target terrorist
financing, multilateral initiatives and institution-building efforts, and improvement in
international cooperation and information sharing.xciv
To date, tactical efforts to rupture existing terrorist financial nodes and cut off immediate
funds have had some success. Still, it is difficult to assess the precise extent to which efforts have
hindered terrorist groups’ ability to operate. United States federal investigators have seized over
$113 million in terrorist finances from a variety of sources. It is impossible, however, to
estimate how much money will be cut off from terrorist access after an effective shutdown of
financial pipelines is implemented. xciv Successful intervention of additional assets and financial
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avenues occurred as a result of the International Emergency Economic Powers Act (IEEPA),
which publicly listed people, businesses, and financial institutions that have facilitated or been
associated with the terrorist financial network. These designations, along with similar lists
published by the United Nations in Security Council Resolutions 1373 and 1390, have led to the
blocking of many terrorist assets at home and abroad. They have also provided leverage to apply
pressure for compliance internationally.
Further, intelligence work has led to a better understanding of the complex financial
network in which terrorists operate. Intensified law enforcement efforts have led to the
successful investigation and prosecution of several terrorist cells. For instance, US Attorney
Robert Conrad, Jr. recently presented the Senate Judiciary Committee with a case overview of
Operation Smokescreen, a cooperative law enforcement investigation that led to the successful
prosecution of a domestic Hizballah cell operating in North Carolina. This case illustrated the
utilization of new approaches to the legal battle against terrorism by employing new and existing
statutes. It led to the first conviction at trial for a violation of 18 USC 2339B – providing
material support and resources to a designated foreign terrorist organization – as well as the first
applications of several other related statutes.xciv In total, international law enforcement
cooperation has led to approximately 2290 arrests of suspected terrorists and financiers in 99
countries in the year following September 11, 2001.xciv
Domestic and international strategic plans have also yielded positive results. Anti-money
laundering laws and other legislative tools within the Patriot Act have expanded the Treasury
Department and other agencies’ power to track and disrupt terrorist financing. Interagency
communication has led to greater cooperation and effectiveness, apparent in the establishment of
Operation Green Quest, a task force that has brought agency expertise together to target terrorist
finance networks. On an international scale, the United States has engaged several
intergovernmental organizations, leading to ongoing cooperative efforts with the United Nations
Counter-Terrorism Committee, the International Monetary Fund, the World Bank, and the
Financial Action Task Force (FATF).xciv The twenty-nine governments belonging to the FATF,
for instance, started to consider ways to regulate charities and the hawala system.xciv
Recent measures have clearly done a great deal to raise the profile of the terrorist financing
issue, to establish international standards, and to abate the immediate threat. Upcoming
initiatives such as the new Homeland Security Department may advance efforts to fight
terrorist financing, but have yet to prove their efficacy. As things stand, however, the present
strategy is clearly inadequate to address the issue in a sufficient and ongoing manner. Given
the critical centrality of money to the operations and existence of terrorism, more must be
done to ensure that terrorist financing remains a top priority – in American politics,
diplomacy, and resource allocation.
What Remains to Be Done: Recommendations
So long as terrorists find ways to finance terrorist activities, terrorism will remain a threat
and terrorist financing will present an ongoing challenge. It will require greater coordination on
two major fronts: first, in targeting terrorist fund-raising, and second, in targeting the existing
assets held by individuals and groups that finance terrorism. Efforts so far have successfully shut
down several financial pipelines, uncovered money trails, and closed access to many financial
channels. Despite these advances, the actions taken to date have been largely decentralized and
have lacked a forward-looking, systemic, and coherent long-term policy plan. While it would be
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difficult to outline every individual action that must be taken to more effectively combat terrorist
financing, there are several main areas that require immediate attention.
Coordination: The United States must continue to set an example to its allies and the
world by taking a leadership role in targeting terrorist financing. In order to do so, it is critical
that there be a permanent and centralized mechanism to coordinate every aspect of this endeavor,
which will require several institutional changes. Operation Green Quest, the task force led by the
US Customs Service, is the closest existing coordinator, but it lacks permanence and authority.
The Council on Foreign Relations has issued a report that highlights the necessity of institutional
capacity to properly address the complex problem, calling for the creation of a domestic agency,
a special assistant position to the president, and a new international organization.xciv
In the aftermath of the September 11th terrorist attacks, the effectiveness of interagency
coordination within the United States was tested and found to be alarmingly inadequate.
Bureaucratic infighting between the Treasury Department, the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (FBI), the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), and other US agencies provided
fodder for a media heyday and caused an alarmed American public to call for extensive
institutional reform. Ultimately, this internal struggle stressed the need for intelligence
sharing and better lines of communication between the many agencies responsible for the
diverse aspects of fighting terrorist financing.
The creation of a new domestic agency charged solely with the mandate to direct and
coordinate terrorist financing efforts would effectively centralize all relevant expertise.
Additionally, it would serve as a focal point to aid various agencies in their complementary
mandates – for instance, in the efforts of the Treasury Department to trace terrorist funds, the
CIA to disseminate relevant intelligence, the FBI to investigate domestic terrorist financiers, the
Justice Department to prosecute terrorists and financiers, and so on.
Further, a special assistant to the President can lead United States efforts in combating
terrorist financing. This would create an efficient liaison between executive directives and the
actions taken by the relevant agencies. Particularly in the international and diplomatic aspects of
targeting terrorist financing, it is important that there be a high level of coherence in US
objectives. This official would direct, coordinate, and convey the domestic and international
policies of the US under the personal authority of the president and guide diplomatic, law
enforcement, intelligence, regulatory, and policy measures needed for a sustained US response to
terrorist financing.
Finally, the multi-faceted and global nature of terrorist financing also requires close
international cooperation and calls for the establishment of a forum for dialogue among
countries. Many terrorist organizations operate within the global financial network, a
complex system that will remain open to abuse unless every government is committed to the
regulation of financial institutions in their country. The creation of an international
organization with the express mandate to address and direct global efforts to target terrorist
financing would not only serve as an umbrella for coordinated efforts, but could be useful as
a forum for international dialogue and diplomacy. This would improve understanding
between nations with differing national policies.
Diplomacy: The importance of global cooperation cannot be overstated. Perfect
regulation and supervision of financial institutions and money flow within the United States
alone would mark very little progress in the overall struggle to abate terrorist financing. This is
the message that must be carried with coherence and diligence to allies and enemies alike in
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order to advance international financial regulation. Faced with the frequent reluctance of allies
and resistance of non-allies to augment their efforts or alter their courses, the United States must
put issues of terrorist financing at the center of all bilateral diplomatic relationships and
discussions.
Successful diplomacy requires that the United States have a coherent and clearly
formulated policy stance. The creation of a central domestic agency for terrorist financing would
facilitate the process of delineating global standards, expectations, and action points to bring to
the discussion table. These guidelines must clearly set out parameters for financial regulation
and precise strategies for implementation, particularly for countries that must build entirely new
systems.
While the balance of dialogue and coercion will depend upon individual bilateral
relationships, the objective of United States efforts is to achieve international compliance
with global standards. Different countries will require different approaches based on their
willingness to aid in cutting off terrorist access to fundraising and financial systems. There
are also certain measures that the United States can take unilaterally. For instance, many
allies complain of United States’ unwillingness to share intelligence or information – it
would be useful for the US to initiate better relations with corresponding foreign law
enforcement and intelligence agencies, perhaps through a new assistant to the president or
some other forum.
Tactical Action: Given the daunting objectives of coordinating efforts and garnering
global support for such initiatives, there are many specific actions that must be taken
immediately. In general terms, the global and regional financial systems that facilitate terrorist
financial activities must be evaluated and, if necessary, brought to the established standard of
regulatory capacity. This will require continued collaboration with the International Monetary
Fund, the World Bank, individual governments, and other global financial institutions. Further,
it will necessitate the reform of the highly unregulated and exploited hawala system and other
informal value transfer operations.
Financial reforms of the magnitude that will be necessary to permanently disrupt terrorist
financing will require resources and expertise that many countries may not have. The United
States has appropriated a highly inadequate budget of $4 million to the Treasury Department’s
Office of Technical Assistance for 2003 to provide training to foreign governments that need
assistance in combating terrorist financing within their countries.xciv If the United States is truly
to play a leadership role in the fight against terrorist financing, it must be willing to appropriate
the necessary resources to assist countries and institutions that are unable to cooperate due to
deficiencies in technical capabilities or regulatory infrastructure.
The problem of terrorist financing is also somewhat unique among national security
initiatives because of its heavy reliance on private sector reform to effectively achieve a political
objective. While the United States government will need to pursue an unprecedented level of
cooperation with the private financial community and nongovernmental organizations, the payoff
would be their invaluable assistance in identifying illicit activity and commitment to complying
with necessary standards of regulatory diligence.
Tracing, identifying, and disrupting terrorist funds will be an ongoing challenge that
necessitates the highest possible degree of cooperation, as well as the maximization of
investigative capabilities. The USA Patriot Act provided the Treasury Department, the FBI, and
other agencies with new investigative powers and punitive measures that have yet to be
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implemented. Clearly, coordinated efforts must be undertaken to understand and utilize all
available statutory powers granted under the measures such as the Patriot Act.
Finally, charitable institutions pose a problem that must be addressed with sensitivity.
While terrorists have successfully channeled funding from charities in the United States and
elsewhere, most charitable organizations serve legitimate and important humanitarian functions.
It is important that the United States and other governments establish a clear accountability
system so that legitimate charitable causes can continue to be served, but terrorist financing can
be definitively identified and halted.
On an international scale, the implementation of such a regulatory system for charitable
organizations will require effort on the United States part – many countries, including several
European allies, do not feel the need to address or stop charitable contributions to terrorist
organizations so long as they are designated for humanitarian purposes. This creates a problem,
as any money given to a group that engages in terrorism is freeing money for that end. On this
and many other issues, it will be important that the United States engage other countries in
dialogue to reach a common understanding.
The recommendations outlined here create only a general overview of the challenge that
lies ahead. Each point of action represents a set of obstacles that must be overcome and the need
for firm commitment to sustained efforts. The unfortunate fact is that terrorism, and thus the
problem of targeting terrorist financing, will most likely remain a serious threat to the United
States into the foreseeable future. Terrorism has existed as an unacceptable form of political
violence as far back as history can remember, but today it demands a new understanding and
approach. The United States and its allies have taken important steps in this direction and must
continue to confront terrorism from every angle.
Money will always remain paramount to the existence of terrorism. As such, terrorist
financing must be a central component of any strategy to spearhead terrorism in general. The
multifaceted nature of terrorist financing provides a formidable challenge but not an
insurmountable one. It will require an extraordinary – perhaps unprecedented – level of
cooperation, both at domestic and international levels. There is no clear and easy solution to this
problem, but as our understanding of the murky financial world of terrorists grows, so too will
our ability to prevent another September 11th from marring our future as it has our history.
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Rethinking Development: How Domestic Institutions and Accessible
Property Rights Can Spur Development by Richard T. Halvorson
Halvorson argues that underdevelopment stems for the failure of foreign aid and
emphasizes the need for institutionalized property rights to promote growth in
lesser-developed countries.
Introduction
As thousands of children die each day from malnutrition, starvation, and preventable
diseases, their weak cries are a reminder of the urgency of material subsistence and basic health
care. Humanitarians and beneficent governments around the world hope to change the futures
and situations of these seemingly doomed children. Moreover, with the rapid and threatening
spread of AIDS, malaria and tuberculosis, their parents and extended families are often not much
better off. While it would be possible to discuss basic subsistence needs for specific things like
nourishing food or clean water, the cause of their plight is not the lack of one or two specific
items, but a more comprehensive notion known as “underdevelopment.”
Wealthy and powerful nations, especially the United States, face a pressing human rights
dilemma because of widespread underdevelopment. Since its origin in the 1960s, the U.S.
Agency for International Development has been commissioned to expand “democracy and free
markets while improving the lives of citizens in the developing world.” More recently many
international resolutions, such as the UN Declaration on the Right to Development of 1986, have
supported development as an “inalienable human right.” Through four decades now, wealthy
countries have assumed the duty of attempting to develop LDCs through official grants and
loans, often supplementing their incomes with 40-60% of national GNP over varying spans of
years.
The challenging question of U.S. development policy is a complex debacle with a number
of multi-faceted questions that each suggest different solutions. Avoiding moral guilt in this
situation would be challenging or impossible. History reveals the thorny nature of the question:
many of the global poor have died and are dying for lack of basic necessities; yet development
assistance money has often been used to further oppress, rather than relieve, the poor.
Whether used with intentional malice or beneficent motives, aid often only makes a bad situation
worse. World Bank loans to Brazil, Ethiopia, and East Timor for example, were used for
“resettlement” programs that put poor citizens in trucks to move them to government-controlled
villages. In every case, the programs resulted in massive violence, death and starvation. In the
Ethiopian case, the loan came as assistance during the 1983 famine. Doctors Without Borders
reported that more Ethiopians died from the resettlement program than from the famine. The
Brazilian program resulted in massive loss of life, and the World Bank admits that the program
was “an ecological, human and economic disaster of tremendous dimensions.” The East Timor
results were no better, where hundreds of thousands died in resistance or starvation.
In other cases, like Tanzania and Micronesia, massive aid has encouraged dependency and
expansive bureaucracy while undermining the growth and independence of the domestic
economy.
To further complicate the calculus, some economists raise questions of whether
development assistance can possibly help, even assuming the best political conditions (i.e., an
empowered benevolent policy maker who hopes to bring his citizens out of their poverty). In
other words, what if the problem were not one of reform or good leaders, but a fundamental flaw
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in the concept of development assistance itself?
The rampant, deliberate misuse of development assistance has caused many to call into question
the way that monies are given out, the nature of the strings attached, and our care in giving aid to
good rulers. Few have been willing to broach the latter question so obviously posed by four
troublesome decades of disappointment in unmet goals. Perhaps the concept of development
assistance is fundamentally flawed in that it (a) does not and cannot enable proper conditions for
development, or (b) creates perverse incentives that necessarily work against development. This
paper discusses the acknowledged failures of development assistance with the primary purpose
of arguing for these two conclusions. More important, it goes on to suggest a promising
alternative solution based in domestic policy and legal reform.
What is development and who gets it?
Before tackling those arguments, however, it is important to understand the current
development debate among academics and policymakers. In considering the health of the global
poor, underdevelopment is the most fundamental hindrance to life, health and freedom. In
Amartya Sen’s framework for understanding development, these things are the essential
components of development. In his words: Development requires the removal of major sources
of unfreedom: poverty as well as tyranny, poor economic opportunities as well as systematic
social deprivation, neglect of public facilities as well as intolerance or overactivity or repressive
states.The incredible comprehensiveness of development is clear: it is an entire political,
economic, social and cultural phenomenon that revolutionizes the way individuals must live
within their social context. Indeed, this upheaval and sweeping change has been characteristic of
the experience of currently developed countries. Historian Nathan Rosenberg and legal scholar
L.E. Birdzell comment, “the West has been remarkably willing to pay the price of growth, in the
form of changing the whole structure and interpretation of Western life.” Unfortunately, those
who are nostalgic apologists for cultural preservation as well as progressive advocates of the right
to development must choose one or the other. Cultural rights to maintain a specific ingrained
way of life cannot coexist with the “right to development,” which would create a whole new kind
of life. Like the West, societies that desire to develop must be “willing to tolerate and accept
social and political change far more drastic than any previous revolution.” This is certainly not to
assert, as Marx did, that underdeveloped societies would precisely follow the footsteps of
Western nations on the path to development, but simply to acknowledge that development will
necessarily entail certain likenesses. This includes abandoning many traditional practices and
lifestyles, perhaps involving hierarchy and ritual, for a relatively more production-oriented
culture based primarily on meritocratic advancement. If a society chooses to pursue
development, its people and leaders must accept these cultural costs as trade-offs necessary to
promote development.
Moreover, development is not currently considered as a mere ideal or aspiration, but “the
right to development is an inalienable human right.” Although development involves voluntary
transfers of large sums of money from one government to another, often without the real
expectation of receiving remuneration, the transfer is treated not as a gift but an entitlement. As
Joel Feinberg explains, “Rights are not mere gifts or favors, motivated by love or pity, for which
gratitude is the sole fitting response. A right is something that can be demanded or insisted upon
without embarrassment or shame. When that to which one has a right is not forthcoming, the
appropriate reaction is indignation.” Moreover, according to Henry Shue, “it is essential to a
right that it is a demand upon others, however difficult it is to specify exactly which others.”
Therefore, in line with contemporary thought, the LDC attitude towards development assistance
should presume essentially that some injustice has taken place – perhaps theft, extortion and
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exploitation – and they should make no pretense of humility or request, but with indignation
they should demand it as their unalienable right.
Loaded Terminology and Complex Questions
The initial problem with this rights language is twofold. First, it presumes that some
injustice has been done from outside merely by the fact that the internal workings of a country do
not prove to supply self-supporting agriculture and housing needs. While this has certainly been
the case in some cases, it is by no means clear that the mere fact of poverty indicates a racism,
bias or injustice against a country. Often, the culture or political structure works destructively –
many times with explicit malicious intent – to pauperize or kill the civilian population. In this
case (of which the Third Reich and the Khmer Rouge would be obvious examples) it seems that
in the aftermath, the culture owes a humble apology to itself and to the rest of humanity, not an
indignant demand for anything.
Second, rights language presumes that the duty holder (in this case some unspecified
foreign government or governments) would be able to provide the named right. We know that
duty holders could provide for certain rights, but that does not necessarily translate to all rights.
In the case of the ostensible “right” to development, this claim of outside provision is perhaps
the most dubious. The UN calls development a “comprehensive economic, social, cultural and
political process,” which is first and foremost a domestic responsibility. Yet the focus of
attention in the right to development has consistently been the external aid from wealthy
countries. Unfortunately, given the intensely internal nature of development, wealthy countries
cannot be the primary duty holders. Instead, domestic governments must be held accountable.
Some will protest that the governments need that external aid to enact extensive and costly
reforms. Yet the problem in developing nations is usually not that the government is doing too
little, but that it is stretching beyond its appropriate and helpful reach. Most LDC governments
are heavily burdened with vast bureaucracies and complex legal systems that only stifle efforts
towards growth.
Another linguistic red herring lies in the common term “foreign aid,” which seems to
prejudge the outcome of development policies. As Thomas Sowell has pointed out, there is no
more initial reason to call it “foreign aid” than “foreign hindrance.” It is not clear that
development initiatives are necessarily helpful, and it is certain that many of them have not been.
“Whether wealth transfer is an aid or a hindrance is … an empirical question, not a foregone
conclusion.” So-called “foreign aid” that impoverishes LDC countries into First World
dependence maintains a macabre Orwellian irony in its moniker, similar to the ominous Ministry
of Love. It reminds us of the importance of assessing policy efficacy according to their
outcomes, judging them well when these effects coincide with our intentions.
Finally, as we consider the nature of development, we must carefully note the goals of
development. Although there are many specific goals that might be named within development,
the most characteristic goals are economic independence or dynamic interdependence.
Development has not been achieved if LDCs become dependent upon foreign aid; we consider
development to have taken place when a country can stand on its own two feet in the global
marketplace, keeping its citizens healthy and bringing goods to barter internationally. As we
come to analyze policies below, we should consider which among the proposals seems most
likely to produce economic viability.
How can we analyze various policy solutions to underdevelopment?
Gaining a clear understanding for which policies will be effective in solving
underdevelopment perhaps does require some reflection on basic principles of economics, which
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may serve better than advanced econometrics and mathematical modeling. In considering
development policy, one too often analysis skips over any consideration of basic forces and
incentives, even if they are subtle or initially unseen. Hazlitt explains: “The bad economist sees
only what immediately strikes the eye; the good economist looks beyond. The bad economist
sees only the direct consequences of a proposed course; the good economist looks also at the
longer and indirect consequences.” This applies well to development economics, except that even
Hazlitt’s “bad economist” would note the widespread failure of foreign aid programs. A 1986
World Bank study, for example, concluded that their projects “represent a depressing picture of
inefficiency, losses, budgetary burdens, poor products and services and minimal accomplishment
of the noncommercial objectives so frequently used to excuse their poor economic performance.”
Moreover, a World Bank study the following year concluded that 75 percent of its African
agriculture projects had failed.
The astute economist, Hazlitt insists, needs essentially one lesson: “The art of economics
consists in looking not merely at the immediate but at the longer effects of any act or policy; it
consists in tracing the consequences of that policy not merely for one group but for all groups.”
Within this context of purposefully looking at the whole picture rather than only pieces, we
should be careful to note incentives created by opportunities for money or power. Moreover, we
should consider the cultural affects of received aid, in addition to the longer-term economic
outcomes.
Can foreign aid create conditions for development?
The premise of foreign aid, as noted above, is that it will stimulate economic production
and development, as measured by economic independence or dynamic interdependence. Not
only that, but much development literature insists that foreign aid is absolutely necessary as a
prerequisite to growth. Peter Bauer writes that the “second major axiom of the current
development literature is that foreign aid is indispensable for the development of poor countries.”
This thesis is closely related to the “vicious cycle of poverty” contention, that there is no escape
from LDC poverty without massive capital injections.
There is definitively no link between capital provisions and economic growth. If this
hypothesis were true, then the growth rates of African countries that have received aid upwards
of 50% of their GNPs should have far exceeded other countries. In fact, in the best examples of
successful development, such as South Asian nations and the Marshall Plan, those countries
received aid and capital accumulation that was under 5% of their GNPs. In fact, the correlation
seems to run exactly against foreign aid capital accumulation. The higher proportion of GNP a
country received in aid, the lower its rate of development and indigenous production.
In the face of high aid payments, many countries reduced their output. In sub-Saharan Africa,
this may also be linked with weak property rights, but there is little doubt of the possible
negative effect of aid on development. One economic study reported, “Despite greater rates of
capital accumulation, per capita growth rates among Third World nations (particularly, Africa)
are much lower than among the advanced, capitalist nations.” Instead, the study noted the
importance of good institutions, like a property rights regime governed by the rule of law, saying,
“nations with poor institutions and policies grow at about a fifth of the rate of nations with good
institutions and policies.”
As a specific example of the failure of aid, shipments of free food, clothes and other
supplies were hauled into Micronesia as “foreign aid.” But this discouraged work among those
who produced these basic commodities. Farmers and seamstresses could no longer sell their
goods because the people got them for free. This had the effect of decaying incentives to work
and produce necessary basic necessities that only entrenched the demand for Western aid.
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Osterfeld explains, “as productivity plummeted, Micronesia became entangled in a vicious circle:
the more the economy deteriorated, the more aid it received, and the more aid it received, the
more the economy deteriorated.” Over a ten-year period, “imports of food that had traditionally
been produced locally rose fivefold while exports declined by half.”
In a testimony to the devastation wreaked upon Micronesia’s industriousness and
culture, its Minister of Administration Hauro Willter bemoaned faulty aid policies saying, “We
have no technicians, no plumbers, no electricians. We have no economic base to be self-sufficient
because the U.S. Government just handed us everything an didn’t ask us to do anything for
ourselves.” This example makes it clear how foreign aid can depress and replace local efforts to
provide for basic needs by destroying incentives for productivity and independence, creating
exactly the reverse of the intended effect of foreign aid.
The “capital injection” presumption is further falsified by the prevalence of studies, and
simple observation, that link institutional conditions to rapid economic development. In a series
of longitudinal studies, Gerald Scully empirically establishes the vast importance of economic
freedom and a stable property rights regime as prerequisites to strong economic growth. The
institutional framework created by the rule of law and private property, have “significant and
large effects on the efficiency and growth rate of economies. Politically open societies, which
subscribe to the rule of law, to private property, and to the market allocation of resources, grow
at three times the rate and are two and one-half times as efficient as societies in which these
freedoms are abridged.” Moreover, a study by Scully published in 2002 reveals a positive
correlation between economic growth and equity. Empirical results from Niclas Berggren in 1999
also confirm the result that “empirical results reveal that there is a positive relationship between
changes in economic freedom and equality: the more a country increased its economic freedom
between 1975 and 1985, the higher the level of equality around 1985.”
A simple and common sense look at global politics and economic growth show essentially
the same results. The United States, Britain, Japan, Singapore, Hong Kong, and other outposts
of economic freedom show their riches in stark contrast to some of their unfree neighbors.
Largely, the countries languishing in poverty and economic disaster are those that have accepted
large amounts of foreign aid or had weak institutional frameworks.
Perverse incentives of foreign aid that hinder development.
Foreign aid, in large part because it is a transfer from one government to another, creates
unfortunate incentives for recipient governments and their subjects. First, because foreign aid
puts new economic resources in the hands of political officials for their distribution (probably
less supervised than one might suppose), it creates an incentive for political leaders to find ways
to make the money serve their personal interest in greater power or wealth. Many of the largest
private fortunes in the world have been built off of U.S. foreign aid checks to African
dictatorships.
Second, this new economic spigot in the hands of the politically empowered creates
competition among citizens vying for his favor distributing the money. This would tend to
distract people from possible entrepreneurial or productive goals by capturing their attention
with redistributive hopes. This tends to create conflict where there formerly was none,
unnecessarily politicizing culture and making the government a primary focus of attention.
Third, since aid is often distributed in greater amounts based on the poverty of the
population, it creates an incentive for political rulers to keep the people poor and thereby receive
the same or more aid. As discussed above, this has been the rule rather than the exception for
countries that accept aid: the more aid they accept, the more they tend to stagnate in poverty.
Finally, aid rewards a culture of dependence instead of entrepreneurial skill and
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independence. This has the effect of encouraging a static global welfare population that produces
less and less of its own. Although Africa has twice as much land for productive agricultural use
as North America and Europe combined, its productivity is far less and has diminished
significantly since (a) decolonization, (b) rejection of free markets in favor of statism with little
room for property rights, and (c) growing acceptance of foreign aid. While Africa was once a
significant food exporter, pervasive centralization and foreign aid have significantly reduced
incentives and abilities to successfully sow and reap from a portion of land. Furthermore, at least
half of African famines in recent memory have been the direct result of malicious government
intention to starve its citizens. The other half primarily resulted as the unintended negative
effects of failed government policies.
We should recall Judith Shklar’s warning of “the liberalism of fear,” that warns us of the
dangers of trusting government with too much. Unfortunately, although the stated goal of social
and economic rights is to promote development and fight poverty, they always create a new (and
more dangerous) inequality of power. Government to government transfers of development aid
expand the powers of political leaders, entrusting them to stably hold the reigns of both military
might and fostering new economic production. This would be a difficult or impossible task even
for the competent and beneficent—and becomes a lethal temptation for power-hungry tyrants.
Unfortunately, the seemingly obvious alternative of foreign government transfers to poor
individuals are generally not feasible practically or politically, and would tend to fuel in the same
negative incentives as regular foreign aid, ending in dependence and stagnation.
Accessible Property Rights
While aid does not seem to promote development, this does not mean that there is
nothing to be done to improve the welfare of the global poor. The most innovative and
apparently effective solution has been pioneered only in the last decade in the form of extensive
legal reform and bureaucratic simplification in Peru. This greatly expanded the rights and
opportunities of the poor while increasing government tax revenues. The solution only became
apparent after economist Hernando de Soto and his team of researchers at the Institute for
Liberty and Democracy (ILD) went out on foot to observe the obstacles to overcoming poverty
in LDCs. De Soto writes that he and his colleagues, “closed our books and opened our eyes—
going out into the streets and countrysides of four continents.”
One of the major surprises they found was an immense underground economy. In
developing nations, millions of poor migrants live illegally on untitled land, operating unregistered
businesses that elude taxation. These squatters constitute the majority of the four billion global
poor: living in makeshift shacks, often lacking sufficient food and clean water.
Tragically, most developing nations fail to realize that these slums are not so much their biggest
ailment, but their biggest opportunity. The key to solving global poverty is not encoded in
complex econometrics and it does not fit the lock on Uncle Sam’s vault—it is found in the slums
and rural farms of the developing world, where most economists and policymakers fear to tread.
Ending global poverty requires reforming an oppressive legal apartheid that makes it
impossible for the poor to legitimately own their modest homes or obtain official business
permits.
The entrepreneurship of the poor has produced assets in the “underground economy”
worth over $9 trillion. This is doubly confirmed by two recent studies, including the years of
reconnaissance work by the ILD and estimates by Austrian economist Friedrich Schneider. But
the poor are prevented from entering the legal realm by bureaucratic runaround. To document the
extent of the challenges, Peruvian economist Hernando de Soto describes in The Mystery of
Capital how he tried to obtain legal permits to build a small house and license one sewing machine
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for commercial use.
Obtaining land title in Peru required 728 bureaucratic steps; the authorization to build
required 207 additional steps in 52 government offices over 7 years. Registering the sewing
machine—including bus trips, waiting in lines, and filling out forms—required six hours per day
for 289 days and fees totaling over 2.5 years worth of minimum wage ($1,231).
Prohibitive laws plague most developing nations in both rural and urban areas, usually requiring
10-25 years of bureaucratic hassles to obtain property rights. In advanced nations this takes only
weeks. Huge underground economies persist from Mexico to Russia, Manila to Cairo, and Haiti
to Nigeria.
Contrary to the common assumption that this is due to intentional tax evasion, the poor
remain outside the legal sector because complex laws exclude them. In 1990, the ILD helped Peru
simplify their processes for property rights and business permits, reducing costs in both time
and money by over 99%. Since then, over 2 million Peruvian families have become newly legal
homeowners and another 500,000 have registered official businesses.
Extending accessible property rights to the poor and reforming the laws so that they officially
recognize—and reinforce rather than undermine —existing informal contracts turns squatters into
homeowners, and black-market peddlers into hopeful entrepreneurs.
This simple shift in legal status creates opportunities for economic growth by allowing
the poor to leverage their dead assets into live capital. Greater security and official recognition of
property title allow new home and business owners to establish credit, take out loans, and make
long-term plans and visions for the future. Instead of hiding an illicit underground bakery in a
small, unmarked shack, its rightful owners could put a sign outside, advertise, expand, and create
lasting partnerships with delivery services, sandwich shops, and grain producers.
Enacting policies of accessible property rights—to be based in the extralegal laws of
organic communities—would have incredible global implications. The valuation of worldwide
underground assets at $9 trillion nearly equals America’s $10 trillion GDP. Hernando de Soto
writes that the value is nearly that of “all the companies listed on the main stock exchanges of the
world’s twenty most developed countries: New York, Tokyo, London, Frankfurt, Toronto,
Paris, Milan, the NASDAQ, and a dozen others.” That means that if all the world’s major
corporations quit business and gave everything to the poor, they could only give the global poor
twice the assets they already own.
To imagine the huge potential for the dead assets of the extralegal sector to be converted
into live capital in the legal sector, it is essential to understand the extent and proportions of the
extralegal economy in developing nations. On this point, de Soto is worth quoting at length:
“In most countries we have surveyed, the value of extralegal real estate alone is
many times greater than total savings and time deposits in commercial banks, the value of
companies registered in local stock exchanges, all foreign direct investment, and all public
enterprises privatized and to be privatized all put together.”
The problem is that without legal recognition, these vast assets can only be used and
traded within a small circle of trust, such as one’s family, friends and neighbors. Moreover, they
cannot perform the important functions that capital does in advanced nations. They are not
easily rented, divided, or leased. Neither can they be used to establish credit or secure loans.
These are some of the main ways citizens of advanced nations use their creative energies to make
their assets multiply, work for them, and open up new opportunities.
Thus, it is far more important to empower the poor to use and multiply what they
already own than to “redistribute” what others own. The burdens of being eclipsed outside the
formal economy mean that their assets are used inefficiently and have great potential to multiply.
Bringing these assets into the formal sector would also automatically multiply both recorded
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GDP and tax revenues. In developing nations, the informal assets of the poor dwarf the
valuations of domestic stock exchanges, government assets, and foreign direct investment by large
multiples. Turning these assets into capital would unleash new potential for surging exponential
growth.
Strangely, considerations of laws and property rights are glaringly absent from formal
theories of economic growth. Each theory mixes a cocktail of labor and capital looking for
determining factors like technology, investment, education, or democracy.
Yet they remain confounded.
By assuming or ignoring property rights and laws, economists consistently fail to pull the growth
rabbit out of the hat of formal analysis. With an over-investment in impressive sounding
equations yielding only marginal returns, economic theories are running a significant deficit of
common sense.
Returning from this regression, economists should converge on a growth theory
resembling the forgotten discipline of political economy. They should seek out the neglected
economic insights that undergird de Soto’s analysis, like those of Friedrich Hayek, Richard
Epstein and Peter Bauer.
While some theorists like Jeremy Waldron and C.B Macpherson discuss property rights,
their import is largely ignored by most political theorists. The most famous political theory
treatise of the century, A Theory of Justice by John Rawls, has no index citation for “property
rights” or “law,” and includes only seven pages of discussion on the “rule of law.” Neither
Keynesian nor neoclassical economic theories have any place for considerations of property
rights or law. Other major political and economic treatises and theories similarly ignore these
foundational facilitators of social interaction and economic exchange.
Perhaps the most significant part of any political or economic theory of development,
however, is how to get property to those who do not currently have it. Foreign aid proponents
want to transfer property to LDC governments that will—through some process of investment
involving property and capital—enable their poor to gain more property. Both the goals and
methods of development in the foreign aid paradigm (or in any other conceivable paradigm), must
include an understanding of what property is, how it is owned, traded and multiplied, and what
are its benefits and dangers. Yet it has gone unanalyzed, undiscussed, and untheorized in most
pertinent literature. Even when “political economy” was popular, prior to the twentieth century,
it developed largely within Western contexts where accessible property rights had already been
established, and were thus largely taken for granted.
A few recent books begin investigating the topic of property in broad multidisciplinary
contexts, crossing the boundaries of a number of academic fields. These include The Mystery of
Capital, by Hernando de Soto (2000); Property and Freedom by Richard Pipes (1999); and The
Noblest Triumph by Tom Bethell (1998). But these surveys provide only a beginning to the
needed consideration and criticism of property in diverse academic contexts like politics and
economics, international relations and law, history and psychology.
Challenges and Opportunities
Although I hoped to emphasize the importance of accessible property rights here, as it is
as yet under-appreciated as a possible route to development, there are both obstacles to achieving
that end as well as other opportunities for reform to promote growth.
In terms of obstacles to realizing accessible property rights, entrenched cultural, political and
legal ways of life may prove most onerous. Simply by the fact of having such large underground
economies, many developing nations have extensive habits of corruption: government officials
demand or accept bribes and citizens duck the law where possible and offer bribes where not.
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Each country will need a tailored approach to stemming these practices to root them out. Adding
to this challenge, the leadership must also have the moral courage and political will to push for
change in these areas. Moreover, it will need the public relations skills to build a coalition around
either or both (a) rooting out corruption and (b) extensive legal reforms. Although these changes
should benefit everyone in both realms of finance and personal security, the changes require
reshuffling that may provoke fear and resistance especially from lawyers. Although it seems like
stating the obvious, it is important for reformers to be aware that any social group (whether the
politicians, the poor, the rich, or anyone in between) that perceives these changes as threatening
to their position and security will be likely to resist them heavily. Thus, reformers face not only
the challenge of understanding the extralegal law that must be discerned and incorporated, but
creating a public case for its benefits to individuals and their nation.
Further challenges will surely come from the fact that the poorest and worst-nourished
countries have not arrived in that position without the help of leaders who reek of incompetence,
outright malice, or both. With the benefit of benevolent and intelligent leaders, existing poverty
would be far less, and needed reforms would be far easier. Speaking specifically about famine, one
of the most visible forms of absolute poverty, The Economist recently wrote, “Well-governed
countries never suffer famine; but of the 25 worst-nourished nations, all are badly governed, some
spectacularly so.” Unfortunately, the leaders and policies that have led to these dire situations
cannot be trusted with millions of dollars in foreign aid. These are far more likely to line their
pockets or benefit their cronies with the dough than to feed their needy poor.
Perhaps even for the worst-governed nations, legal reform for accessible property rights
could be put forward as a way of increasing tax revenues (far better, of course, would be good
governance). With de Soto’s proposed legal reforms only partially enacted in Peru, tax revenues
jumped by $1.2 billion (US). Effective legal reform could provide a constant and growing source
of new tax revenues, hopefully to be used for building social infrastructure and not growing a
dictator’s personal fortune.
One way of removing some temptations for corruption from political office would be
denying the “international resource privilege,” which allows the leadership of any country
(regardless of the means by which is gained or maintains power) to nationalize and sell resources
on the international market. This proviso has been one of the biggest plagues of oil-rich Arab
nations. International institutions that discouraged or disallowed this practice and sought other
ways of decreasing the economic powers (and thereby the economic temptations) of national
governments would do the poor quite a favor. The proper domestic economic role of the
government is to create a legal framework for productive activity—not to harness or exploit it.
Another way of improving the situation of poor people and countries is trade liberalization. We
often hear how trade barriers from wealthy nations impede economic growth for poor nations.
This would probably be among the best ways wealthy nations could change institutional rules to
benefit the poor: the World Bank estimates that this action could generate over $30 billion worth
of new in come for poor nations within a few years. While this would be a significant and
important step, what is often overlooked is the LDC correlate trade barriers. The World Bank
estimates that trade liberalization among poor nations would boost their earnings by over $110
billion.
While it would be wonderful if there were more that wealthy nations could do to alleviate
the position of LDCs, nearly all of these arguments resolve into the conclusion that improvement
must come primarily from domestic change. Unfortunately, the somewhat more competent and
benevolent leaders of developed nations cannot forcibly change the bad policies, corruption and
dictatorial malice that are very often the true culprits for world poverty.
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Conclusions
While there are a number of beneficial steps developed nations and global institutions may
take, the primary locus of change to create development and alleviate poverty is domestic.
Hopefully, developed nations will continue to become more encouraging and cooperative in these
matters, refusing to prop up dictators or buy the nationalized goods of oppressive military
regimes.
Unfortunately, the often advocated but overly simplistic solution of increased foreign aid
does not appear to be a promising source of positive change. The historical record of foreign aid
is a bleak story of successive failures that have been financially costly and tragically fatal. The
analysis presented here suggests that these failures were not mere coincidences or avoidable
mishaps, but reflect intrinsic and inextricable problems with foreign aid itself. Unfortunately,
foreign money cannot make up for ill-advised domestic policies. Often, it only serves to
exacerbate and perpetuate them, allowing governments to postpone needed reforms, including
bureaucratic downsizing and simplification.
This article also focused on the neglected role of making property rights accessible and the
extent of the underground sector in developing nations. Given the immensity of informal
economies, it should be a top priority to encourage domestic reforms to bring the poor into the
legal sector. Moreover, academics must continue to develop sound historical accounts and
theories regarding the role of property rights in protection and prosperity. Considerations of
property, law, and political institutions should become foundations of new growth theories,
replacing inadequately examined demands for increased aid. These ideas have been unfortunately
neglected for far too long and are now only nascent concepts in development strategy and
literature, where they appear at all.
The human tragedy of widespread poverty and famine will continue at least for the time
being, since these reforms will be neither easily won nor immediately achieved. We may hope,
however, that despite the failure of foreign aid, strong efforts toward broad trade liberalization,
improved domestic institutions, and accessible property rights can succeed in improving the lot
of the global poor.
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Foreign Policy Implications of the U.S. Intervention in Somalia, 19921994 by Melody Hildebrant
In analyzing the intervention in Somalia of the early 1990s, Hildebrandt argues that
the U.S. is willing to intervene for solely humanitarian reasons, but is unwilling to
engage in nation building.
Upon assuming office in 1993, President William Jefferson Clinton inherited a mission in
Somalia originally undertaken by his predecessor, George H.W. Bush. The United Task Force
(UNITAF), commanded by the United States, entered Somalia on December 3, 1992 to stop the
mass starvation that had enveloped the country. Clinton originally continued the mission with
the same liberal, humanitarian goal. Gradually, however, public, congressional, and
administrative opinion soured on sustaining the operation, especially as the aims of the mission
were expanded. For geostrategic reasons, Clinton and Congress pulled out of the mission
because the United States did not have a security interest in the region; therefore, the costs to
Americans became too high to sustain. This paper analyzes the events of the summer of 1993 to
explain why the lone superpower United States felt compelled to embarrassingly withdraw from
conflict in the poor, undeveloped nation of Somalia. The Somali mission is an interesting case
study because it is an example of American foreign policy goals at large. On the one hand, it
indicates that contrary to a popular misconception, the United States is willing to intervene in
conflicts for purely compassionate reasons. The hasty withdrawal, however, suggests the
American leadership’s aversion to nation building. The aftermath of this mission is still felt
today in the formulation of American foreign policy, from Kosovo to Afghanistan to the conflict
over Iraq.
The immediate Somali conflict began in early 1991 with the exile of ruling dictator
General Mohammed Siad Barre.xciv Plunged into a confusing state of anarchy and chaos,
competing warlords overran Somalia, all venturing to stake their control over the country.xciv In
1992, United Nations Operation UNOSOM I entered the conflict with four objectives:
humanitarian aid, peacemaking, peacekeeping, state building.xciv However, even with the United
Nations presence, mass starvation and killing continued throughout the cities and countryside.
President Bush decided to take action, authorizing a United States-led humanitarian mission,
UNITAF, to intervene. The name of the mission, Operation Restore Hope, largely reflects its
liberal intent, to re-open supply routes and rush food to the starving population. This presidential
action was consistent with Bush’s post- Persian Gulf Was call for a “new world order” of
stability and cooperation.xciv
President Bush’s domestic hurdles to mobilization were substantially removed by the
media’s coverage of the Somali conflict. Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, General Colin
Powell, explains the public reaction in his memoirs: “The world had a dozen other running sores
that fall, but television hovered over Somalia and wrenched our hearts, night after night, with
images of people starving to death before our eyes.”xciv Although the conflict was on the
periphery of United States’ core strategic interests, there was a moral imperative to intervene.
Bush proudly claimed that the American military units in Somalia were “doing God’s work.”xciv
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As it authorized the intervention, the administration intended to remain for only a short period,
and then have the United Nations reclaim control over the effort.xciv
Clinton’s reasoning for continuing and expanding United States involvement was
basically the same as his predecessor’s liberal reasoning for entering the conflict. First, the postCold War international political arrangement differed from the agreement that had preceded it.
Whereas national sovereignty was formally sacrosanct, now the need for world security trumped
other considerations.xciv During the Cold War, the United Nations could resort to peace
operations only in the few cases where the interests of the Soviet Union and the United States did
not conflict, but now there was less such direct disagreement.xciv As the lone superpower, the
United States felt that it had the right to intervene.
The administration had no scruples about interfering in Somalia’s domestic politics
because Somalia was seen as an illiberal country of anarchy, without a legitimate ruler. Whereas
it might have been harder to justify United States entrance into an internal conflict of a fellow
liberal democracy, no such barrier existed in Somalia. Instead, the United States saw itself as the
benevolent provider of world stability and order. Indeed, in a speech given to returning UNITAF
forces, President Clinton proclaimed, “…we must continue to be, the world's leader. That is the
job of the United States of America.... American leadership can help to mobilize international
action to create a better world.”xciv
UNITAF is proof that the United States is willing to intervene internationally for reasons
unrelated to its own national security. Most importantly, there was no national interest involved
in helping the Somali people. Somalia was a distant conflict, hardly affecting United States
economic, political, or military interest. Even if leaders feared that unrest in Somalia would
spread, the nation shares borders with Kenya, Ethiopia, and Djibouti, none of whom are critical
to global security or largely affect American interests. Although Clinton rationalized that “while
these conflicts may not directly threaten American interests, their cumulative effect is
significant,”xciv upon explaining UNITAF to the American citizens, Bush declared that there was
no national interest at stake, and the mission was purely humanitarian.xciv In addition, the
decision to intervene was largely made due to the moral imperative the media presented to the
American public, who then cried out for action. Clinton said it most clearly during an address to
the nation in October of 1993, “We went because only the United States could help stop of the
great human tragedies of this time…Our consciences said, enough.”xciv Brad Roberts of the
Washington Quarterly argues that Somalia was essentially a problem at the “margin of the
international agenda, despite its prominence in the media.”xciv
The spring of 1993 began high with hopes and initial excitement about early successes.
Welcoming home military personnel in May, Clinton remarked, “Mission accomplished. And so,
on behalf of all the American people, I say to you, General, and to all whom you brought with
you: Welcome home, and thank you for a job very, very well done.” xciv In fact, the United
States mission succeeded in preventing the deaths of hundreds of thousands of starving Somalis.
The same day, UNITAF returned control of the mission back to the United Nations in the form
of the second United Nations Operation in Somalia (UNOSOM II), but large numbers of
American military personnel remained in Somalia, and the United States still shouldered the vast
majority of the costs of the operation. In March, with great optimism, the United Nations
Security Council (UNSC) broadened the scope of the mission.
Chester Crocker, the former assistant Secretary of State for African Affairs under
President Reagan, argues that the UNSC adopted a “sweepingly ambitious new ‘nation-building’
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resolution.”xciv This expansion of objectives marked a break with the initial solely humanitarian
mission of Bush, but the new plan was authored by American officials and approved by
President Clinton.xciv UNOSOM II entered with these new goals. At a June news conference,
the President even went so far as to proclaim that the operation “was over and that it was a
success.”xciv Clinton did not expect the need for prolonged continued American troop presence.
He claimed the United States forces crippled the power of the leading war lord General
Mohammed Farah Aideed’s.xciv Unfortunately, this was a bold, overly confident statement that
later proved to be far from the truth.
Over the summer, support gradually lessened and hopes diminished as the situation in
Somalia turned bleaker. The first major shock to the administration came on June 5, 1993 when
twenty-three Pakistani peacekeepers who were under the auspices of the United Nations, were
ambushed and murdered by Aideed. This Somali warlord was emerging as the country’s most
powerful leader and was extremely opposed to United Nations interference in what he
considered to be his own politics. This startling event caused a change in Clinton’s rhetoric, as
he wrote to Congressional leaders, “if necessary; they [the American soldiers] also will be
provided such additional U.S. support as may be necessary to ensure their safety.”xciv Although
some rhetoric about “schools constructed, starvation diminished…” inevitably was mentioned to
avoid loss of Congressional support for the mission, the body of the letter was about how to
protect American lives and the assurance that retaliatory steps would be taken.
This mass murder also led to division among policy makers on how to punish Aideed.
Everyone agreed that he was the United States’ primary enemy in Somalia and the major culprit
in inflicting mass starvation and destruction upon his country, but advisors disagreed over how to
handle him. Admiral Howe, the United Nations envoy, wanted to punish Aideed, and therefore
put a twenty-five thousand dollar price on his head. General Powell, Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, and Les Aspin, Secretary of Defense, however, both favored negotiating with
Aideed. Clinton confusingly stated, “I would like it if he were arrested but without trying to just
take him out personally.”xciv The final decision was to track down Aideed and demand his arrest.
Clinton continued to emphasize the successes of the United States’ efforts, although his
speeches contained far more realist thinking. In an address to the nation on June 12, seven days
after the ambush, Clinton proclaimed, “Today in Somalia, crops are growing, starvation has
ended, refugees are beginning to return, schools and hospitals are reopening, a civil police force
has been recreated, and Somalia has begun a process of national reconciliation with the goal of
creating the institutions of democracy.”xciv Later in the speech, however, his words were far
more negative: “For if U.N. peacekeepers are to be effective agents for peace and stability in
Somalia and elsewhere, they must be capable of using force when necessary to defend
themselves and accomplish their goals…Although the cold war is over, the world remains a
dangerous place.”xciv
No longer was the United States able to simply re-open food supply routes, because
food had become the currency of warlords to finance their military might. Aideed had proved
successful at disrupting peace efforts and continuing the state of anarchy, so American and other
UN forces were trying to continue their mission in a very dangerous place. Clinton changed his
tone and publicly announced the widened objectives in an exchange with reporters following a
discussion with Namibia’s President: “The ultimate goal is to restore the conditions of peace
which existed before the Pakistanis were murdered. The ultimate goal is to make sure that the
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United Nations can fulfill its mission there and continue to work with the Somalis toward nation
building…”xciv
The situation in Somalia only continued to deteriorate, leaving Clinton hard-pressed to
reassure his citizens that their military personnel were safe, and that the mission was still
succeeding. On July 2, three Italian peacekeepers were killed and a dozen injured. That same
day, at an interview with foreign journalists, Clinton completely avoids a reporter’s question
about the latest casualties, and instead reverts back to his regular speech about the presence of
new schools and hospitals, although his response is still laced with the need for patience for
nation-building.xciv Hypocritically, in an October 23 message to Congress, he claims that “The
U.S. military mission is not now nor was it ever one of `nation building.'”xciv This denial, coupled
with its direct endorsement only a few days earlier, reflects the confusion facing the
administration at the time. The humanitarian needs of Somalia were still present, but Clinton
realized that the plan was becoming far more complicated and difficult. At the same time, he
could not allow the superpower United States to back down from minor warlords in a destitute
country. As a plan to capture Aideed and end the conflict quickly, in July, United Nations forces
conducted a raid on his headquarters. This action led to the murder of four Western journalists.
The situation in Somalia worsened on September 24 when three American soldiers
were killed in an attack on United Nations forces, an act also attributed to Aideed seeking
vengeance for the raid of his control center. The administration, in response, chose to increase
United States forces at the request of the Department of Defense, and the opposition of
Congress.xciv At a news conference the next day, Clinton’s Press Secretary still tried to stress to
the American people that “Today, Somalia is on the road to recovery, especially outside of
Mogadishu,” but also emphasized, “As U.N. forces continue to take up the burden, the American
role can continue to diminish.”xciv The President realized that the American public was unable to
easily tolerate casualties in such a distant conflict without seeing some real progress and proof
that all the expenditures and loss of life were worth the United States effort. Thus, the President
emphasized the liberal reasons for being there, the initial strife that brought American
intervention in the beginning, and the successes at that time. He was also careful to stress how
American forces were gradually diminishing, to reassure a skeptical Congress and public, many
of whom wanted the United States out of Somalia. Nevertheless, at a news conference with the
Prime Minister of Japan, Clinton was grudgingly forced to admit that the political component of
the mission had “lagged.”xciv
Three days prior to the latest attack on American forces, National Security Advisor
Anthony Lake gave an address to Johns Hopkins University which emphasized the United States
humanitarian agenda in a far more skeptical light than might have been present pre-Somalia.
Lake stated the importance of continued American involvement in world affairs because, “It [the
world] knows that our responses to hunger and suffering, from Bangladesh to Somalia to
Chernobyl, are an expression of who we are as a nation.”xciv He criticized the media’s role in
choosing where the United States should intervene: “Public pressure for our humanitarian
engagement increasingly may be driven by televised images, which can depend in turn on such
considerations as where CNN sends its camera crews,” while also stressing the more objective
constraints to unlimited engagement, such as cost, likelihood of greater security as a result of the
mission, and feasibility.xciv In perhaps Lake’s most important comment on the future of
humanitarian interventions drawn from the lessons of Somalia, he stated that although the
Clinton Doctrine of expanding democracies and markets may lend itself to continuous
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humanitarian aid, “there will be relatively few intra-national ethnic conflicts that justify our
military intervention.”xciv This statement, made midway through the Somali conflict, indicates
how Clinton’s advisors began perceiving the situation in Somalia in increasingly realistic, as
opposed to liberal, terms.
Colin Powell had realist apprehensions about United States involvement from the
beginning, and these doubts only intensified as the war become more prolonged and deadly. As
early as 1992, when Bush was first contemplating the mission, Powell claims, “I was not eager to
get us involved in a Somalian civil war, but we were apparently the only nation that could end
the suffering.”xciv Along with Secretary of Defense Les Aspin, Powell resisted “personalizing”
the conflict and ordering the counterterrorist Delta Force on a manhunt for Aideed. He claims to
have eventually “reluctantly” agreed to dispatch the Rangers and Delta Force.xciv Finally, as
General Montgomery began pleading for more and more supplies and tanks, Powell urged Aspin
to find a way out of the conflict.xciv Powell was a voice of realism throughout the conflict, but
only in the later summer and early fall when events began to go particularly poorly was his
council in line with the general administration consensus.
Some of the most vociferous critics of United States participation in Somalia were
members of Congress. Republicans bashed Clinton for committing the nation to an open-ended
mission without clearly specified goals and signs for victory.xciv On March 23, in a severe blow
to his credibility, two members of his own party on the Senate Armed Services Committee, Sam
Nunn (D-GA) and Carl Levin (D-MI), urged Clinton to seek Congressional authorization for
continued U.S. participation.xciv Many lawmakers were uncomfortable with having American
soldiers under foreign command, as they were in Somalia after UNITAF passed command over
to UNOSOM II, led by a Turkish general. Senator Mitch McConnell (R-KY), objected vocally
to anything other than “the Persian Gulf model—where we’re in charge and other countries send
in troops to help us.”xciv On September 9, the Senate overwhelmingly approved a resolution
asking the President to consult with Congress before authorizing any more troops to Somalia.xciv
This measure asked Clinton to report to Congress on the goals of continued American
involvement and most importantly, to win Congressional authorization for the mission by
November 15.xciv Senator Nunn again expressed apprehension, saying that he wanted to avoid
setting up “a situation where the United States has committed its military to a mission that is
very broad and basically has no end point and really no definition.xciv
Virtually all Senators agreed by this point that Senate debate on Somalia was long
overdue and that the President needed to express to Congress soon what the American objectives
were in the war-ravaged nation. Senator Byrd (D-WV), who initially forced the debate that led to
the resolution claimed, “The United Nations’ mandate to disarm the warlords and build a civil
society in Somalia, approved by the U.N. Security Council, was never addressed, never debated,
and never approved by this body.xciv It was he who, in mid-October, introduced an amendment
to cut off funding for the operation earlier than planned.xciv
In early October, Representative Doug Bereuter (R-NE) chastised the President for not
seeking a House vote to demonstrate whether there was clear Congressional resolve in
continuing the mission: “The leadership is manipulating the will of Congress to avoid a
straightforward vote, now, on the rapid and orderly withdrawal of our military personnel from
Somalia. I believe they know how this House would vote and how the other body would
vote.”xciv In general, Congress feared that as the world’s lone superpower, the United States
would be required to serve as a global police force.xciv This increasing Congressional pressure
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for American withdrawal was central to the administration’s eventual decision to end support for
UNOSOM II. Eventually Congress would have to approve the funding for the mission for it to
continue, but because Clinton knew that that was a slim possibility, he chose to end it himself
before it came to a failed vote in Congress. A failed vote would require the admission that the
whole mission was a failure, as opposed to Clinton’s sneaky tactic of distancing the United
States from the debacle of UNOSOM II, while accepting credit for the success of American-led
UNITAF.
By this point, the American public was rather disheartened by the whole Somali
mission. They had been supportive of United States intervention because of the humanitarian
disaster there. The American public was proud to see its sons and daughters re-opening supply
routes, giving food to an impoverished population, and restoring order. Americans were
understandably confused when, instead of hearing about more lives being saved and their
soldiers receiving a hero’s welcome, more and more tanks and heavy fighting equipment were
being dispatched along with elite fighting groups, and worst of all, Americans were being shot at
instead of celebrated. Powell describes this new fighting atmosphere as “the quicksand that the
UN ‘nation building’ had sucked us into.”xciv
The final and most powerful blow to American resolve came on October 3 when
eighteen United States Rangers were killed in a failed raid on Aideed’s headquarters. After this
disastrous failure in Mogadishu, Clinton immediately conducted a policy review that led to a
plan to remove all American forces within six months.xciv Public, Congressional, and
Administrative opinion simply would not tolerate continued American losses. As Colin Powell
later described, “Americans were horrified by the sight of a dead U.S. soldier being dragged
through the streets of Mogadishu. We had been drawn into this place by television images; now
we were being repelled by them.”xciv After consulting with Congress, the President officially
announced, in an address to the nation on October 7, the military disengagement plans for
complete withdrawal by March 31, 1994.xciv This withdrawal plan sharply contrasted with the
President’s refusal, less than two weeks earlier, to set an end date for the mission. xciv The
Mogadishu disaster presented a new urgency for the President to act swiftly. Upon publicly
recognizing that it was a mistake to personally go after Aideed, Clinton ordered the United States
commanders to stop the hunt for him.xciv
The primary root of the embarrassing American withdrawal from Somalia was
expanding the scope of the mission during the transition from UNITAF to UNOSOM without
giving sufficient thought as to what this prolonged intervention would require. The United
Nations Security Council resolution that initially authorized the mission on December 3, 1992
stated only that the intervening states were allowed to “use all necessary means to establish as
soon as possible a secure environment for humanitarian relief operations in Somalia.”xciv
Although it technically handed over control of the mission to the United Nations in March, 1993,
United States forces remained in large numbers to participate in the operation’s expanded
mandate. With new Security Council resolutions, the United Nations force was practically given
control of the country with a multitude of tasks including “the repatriation of hundreds of
thousands of refugees, clearing land mines, setting up a civilian police force, conducting peace
talks on the setting up of a new government, creating jobs, rebuilding the economy, and building
political institutions.”xciv
The primacy of geostrategic interest provides the best answer for the necessity of
American withdrawal. The excessive burdens of completing the newly created tasks required far
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more resources than the United States was willing to provide, caused more conflicts with the
warlords that led to fatal skirmishes, and produced a vague timetable for completion of the
mission. The short time frame for success that Bush, and later, Clinton insisted upon indicates
that the mission did not have the urgency and necessity that humanitarian missions require. The
United States simply did not have enough interest in the region to continue fighting indefinitely
for a cause that showed no sign of ending and that was costing American lives and resources.
According to defensive realism, states are generally more concerned with avoiding losses to
power and prestige than trying to gain power. To continue fighting a losing battle in Mogadishu
would be humiliating for the United States, and cause countries around the world to question its
ability to win wars. The United States had underestimated the war lords’ capabilities and there
was no way to beat them without resorting to extreme, costly measures. Rather than continue to
pour money into the operation in naïve, optimistic hope, President Clinton and his advisors
realistically decided that it would be better to cut their losses, assume responsibility for the
successful part of the mission that saved thousands of Somali lives, and get out of Somalia as
quickly as possible. The administration managed to avoid admitting total failure by shifting the
blame to the United Nations, distancing the country from UNOSOM II, and taking full credit for
the achievements of UNITAF.
Domestic constraints were also a part of Clinton’s decision to leave. The Somali crisis
did not by any means create a high external threat, so domestic politics played a larger role in
determining policy than if the public had “rallied around the flag.” As the risks of the mission
mounted, the public wanted to see an immediate threat to justify action. Thomas Christensen
illuminates this point in his book, Useful Adversaries, “For the general public, long-term
international concerns will appear vague at best and may easily be overshadowed by immediate
domestic political concerns…”xcivAlso, by changing policy objectives midway through the
mission, Clinton alienated Congress because he did not consult with it, and confused the public
because they thought the mission would be purely humanitarian. These factors of shrinking
Congressional and public support for a mission in a country which posed no threat to the United
States, led Clinton to order the cessation of American action in Somalia.
Critics of the American withdrawal provide an alternative explanation for the United
States failure to accomplish its mission. First, one could argue that rather than devoting too
many resources to Somalia, the United States should have been more committed to resolving the
conflict. Withdrawing from UNOSOM II so abruptly, it abandoned the United Nations to
continue an expanded mission that it was unable to handle without American help. The strict,
limited timeframe established by Bush especially weakened the mission’s capabilities. With its
seat on the United Nationals Security Council (UNSC), the United States used its power to
cancel the United Nations mission entirely. An article in The New Yorker claims that “Nobody
believed until recently that the United Nations would really quit the country without leaving
behind at least a nominal government. But it has.”xciv
John Owen writes of liberal states, such as the United States,
the liberal worldview leads those who accept it to set up governmental structures
that make individual autonomy more likely….Liberals thus set up institutions that
give the governed leverage over the governors. Liberal ideology and institutions
work synergistically to prod liberal states towards war and peace.xciv
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Following this logic, Somalia was so clearly an illiberal state where the governed have no
political power, that once the United States chose to intervene for the sake of the starving
population, the next step was to create the institutions that would give the Somali citizens the
basic rights and freedoms held so dearly by liberal states. However, the United States abandoned
the mission without setting up any liberal institutions, so this objective was obviously not a high
priority. The American withdrawal came without any lasting results of nation building.
The Somali intervention and later withdrawal set an important precedent for future
humanitarian action. Colin Powell best described the requirement for American action in
humanitarian conflicts:
“Our humanitarian instincts have been touched, which is something quite different.
Americans are willing to commit their diplomatic, political, and economic resources
to help others. We proudly and readily allow our young sons and daughters in
uniform to participate in humanitarian enterprises far from home. In no other way
could the Somalis, for example, have been saved so quickly from starvation in 1992.
But when the fighting starts, as it did in Somalia, and American lives are at risk, our
people rightly demand to know what vital interest that sacrifice serves.”xciv

The Somali operation also created a now commonly held misperception that the United
States refuses to tolerate casualties in humanitarian operation.xciv In fact, the American loss
in Mogadishu in October had such an impact upon policy because it compounded months of
losses, failed operations, and was a symbol of the lost cause of nation-building in Somalia.
Clinton himself realized the disaster that liberal, overly optimistic aims in Somalia had
caused, when he tried to appease his Congressional critics in early October saying: “I think that
everyone involved in Bosnia is perhaps more sensitive than was the case in the beginning of the
Somalia operation about the dangers of it, and the need to have a strict set of limitations and
conditions before the involvement occurs.”xciv After Somalia, Clinton desperately tried to
convince Congress of the “vital interest,” as Colin Powell described it, of intervention in Bosnia,
even using historically inaccurate facts and absurd prognostications to make his point.
Presidential Decision Directive 25, compiled post-Somalia, set rigid requirements for future
interventions to avoid creating another situation where the United States would be forced to
embarrassingly withdraw from a conflict without achieving its objectives, in an area that was
never of any geo-strategic importance in the first place.xciv Seyom Brown in his book, The Faces
of Power, summarizes the dilemma of risky humanitarian missions:
“Policies to implement such intention to do good, however, have been scrapped or
postponed when the president discerned that their pursuit would require a major
sacrifice of the country’s blood and treasure in war, or otherwise take away from the
capacity of the United States to tend to its own security and material well-being.
This realist constraint on idealist impulses has operated at a number of crucial
junctures.”xciv

The Somali operation was not a dismal failure, but its end was less than desirable.
It did accomplish its initial objective, saving approximately 100,000 Somali citizens from
starvation, but it failed to solve the underlying issue of the competing war lords, and thus
withdrew largely unsuccessful. xciv Although the United Nations, under the direction of the
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United States, had good intentions in expanding the mandate of mission to include even
more liberal objectives, a more realist thinking shows that these aims were beyond its
means. As threats, costs, and casualties mounted, Congress, the public, and finally the
administration realized that the United States had to get out of this conflict that had no end
in sight. A reflection upon American core strategic needs checked the liberal, humanitarian
mission. Because Somalia was not a direct security interest of the nation, its costs
outweighed all lofty charitable ambitions. This withdrawal was at the expense of not
finishing the mission and leaving the United Nations alone to desperately try to accomplish
objectives that it did not have the power to complete.
The mission to Somalia of 1993 is not an isolated incident in American history; on
the contrary, it set a precedent for future humanitarian action, as it was the first operation of
its kind. The embarrassment of UNISOM weakened the credibility of Clinton’s foreign
policy objectives and was a large factor in the tragic decision not to intervene in the
genocide in Rwanda in 1994, especially as the Hutu-Tutsi conflict broke out right on the
heals of the American withdrawal. Somalia is not proof that the United States is unable to
suffer casualties in foreign, humanitarian conflict. Rather, reflection upon Somalia forced
the administration and Congress to re-evaluate the prerequisites for intervention to be sure
that American involvement is sure to have a lasting impact. There was such a strong
reaction to the deaths of the eighteen Rangers because it was not clear that their mission was
accomplishing its goals and Americans are rightfully opposed to having their soldiers die for
a hazy, unclearly defined cause.
The United States has intervened for humanitarian reasons since Somalia, but as in
1993, has failed in the necessity of nation building. Despite Kosovo’s portrayal as an area of
national interest, the mission of 1998 was primarily to alleviate the suffering of ethnic
Albanians at the hands of a brutal dictator. The United States intervened to stop the potential
genocide, but after the bombing campaign had worked and Slobodon Milosevic was forced
to flee, the American forces left as well, refusing to rebuild Albanian and Serbian society. A
similar situation took place in the post-September 11, 2001 topple of the Taliban in
Afghanistan. The American mission was praised as a full success, but the United States left
immediately after the military component was accomplished, failing to address the
rebuilding needs of the ravaged nation. This trend will be further tested in the current U.S.led campaign in Iraq, if and when Saddam Hussein falls and the U.S. is responsible for
establishing a new government.
Nation building requires the devotion of too many resources and is hard to justify to the
American public, whereas missions to alleviate mass starvation or stop ethnic cleansing are fairly
simple to present the necessity of action. For example, in Somalia, when the United States
escalated its war aims, the administration significantly raised its mobilization hurdles, to use
realist Thomas Christensen’s term. The American public was willing to support a humanitarian
mission, but a nation-building undertaking required overly demanding means. The 1993 mission
to Somalia set a precedent for certain future humanitarian action, but also exposed the wariness
of the American leadership to devote itself to foreign nation building after its immediate goals
are accomplished.
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Power Maximization and United States National Missile Defense Policy:
An Explanation of Motivating Intent in the Present Bush Administration
by Courtney L. Keefe
By discussing the renewed quest for a national missile defense system, Keefe argues
that due to security concerns, the United States will continue to take advantage of
opportunities to maximize it relative power.
May 1, 2001. In a speech at the National Defense University in Washington, DC,
President George W. Bush made the first major strategic commitment of his new administration.
Pursuant with campaign promises, Bush proposed to develop and deploy a missile defense
system to “counter the different threats of today's world.”1 After several months of diplomatic
formalities Bush announced the United States' intention to withdraw from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic
Missile (ABM) Treaty in December 2001. This year, following the recent midterm elections and
Bush’s expansion of the War on Terrorism, the administration’s speed on missile defense policy
has left the international community questioning US intentions. In addition to a disregard for
international concern, Bush's actions illustrate the present relevancy of a controversy spanning
the latter half of the twentieth century and certain to continue well into the twenty-first.
The debate over national missile defense began in the late 1960s when, at the height of
the Cold War, President Lyndon B. Johnson suggested that the United States ought to have an
active defense mechanism against Soviet missiles. President Reagan's proposal of the Strategic
Defense Initiative (SDI), popularly known as 'Star Wars,' furthered this idea in 1983. In
subsequent presidential administrations missile defense often took a secondary role to other
national issues. However, in 1999, under President Bill Clinton, Congress passed the Missile
Defense Act. This legislation called for the United States to develop and deploy a missile
defense system ''as soon as technologically possible." Following the election of the current Bush
administration, missile defense has been thrust back into the spotlight. From the beginning of his
candidacy, Bush made the deployment of National Missile Defense (NMD) an integral part of
his defense plan. In the face of testing failures, cost constrictions, domestic opposition, waning
allied support, and international treaty restrictions, Bush has pushed forward, lauding NMD as a
necessity to US national defense. Although NMD appears to be a purely defensive system,
under closer examination the Bush administration may have other intentions, such as increasing
US relative power, rather than defending the stability of the international system. As this
defense priority quickly moves towards a policy with international implications, the political and
theoretical controversy over missile defense will become increasingly significant.
The purpose of this paper is not to provide a recommended course of action for the Bush
administration. Rather, it is to objectively examine the United States’ actions on missile defense
as a means of explaining Bush’s motivation behind such policy. I argue that the United States is
not pursuing NMD for purely defensive reasons, but rather is using missile defense to better
ensure its position in a increasingly unstable international system. US incentives in this area are
consistent with the same goals behind missile defense policy in the 1970s. I intend to illustrate
this in several key ways. First, and foremost, I describe the incentive for governments to enact
policy geared toward maximizing that state’s relative power as opposed to maximizing security.
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Second, I apply this to the case of National Missile Defense and the Bush administration. In this
section, I also show the underlying motivations behind US behavior. In conclusion I examine
some of the possible implications and consequences of Bush’s policy.
The Maximization of Security vs. the Maximization of Power
The conflict between maximizing security or power to preserve state interests is at the
heart of interpreting current US policy. According to Charles Glaser, a proponent of defensive
realist theory, power maximization, like security competition, is self-defeating for two major
reasons. First, attempting to increase relative power might ultimately decrease state security by
making an adversary feel insecure. Second, "by failing to distinguish between offensive and
defensive potential, the claim that states maximize relative power ignores the fact that doing so
may not maximize the military capabilities that a state needs for deterrence or defense."2 The
pursuit of moderate foreign policy and interstate cooperation better serves state interests because
it is not worth it for states to face the consequences associated with aggressive action.
In contrast, from an offensive perspective, the incentives for states to act aggressively
are enticing because a state can best maximize its security through maximizing its relative
power. States are fundamentally insecure; they are constantly looking for opportunities to
increase their relative power. Moreover, a states' ultimate goal is to become a regional
hegemon. For example, the US territorial expansion under Manifest Destiny in the 1840s
represented an attempt, and eventual achievement, of this hegemony. During this time, by
clarifying and limiting foreign borders, the United States ensured its own security. A weak
state would not pursue expansionist policy of this nature simply because the costs are too high.
Conversely strong states are more likely to survive because when the risks are manageable,
there is a great incentive to increase power at the expense of other states. The resulting increase
in relative power makes this state more secure.

Application of Theory to an Analysis of US Foreign Policy
As a means of analyzing the actions and intentions of the Bush administration
concerning National Missile Defense, it is worthwhile to apply each theoretical variant
discussed above to the case itself. Although United States NMD policy clearly stems from a
desire to increase security, the search for security may also have negative consequences. Those
who believe that security is the only goal behind missile defense would argue that perceptions of
insecurity drive states toward defensively oriented policy, thus the intent of NMD is to protect
the US from stated terrorist and rogue missile threats. In contrast, from an offensive standpoint,
perceptions of insecurity drive states to seek greater relative power. Therefore, in addition to
protecting the US from post-Cold War threats, NMD will also increase US relative power and
supremacy at the expense of other states.
I contend that current US action follows a historical precedent, and that the objective
behind deploying missile defense today is substantially the same as it was forty years ago. This
purpose is most consistent with maximizing state relative power, despite political statements
claiming national missile defense is strictly defensive.
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The historical record illustrates that current US foreign policy upholds a precedent
refuting defensive realism. This is clear in an examination of US behavior during the Cold War.
Both the United States and the Soviet Union had more than enough nuclear warheads to destroy
the world several times over. Additionally, both sides possessed a secure second-strike
capability. If the USSR had launched a nuclear strike against the US (or vice versa), the US
would still have had the time and means to launch a counterstrike. Thus, the concept of
Mutually Assured Destruction (MAD) meant that neither the United States nor the Soviet Union
had the ability to defend against a nuclear strike.
From a defensive perspective, the deterring effects of MAD, as well as shared
vulnerability with the USSR, should have made the United States feel very secure. Yet, this was
not the case. In fact, deep-seeded suspicion and fear of Soviet gains characterized US behavior.
The result of this paranoia was a constant pursuit of aggressive foreign policy. In spite of
treaties to limit and reduce American and Soviet forces (START, SALT I-II, ABM), the US
maintained a nuclear arsenal far greater than that necessary to guarantee MAD. Additionally, the
US sought to increase its already overwhelming military advantage with the development of
new technology.
If the threat of MAD was not enough to make the United States feel secure, why did they
restrict their possible defense capacity by signing the ABM Treaty? The answer is actually
quite simple from an offensive perspective. The US signed the ABM Treaty after realizing that
the technology to defend against Soviet missiles did not yet exist, not because it agreed with the
concept of shared vulnerability as a deterrent.3 At the 1971 SALT negotiations, US chief
negotiator Gerard Smith wrote to Henry Kissinger encouraging the Administration to support an
ABM ban because "it would be militarily advantageous...given that US Poseidon SLBMs would
have an easier time striking key Soviet targets."4 In signing the ABM Treaty the US protected
their advantage over submarine based missiles while restricting the USSR’s land based missile
advantage. Since the US was incapable of developing and deploying missile defense, by
preventing the USSR from developing a similar system, they could avoid a future disadvantage
and hence uphold US national security.
Despite both US and Soviet efforts to gain a clear nuclear superiority, the threat of
Mutually Assured Destruction was enough to deter aggressive action, if not aggressive policy.
With the Cold War over, present day threats, including an attack from a rogue state, accidental
missile launch, or acts of terrorism, illustrate the desire for a different security guarantee.
President Bush has stated that given these,
"Cold War deterrence is no longer enough...To maintain peace, to protect our
own citizens and our allies and friends, we must seek security based on more
than the grim premise that we can destroy those who seek to destroy us...We
need new concepts of deterrence that rely on both offensive and defensive forces.
Deterrence can no longer be based solely on the threat of nuclear retaliation."5
In advocating the development and deployment of an NMD system it would seem that the Bush
administration has backed away from traditional security strategies and is now focused on
defending against, as opposed to deterring, a possible attack.
In the wake of the Cold War, US foreign policy has shifted from containing a clear
adversary, to preempting the rise of a competitive rival state. This is illustrated in a classified
Pentagon document leaked to the press in 1992: "Our first objective is to prevent the
reemergence of a new rival...that poses a threat on the order of that posed formerly by the Soviet
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Union...Our strategy must now refocus on precluding the emergence of any potential future
global competitor."6 To achieve this goal, current US foreign policy seeks to maintain a
preponderance of power in the international system and its status as the strongest, if not the
only, global hegemon in the world. The United States can best guarantee its security by
ensuring total political, economic, technological, and military superiority over potential
adversaries. A successful missile defense system is one way to preserve US hegemony by
reducing vulnerability and widening the advantage gap between the US and potentially
competitive powers.
Proponents of NMD as a purely defensive system offer the explanation that the
recognition of new threats illustrates a perceived change in the international system. Current
US action is a response to this perception, aimed at maintaining security in an insecure world. I
reject this explanation as simply inaccurate. The fact of the matter is that these feelings of
insecurity are driving the US to seek greater relative power. Missile defense is not a new idea.
Successive presidential administrations from Johnson to Bush have considered developing and
deploying strategic defense. Clearly, the political rhetoric surrounding missile defense has
changed to reflect different foreign policy goals. However, the missile defense system
designed to shield the US from a Soviet nuclear attack operated on the same rationale as the
one intended to guard against today's security threats. That underlying objective is to further
United States supremacy through increases in relative power.
Although enacting policy with the objective of preserving power is an attempt to
maximize US security, if the deployment of NMD is successful, the United States will have far
exceeded the defensive capabilities necessary to face current threats. President Bush has
assured that "America's development of [missile] defenses is a search for security, not a search
for advantage."7 Although NMD is defensive technology, in an international system where one
state has a technologically superior defense, that state's disproportionate defensive advantage
may be destabilizing. The principles of realist theory in international relations show that states
can never be sure of others' intentions. Thus, they are right to fear the exploitation of a
defensive advantage for offensive purposes. Since no other state is currently capable of
developing missile defense technology, from the perspective of other states, if the US
successfully deploys such technology, what is to stop them from initiating a nuclear attack and
then hiding behind their missile shield? Concerns such as this are not unfounded, after all every
state in the international system is also seeking security. Therefore, in developing a defensive
system, the United States needs to be clear that it is not trying to pose a threat to other states.
If the Bush administration's motivation behind pursuing national missile defense
technology were entirely defensive, as they have stated, several things should be expected
from the United States. First, the proposed missile defense system would match the
security threats specified by the Administration. Second, the United States would have
shown greater sensitivity to fears that the aim of missile defense is to undermine China
and Russia's nuclear retaliatory capability. Third, the US might have demonstrated a
dedication to maintaining stability by strengthening defensive alliances, and showing
more flexibility on developing missile defense through international cooperation. Yet,
Bush has not taken such steps to indicate that US intentions are benign which, to say the
least, has worried other states.
The Bush administration has stated that the purpose of NMD is "not to counter deliberate
Russian and Chinese nuclear attacks, but primarily to defend against a small number of missiles
56

Hemispheres Vol. 26, 2003

in the hands of aspiring powers like Iraq, Iran, and North Korea."8 If this were true, the
proposed missile defense system would be capable of defending against an attack from a rogue
state, without undermining Russian and Chinese nuclear power. However, according to a senior
Pentagon official, the eventual goal in developing NMD is to "build a family of missile defense
systems that can defeat all types of missiles."9 This contradiction seems to indicate a
discontinuity between the Administration's official position and the actual intent behind a
missile defense system. Although technologically feasible, the US has shown no interest in
developing a missile defense system that, while more expensive, would not undermine Russian
and Chinese power. The United States has also not shown a significant interest in expanding the
already tested short-range Patriot intercept system, instead remaining committed to broad
theater based missile defense. This self-imposed limit can be seen as an indicator of underlying
hostile intentions.
The United States is also not taking any substantial action to limit or reverse
international feelings of insecurity and suspicion over its policy. While the United States did
initially suggest collaborating with Russia and our European allies to develop missile defense
cooperatively, they were entirely unwilling to compromise. In deciding whether to withdraw
from the ABM Treaty or design a more agreeable version, the US preferred unilateral action to
taking an interest in international concerns and attempting to reach an agreement. Offensive
state policy such as NMD stems from such an intense desire for survival that even mutually
beneficial cooperation is avoided. The reality is that the US can never really be certain of other
states intentions. In a world where today's ally can become tomorrow's enemy, cooperation
may pose unacceptable negative consequences. Given that the US would rather abandon a
treaty than negotiate they show a complete disregard for other states, as well as a commitment
to purely self-interested policy. Currently, no state (either ally or adversary) has the ability or
international influence necessary to effectively counter US action. There is little or nothing
other states can do to prevent the United States from acting without international cooperation.
Although Bush has denied claims that pursuit of missile defense technology is the
first stage of a more aggressive foreign policy, the Administration’s objectives seem far too
ambitious to be representative of only defensive motivations. Conversely, it can be argued
that the current Administration's actions are consistent with the power driven security
concerns motivating US behavior during the Cold War. The objective behind NMD is then
clearly not to maintain international stability in the face of new threats. Rather, it is aimed
at increasing the United States' power to prevent other states from rising to the status of a
regional hegemon.

Possible Implications and Consequences of US Missile Defense Policy
Given the existing preponderant status of the United States in the international system,
the short-term consequences of the Bush administration's missile defense policy seem rather
limited. If the historical record and current international opinions are any indication, the United
States' pursuit of NMD is unlikely to face any significant retaliatory action from abroad. While
states were very quick to oppose Bush's decision to withdraw from the ABM Treaty, they were
incapable of action. Bush faced mere diplomatic resistance to his policy because no state was
willing or able to persuade or compel the US to act otherwise. Perhaps this lack of initiative is
linked to the disparity between what US official rhetoric says and what action indicates. If
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other states realize that the United States will pursue certain policies regardless of international
opposition, and that no state has the comparable power to influence this decision, acting against
the US is pointless.
The possible long-term implications of missile defense are much more variable. If
the United States manages to successfully deploy a missile defense system, any number of
consequences are possible. Numerous analysts and scholars have presented these
possibilities as ranging from a US achievement of global hegemony, to the initiation of a
new arms race as states try to either develop missile defense systems of their own, or
weapons capable of penetrating missile defense technology. The more likely result that can
already be observed in the world today is a growing unrest with United States unilateralism.
While the US may maintain its power in the short run, it does not mean that all US actions
will be popular. Following from a clear disregard for the concerns of other states and an
independent approach to policy, over time the United States may find itself alone and
opposed, at least in principle, by the entire international community. The growing political
power of the European Union has created other viable options for security guarantees.
Paradoxically, the US may lose its reign over the world political theatre.
The rift this causes also has the potential to further separate the US from the rest of
the world. As the European Union strengthens politically and other states look away from
the United States for security guarantees, the US may paradoxically loose its preponderance
of power in the long run.
While the future of National Missile Defense is unclear, the effect of US policy on
the international system is entirely dependent on the actions of future presidential
administrations. Although the Bush administration does not have time to deploy an
effective missile defense system, the security perceptions and motivations guiding current
US policy follow a well-established pattern of behavior. This indicates that the United
States will continue to seek security by taking advantage of every opportunity to augment
its relative power and influence, regardless of who is in the White House.
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Understanding Kennedy's Alliance for Progress by Matthew F.
MacGregor.
MacGregor uses the Alliance for Progress in Latin America of the 1960s as a case
study to argue that the United States needs to combine realist and liberal theory to
form a comprehensive foreign policy.

On January 20, 1961, in his inaugural address, President John Fitzgerald Kennedy proclaimed his
allegiance to Latin America: “To our sister republics south of the border, we offer a special pledge—to
convert our good words into good deeds—in a new alliance for progress—to assist free men and free
governments in casting off the chains of poverty.”xciv With this one powerful statement, Kennedy assured
all Latin American republics of the unwavering support of its great northern neighbor. Through the
Alianza para el Progreso the United States embarked upon a twenty billion-dollar program of foreign aid
intended to facilitate the “economic, social, and political development of Latin America.”xciv The
program marked a turning point in US-Latin American relations. For years, the United States had cast a
blind eye toward the region’s development, often subordinating Latin American interests for its own.
Kennedy’s support of the Alliance appeared to be a reorientation of the negligent 20th century policies of
the United States, most frequently characterized by a willingness to support stable right wing
dictatorships that met US economic and security interests, rather than democratic principles. “We pledge
our best efforts to help them help themselves,” Kennedy assured, “not because the communists may be
doing it, not because we seek their votes, but because it is right.”xciv Kennedy’s plan for the development
of Latin America came, however, during a period of international relations dominated by the Cold War
and the East/West confrontation that defined it. In the same address in which Kennedy pledged his
support for the Alliance, he also noted the influence of the communist threat: “This peaceful revolution of
hope cannot become the prey of hostile powers. Let all our neighbors know that we shall join with them
to oppose aggression or subversion anywhere in the Americas. And let every other power know that this
Hemisphere intends to remain the master of its own house.”xciv
Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress is often examined through two different viewpoints, both of
which are highlighted in the President’s inaugural address. The program is understood as an initiative to
foster the growth of democracy and social progress among the countries of Latin America. It is also
viewed as an instrument of United States National Security Policy, in which Kennedy attempted to
prevent the growth of communism in Latin America and the intrusion of Soviet influence in the Western
Hemisphere. While both are valid, I argue that the Alliance for Progress can best be understood through a
discussion of “means” and “ends” that combines both of the above viewpoints. Neither aspect of the
Alliance is mutually exclusive; they combine to explain the entire rationale behind Kennedy’s program.
The policies and methods instituted under the guidelines of the Alliance for Progress can best be
explained as an initiative based in liberal theory.xciv That is to say that the “means” of the Alliance for
Progress were liberal in nature. Kennedy sought to promote democracy and social progress throughout
the United States’ southern neighbor through policies that can best be described as adhering to the tenets
of liberalism. However, the desired culmination of the liberal “means” of the Alliance sought an “ends”
based purely in a defensive realist interpretation of international relations.xciv Above all else, the Kennedy
Administration wanted to prevent Soviet influence in Latin America and maintain a favorable balance of
power for the United States and the West.xciv Thus, I argue that the Alianza para el Progreso can best be
understood as a hybrid between two theories of international relations; liberalism (particularly two
branches of liberalism—liberal democratic peace theory and liberal democratic internationalism) and
defensive realism. Kennedy’s ultimate goal was the prevention of Soviet influence in Latin America. He
recognized, however, that the only way to achieve his desired ends was through a program of economic,
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social, and political development—defeating communism at its most fundamental level. Through liberal
“means,” Kennedy sought to achieve realist “ends.”

The above argument points to a very specific example of United States Foreign
Policy in which a liberal means produced a realist ends. This effect, however, can in no
way be interpreted as a universal model for foreign policy. Liberal means will not always
produce a realist ends, nor would it be applicable to formulate policy on this guideline.
What the analysis of Kennedy’s initiative below does display, however, is that the
combination of ideas from various theories is essential to understanding and formulating
foreign policy. As we examine both past and present United States’ policies, the analysis
that follows argues that we must not succumb to the pressures of one-sided thinking. It is
often more convenient to find characteristics of policies that fit neatly into theoretical
diagrams, but by doing so we fail to acknowledge the actual motives behind those
policies. Thus, the dichotomy that often exists between various schools of thought
hinders understanding and creation of critical policies by forcing us to use the most
convenient evidence. The Alliance for Progress is simply one example of the numerous
policies that have combined various schools of political theory to formulate coherent
initiatives that ultimately serve the national interest of the United States.
Furthermore, Kennedy’s policy came at a time when the bipolarity of the Cold
War ruled the international scene. Although, as I argue below, liberal policies were
influential, the fierce balance of power politics of the Soviet-US rivalry dominated the
global environment. In today’s post Cold War world, however, the proliferation of
international institutions, the promotion of democracy, and the dominance of the market
economy further increase the necessity to examine and formulate foreign policy through
both a liberal and realist lens. Kennedy recognized the importance of combining aspects
of both theories in 1961 during the Cold War. In today’s complex international system, it
is even more crucial to follow his lead.
When Kennedy assumed office in January 1961, the need for a reversal of United States policy
toward Latin America and a program of development to headline it was paramount. While the US
enjoyed the most lucrative economy on the planet, Latin America was plagued with economic problems.
Economic stagnation, instability, and inefficiency had furthermore created widespread social tensions
throughout the Latin American republics. As the Under Secretary of State noted in August 1960, “ ‘the
distribution of national incomes in many countries [in Latin America] has been far from equitable, with
the bulk of the income going to a very small portion of the population.’”xciv These economic and social
problems were compounded by Latin American perceptions of US wealth. Throughout the late 1950s and
1960, Latin Americans expressed their frustration at the lack of assistance provided to them by their
powerful northern neighbor. This feeling of frustration arrived at center stage during Vice President
Richard Nixon’s trip to Latin America in 1958. During his goodwill tour of the region, in which Nixon
was supposed to express US support for democratic regimes, the Vice President met with repeated riots of
students protesting his visit. In one particularly harrowing incident in Caracas, Venezuela, the Vice
President’s car was almost overturned by a mob of rioters. Although Nixon emerged unscathed, the
violence that he had encountered and the growing anti-American sentiment his trip ignited “told the world
that something was seriously wrong in the Hemisphere.”xciv
The United States’ identification of an increasing communist threat to Latin America
accompanied the region’s internal economic and social problems. Fidel Castro’s successful 1959 Cuban
Revolution and his subsequent turn toward Moscow and the communist camp brought the issue of
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communist revolution in Latin America to the forefront. In the eyes of the United States, the success of a
social revolution in Cuba was evidence that the trend could spread to the rest of Latin America. No
longer was Soviet influence contained to the East—the presence of a communist regime just ninety miles
from the US border forced the United States to seriously consider the threat to the Western Hemisphere.
This newly ignited fear of Soviet aggression in Latin America was summed up in the Report from the
Task Force on Immediate Latin American Problems to President-elect Kennedy on January 4, 1961. In its
section entitled “Basic Assumptions,” the task force declared that “from the United States’ point of view,
the present communist challenge in Latin America resembles, but is more dangerous than, the NaziFascist threat of the Franklin Roosevelt period and demands an even bolder and imaginative response.” xciv
Just days later, statements by the Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev further inflamed the situation.
Although scholars have subsequently questioned whether Khrushchev intended to provoke the United
States, the Premier’s support for “wars of national liberation,” in the developing world were “critical to
Kennedy’s belief that Latin America had become a momentous Cold War battleground.” xciv
Khrushchev’s statements, as well as further meetings between the Soviet leader and Kennedy, forced the
President to conclude that the “revolution of rising peoples would eventually be a communist revolution,
and that the so called wars of liberation, supported by the Kremlin, would replace the old methods of
direct aggression and invasion.”xciv
The turmoil in Latin America provided a perfect staging ground for Khrushchev’s support of
Marxist political movements. Kennedy and his administration believed that the adverse social and
economic conditions facing Latin American peoples could lead to the spread of communist and social
revolutions, and thus the intrusion of Soviet influence in the Western Hemisphere. Kennedy’s answer to
this unrest and the resulting communist challenge was the Alliance for Progress. The President had made
repeated references to a reorientation of US policy toward Latin America throughout his tenure as US
Senator and during his 1960 presidential campaign. As early as 1958, Kennedy called for a “New
Attitude”xciv toward the region and in 1960 he declared that a “New Policy” was necessary for the “vital
area.”xciv This new policy was solidified at the Conference of Inter-American Economic and Social
Council at Punta del Este, Uruguay, held between August 5th and August 17, 1961. There, the delegates
drafted the “Charter at Punta Del Este,” which laid the framework and guidelines for the Alliance for
Progress. The charter proclaimed the Alliance’s basic goals of economic and social development, with an
emphasis on the values of democratic government and a conciliatory inter-American spirit. As the
preamble states, the American republics agreed “to unite in a common effort to bring our people
accelerated economic progress and broader social justice within the framework of personal dignity and
political liberty.”xciv The Alliance for Progress was born. The Latin American Nations secured their
promise of assistance to root out economic and social turmoil; Kennedy secured his bulwark against
communist influence.
Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress can best be understood through a discussion of “means” and
“ends.” The program, which combined issues of national security, economic aid, and the promotion of
social and economic development, cannot be viewed through one specific prism of international relations.
The motivations behind the Alliance combined aspects of both liberal and realist theories. There must be
made a clear distinction between what Kennedy sought and how he proposed to achieve it. Two branches
of liberal theory, liberal democratic peace theory and liberal democratic internationalism provide
explanations for the motivations behind Kennedy’s “means.”
While different in various assumptions and declarations, liberal democratic peace theory and
liberal democratic internationalism are both based in one of the core interpretations of international
relations theory—liberalism. Consistently evolving literature and scholarly work on the subject has
created numerous definitions of liberalism. All, however, share certain key characteristics that provide a
definition of the theory sufficient for my purpose of explaining the “means” of the Alliance for Progress.
Liberalism, in its various philosophical interpretations, is a safeguard against authoritarian regimes. It
emphasizes the individual and ensures his or her right to consent to political institutions, to the policies
constructed by these institutions, as well as basic freedoms that are to be protected from intrusions of state
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or government.xciv As it has evolved over time, liberalism has increasingly become associated with
laissez faire economics, a minimal role of the state, and the promotion and adoption of free trade.xciv
Liberal democratic peace theory and liberal democratic internationalism extrapolate from the
basic tenets of liberalism to create similar but varied assumptions. The former emphasizes the existence in
foreign affairs of a basic peace between liberal democratic states. While the degrees of this peace vary
according to the definition of what constitutes a liberal democratic state,xciv its existence has become “
‘the closest thing we have to an empirical law in the study of international relations.”xciv Certain
characteristics and assumptions that can be derived from liberal democratic peace theory are important in
explaining President Kennedy’s proposed means to create social, political and economic development in
Latin America. Central to these assumptions is that liberal democratic states, while maintaining a peace
with other liberal democratic states, may be hostile to those states that they perceive to be illiberal or nondemocratic. This hostility can assume the form of war, or more tamely through the promotion of a liberal
state’s domestic institutions and beliefs abroad. As John Owen notes, liberal democratic states want other
states to have similar political institutions to their own. They view this consistency as a way of promoting
the “liberal democratic peace.”xciv Furthermore, liberal democratic states do not seek war or promotion
everywhere throughout the world; rather they seek to promote their own institutions in areas that appear
feasible. Both Presidents Bush and Clinton used this tenet of liberal democratic peace theory in their
efforts to promote democracy abroad, hoping, as the theory suggests, to create a wider scope of the liberal
democratic peace.xciv This promotion of a liberal democratic state’s domestic institutions and ideas
abroad played an important role in the formation of Alliance for Progress policies. These policies were
consistent in their efforts to facilitate institutions in Latin America like those in the United States, in an
area that the US Government considered feasible. Although the region was not at the time considered
populated with illiberal states, the Alliance for Progress policies intended to hinder communist intrusion
in order to prevent the Latin American states from adhering to illiberal and undemocratic characteristics.
Liberal democratic internationalism also deviates from the basic characteristics of liberalism and
provides key assumptions in understanding the “means” of Kennedy’s initiative. Liberal democratic
internationalismxciv can be seen as an “American idea of a world order opposed to imperialism and
composed of independent, self determining, preferably democratic states bound together through
international organizations dedicated to the peaceful handling of conflicts, free trade, and mutual
defense.”xciv This idea helps to explain US foreign policy after both World Wars, during the Cold War,
and subsequently in the post Cold War era, as the United States has repeatedly attempted to promote
democratic ideas throughout the world.xciv
Supporting evidence of the thesis that the Alliance for Progress was liberal in its “means”xciv is
found in the Charter of Punta Del Este and its accompanying declaration. Perhaps even more vigorously
than liberal democratic peace theory, liberal democratic internationalism emphasizes the importance of
liberal democracy and its promotion abroad. This importance is highlighted in the accompanying
declaration to the Alliance Charter, which asserts as its first goal the need “ ‘to improve and strengthen
democratic institutions through application of the principle of self determination by the people.’”xciv It
then declares as the “ ‘basic principle” of the Alliance the “conviction that ‘free men working through the
institutions of representative democracy can best satisfy man’s aspirations, including those for work,
home and land, health and schools. No system can guarantee true progress unless it affirms the dignity of
the individual which is the foundation of our civilization.’”xciv This dignity of the individual is the basic
principle of liberalism and representative democracy. The accompanying declaration regards this as one
of the most important principles to the success of the Alliance. In a region where authoritarian
governments were historically frequent (often supported, in fact, by contradictory US policies toward
dictatorships), the declaration’s emphasis on the importance of democracy in the success of the Alliance
exemplifies the impact of liberal thinking in the policies of the program.
The charter itself concentrates mainly on economic and social issues of Alliance policies. The
most pertinent issue is the Charter’s attitude toward land reform. According to Smith, it is the charter’s
“insistence on land reform that makes it appear so serious politically.” While land reform is in no way a
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purely liberal policy, Smith argues that it “may facilitate the movement toward democracy in countries
where ownership of the land typically not only creates vast disparities in wealth that feeds class conflict,
but also provides the basis for a narrow elite and ruling families whose attitudes and practices are usually
profoundly antidemocratic.”xciv It appears as if this logic guided the Charter’s insistence on land reform.
A society where only 5-10 percent of the populace owned 70-90 percent of the land created a social
atmosphere ripe for communist revolution. The Alliance sought to combat this situation by instituting
drastic land reform policies in an effort to facilitate more liberal, democratic rule. The promotion of
democracy and the liberal economic, social, and political principles of the United States underscored each
policy set out in the Charter of Punta Del Este and the accompanying declaration; the two documents that
became the backbone of the Alliance for Progress.
In addition to the policies set out by the Alliance charter and its accompanying declaration, one
pertinent note has to be made regarding Kennedy’s personal assessment of the communist threat in Latin
America. Kennedy often identified fighting communism with a moral, ideological crusade of good versus
bad, righteous versus evil, democracy and freedom versus tyranny and communism. In stark contrast to
the beliefs of the future Nixon Administration (a pivotal role in which was played by Secretary of State
Henry Kissinger), Kennedy was less inclined to view the struggle against communism in terms of great
power politics and more inclined to view it as one of ideology and morality. Although great power
politics were in no way absent from Kennedy’s decision making (as will be argued below), his belief that
the battle versus communism was in part a battle of ideologies and not simply superpowers influenced his
decision to formulate the Alliance for Progress in the way he did. A compatible response to a battle based
not only in strict ideas of realpolitik, but which included considerations of ideology and morality, had to
be addressed—it seemed—in an equally powerful, ideological tone. Thus, Kennedy emphasized the
forces of liberalism, democracy, and freedom in each aspect of the Alliance for Progress.xciv
These policies constituted the main thrust of Kennedy’s initiative. By the beginning of the 1960s,
it was a concrete belief of the US government that the root cause of communism “was not Cuba and
Castro but poverty and oppression,” and that “the problem was not stopping the Red Army, but to block
domestic Leninist parties from taking power.”xciv As Stephen C. Rabe states so powerfully in his work,
Latin America had perhaps become the region most susceptible to communist influence because of its
deteriorating internal social and economic conditions. It was, as the title of his book proclaims, “the most
dangerous area in the world.”xciv Furthermore, advice given to Kennedy as he assumed office early in
1961 underscored the President’s own fears that communist revolution was highly probable in Latin
America. As a solution to the perceived crisis, the Task Force on Immediate Latin American Affairs
advised Kennedy to rigorously support plans for economic and social development of the region, for the
purpose of averting a communist revolution like that in Cuba.xciv As Mexican President Adolfo Lopez
Mateos proclaimed, “the important thing is to create better economic and social conditions” and that “the
Alliance for Progress is the best way to combat communism.”xciv Kennedy, in his own right, wholly
supported the perception in Washington that the threat of communist influence in Latin America was not
only real, but imminent. After attacking what he considered the Republicans’ soft stance on communism
during his 1960 presidential campaign, Kennedy was determined to prevent a “second communist outpost
in the Western Hemisphere.”xciv “Fighting and winning the Cold War in Latin America was Kennedy’s
paramount concern.”xciv Heeding his own inclinations and the advice of his advisors, Kennedy proposed
to win the Cold War in Latin America through the liberal “means” of the Alliance for Progress.
Kennedy’s belief that preventing communist intrusion in Latin America was a necessary and
pivotal task of his administration can best be understood through a realist interpretation of international
relations. Defensive realism offers a concise explanation of Kennedy’s desired “ends” and why he placed
a profound emphasis on achieving them. Realism— or realpolitik, power politics—is a school of thought
in international relations with a storied and influential history. Its primary assumptions portray the world
as dominated by individual states vying for power vis-a-vis one another in a zero sum game.xciv But, as
Donnelly notes, “realism is not a theory defined by an explicit set of assumptions and propositions.
Rather...it is a general orientation.”xciv Thus, I do not attempt to describe the various interpretations of
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realism, nor all of its assumptions.xciv Rather, I put forth a selection of the assumptions that directly
establish the link between Kennedy’s ultimate goals of the Alliance for Progress and the tenets of realism
(more specifically, defensive realism).
Realism emphasizes the importance of constraints on international affairs and politics imposed by
the lack of a central international government (anarchy) and the existence of the human desire for power
and the pursuit of self-interest.xciv A common characteristic of international affairs that has been derived
from realist thought is the importance of the balance of power between states on the international scene.
In pursuing their self-interest (or in the case of a nation-state, the “national interest”), states look to
achieve a favorable balance of power relative to other states. During the Cold War, the bi-polarity of the
international system produced this consistent struggle for a favorable balance of power between the
United States and the Soviet Union; the two superpowers that dominated world politics. Defensive
realism, the branch of realist thought that best explains Kennedy’s rational and ultimate goals of the
Alliance for Progress, stresses that states struggle for power in order to survive on the international scene.
According to defensive realism, states seek to maintain the status quo. “Above all, they seek security.” xciv
Nevertheless, defensive realism still contends that the anarchy of the international system forces “security
seeking states to compete with each other for power, because power is the best means to survival.”xciv
The conclusions drawn by defensive realism regarding a state’s incentives in the international
system best explain Kennedy’s implementation of the Alliance for Progress. In 1961, Kennedy was
confronted with a period when international events appeared to challenge the status quo of the
international system. In 1959, Castro rose to power through the “Cuban Revolution” and soon declared
allegiance to the Soviet Union and the forces of communism. Khrushchev’s subsequent statement on
“wars of national liberation” and the reality of a deteriorating economic, political, and social situation in
Latin America caused Kennedy to perceive a possible shift in the balance of power in the developing
world. Furthermore, the possibility of communist influence, or more drastically, another communist
outpost in the Western Hemisphere, not only threatened the status quo, but merited a serious threat to
United States national security. One specific tenet of defensive realism accounts for the Kennedy
administration’s emphasis on the significance of an increased Soviet influence in the Western Hemisphere
to United States national security. Defensive Realism places a high level of importance on the concept of
the security dilemma and its variability. The essence of this security dilemma, one of the most prolific
concepts in international relations, is that “the measures a state takes to increase its own security usually
decrease the security of other states.”xciv That is, even in a defensive attempt to increase one’s own
security, a state adversely affects the security of another state. Defensive realists argue that this security
dilemma always exists, but varies according to multiple “structural modifiers” that alter its intensity. One
of these structural modifiers—geography--was pivotal in shaping Kennedy’s belief that communist
influence in Latin America would constitute a serious threat to United States national security and the
balance of power relative to the Soviet Union. As the structural modifier principle of geography
describes, the closer two opposing states are to one another, the more intense the security dilemma.xciv
Because of the region’s geographical location, the possibility of a heightened level of Soviet influence
could have intensified the security dilemma between the two superpowers, leading not only to an adverse
shift in the balance of power, but also increased likelihood of conflict.
In addition to the variability of the security dilemma, geography also affects another important
assumption of defensive realism—the impact of the offense-defense balance on conflict between states.
Although the offense-defense balance usually refers to the relative ease of conquest or defense due to the
military technology of the day, Stephen Van Evera argues that geography affects this balance as well. He
claims that “war is more likely when conquest is easy” and that “conquest is harder when geography
insulates states from invasion or strangulation.”xciv Thus, war between states is hindered if those states are
separated by oceans, lakes, mountains, wide buffer regions, or third party states.xciv We find time and
time again the importance placed on Cuba by Kennedy because of its strategic location.xciv Kennedy was
determined to prevent the establishment of other communist footholds anywhere in Latin America. He
rationalized that communist sympathies in Latin America would encourage increased Soviet intrusion,
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intervention, and presence in the region. This Soviet intrusion could have in turn upset the offensedefense balance between the two states, leading to a higher likelihood of conflict. The Kennedy
administration combated both the threat of an intensified security dilemma and a change in the offensedefense balance through the Alliance for Progress.
This argument, however, is not without its critics. One important counter argument to the theory
that the security dilemma would have actually been intensified under the bipolar system that defined the
Cold War comes from Robert Jervis. In his work entitled System Effects, Jervis raises an important
consideration. He points out that under the bipolar system, the security incentives for interventionxciv in
the developing world may have been negligible. If Soviet and US advancements in the developing world
brought only minimal changes in the overall structure of the international system or the balance of power,
as Jervis infers, why then, would the superpowers expose themselves to risk in these areas? Jervis offers
various other valid arguments contrary to security issues that could have provoked great power
intervention in the developing world. He cites economic incentives, issues of domestic politics, as well as
questions of ideology in his argument.xciv
I would argue, however, that a second characteristic of defensive realism explains why the
Kennedy administration pursued policies in the developing world, particularly Latin America. Defensive
realists recognize that decisions made by state leaders are impacted by the perceptions these state leaders
have on the issues at hand.xciv Despite Jervis’ contention that the bipolarity of the Cold War structure
lessened incentives for states to intervene in the developing world periphery for security reasons, the
defensive realist emphasis on elite perceptions of power rebuff this argument. Through his advisors,
recommendations of the Task Force Committee on Latin America, and the international events that
heightened the danger of communist influence in Latin America, Kennedy perceived that Soviet influence
in Latin America constituted a threat to the balance of power and US national interest. His perceptions of
the world impacted his policies, particularly with regard to the Alliance for Progress.xciv
In addition to specific critiques of defensive realism or either of the theories of liberalism
presented above, valid arguments could be presented that criticize the thesis that the Alliance for Progress
was a liberal means to a realist ends. The combining of the two theories of international relations invites
criticism from both ideological camps. A realist could argue that Kennedy was concerned only with the
balance of power and the prevention of Soviet influence in Latin America, and that the “liberal” aspects
of the Alliance stem from a desire to draw public support for his programs. As Mearsheimer notes,
Americans do not like realist ideas. Realism “clashes” with Americans’ “basic values.”xciv It stands
opposed to their views of “themselves and the wider world.”xciv “In particular, realism stands at odds with
the deep-seated sense of optimism and moralism that pervades much of American society. Liberalism, on
the other hand, fits neatly with those values.”xciv Therefore, it could be argued that Kennedy’s attempt to
infuse moral, optimistic ideas of democracy and liberalism in his speeches and in his Alliance programs
was merely an effort to sell the Alliance for Progress to a nation that did not want to view its
government’s actions in the pessimistic, power dominated world of realist thought. Kennedy, many
would argue, was acting like a politician. He was selling a realist policy couched in liberal terms to gain
popular domestic support for his program.
However, despite claims that validate Kennedy’s love for moralistic fervor and beliefs, he infused
those beliefs in the Alliance for Progress for quite a different set of reasons. Kennedy realized in 1961
that the best way to combat communism was to address it at the most fundamental level. He realized that
retarding Soviet influence in Latin America would take a fundamental shift in the economic, social, and
political conditions of Latin America itself. Had Kennedy only been concerned with the balance of
power, he could have continued former United States’ policies of supporting Latin America dictatorships
that offered stability, rather than invoking drastic democratic and liberal initiatives. Instead, Kennedy
pursued policies different from that of many of his predecessors. His pledge of twenty billion dollars in
US aid, as well as his radical initiatives such as serious land reform, headlined the Alliance for Progress
itinerary. This is not to say, however, that Kennedy’s goals were liberal in nature. Kennedy clearly
sought an ends based upon the balance of power and a realist interpretation of success. However, he
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realized that achieving regional stability meant the implementation of liberal policies to combat the
deteriorating conditions in Latin America that made the region potentially susceptible to communist
influence.
On the other hand, liberals, particularly those liberals that support the branches outlined above,
may argue that the Alliance for Progress reinforces that Kennedy was in fact an ardent supporter of
liberalism. The tone of the President’s speeches and the way he expressed the importance of democratic
principles, freedom, and other core characteristics of liberal ideology support this argument. This
position, however, relies too heavily on the importance of Kennedy rhetoric. Although Kennedy may
have in fact been driven in some sense by his beliefs in ideology, he was increasingly concerned with
power politics. Even authors who argue that modernization theoryxciv and liberalism were the main forces
behind Alliance programs acknowledge that it was “Castro’s revolution and Che Guevara’s promise to
liberate Latin America that forced Kennedy to develop a new approach” toward the region.xciv The liberal
argument confuses the “means” and “ends” of Kennedy’s initiative. It fails to separate what Kennedy
wanted to achieve, from how he proposed to achieve it. Kennedy wanted a balance of power favorable to
the United States. The liberal means of the Alliance was his way of securing it.
A final point concerning the later years of the Kennedy administration has to be considered.
During the thousand days of Kennedy’s time in office, his policies of supporting democracy in Latin
America became increasingly inconsistent. On multiple occasions during 1962 and 1963, Kennedy failed
to uphold his promise to support democratic principles in Latin America. The most blatant of these
occasions was Kennedy’s failure to act following the overthrows by undemocratic forces of Argentine
President Arturo Frondizi, Brazilian President Joao Goulart, and Dominican President Juan Bosch.
“Despite its public commitment to democracy and reform, the Kennedy administration frequently
demonstrated that it preferred anti-Communist authoritarians over left-leaning leaders who respected
constitutional processes.”xciv The President and his advisors clearly did not always pursue the original
“means” of the Alliance for Progress.xciv This, however, cannot be interpreted as evidence that Kennedy
never considered liberal principles as valid in the formation of the Alliance for Progress. Because
Kennedy did in fact contradict his earlier convictions to the promotion of democracy in favor of stabile
right wing dictatorships does not mean he originally planned for this conclusion. Rather, the Cold War
framework and the enduring communist threat forced Kennedy to move away from his original liberal
“means.” As Stephen C. Rabe notes, the threat of communism was atop Kennedy’s famous list of
political preferences.xciv Thus, he increasingly subordinated his liberal policies in favor of stability and
anti-communism. In 1961, however, the formulation of the Alliance for Progress was based on a liberal
“means” to a “realist” ends.
Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress was a profound initiative in US-Latin
American relations. By the time the Alliance came to an end, Washington had dispersed over twenty-two
billion dollars to Latin America under the auspices of Kennedy’s program. It was the first time that any
American President had seriously tried to address all of the widespread problems—social, political,
economic—rampant throughout Latin America simultaneously.xciv As I have argued, Kennedy’s grand
initiative can best be understood as one that combined both liberal and realist interpretations of
international relations. No one theory is sufficient to describe the complex policies of the program. The
Alliance for Progress was based on Kennedy’s perception that only a liberal means, addressing the
importance of social, economic, and political development in Latin America, could achieve a realist ends.
Kennedy’s paramount concern was preventing an increase in Soviet influence in Latin America. In turn,
he sought to prevent an increase in the security dilemma, a destabilization of the offense-defense balance,
or a shift in the balance of power vis-a-vis the Soviet Union.
The intermingling of the two theories of international relations central to the thesis above may
provide important and broader implications. If one is to adhere to the proposition that Kennedy combined
liberal means to achieve a realist ends, then the strict dichotomy that often exists between the two theories
of international politics is called into question. Is it possible that both theories may be used in conjuncture
to facilitate a better understanding of the foreign policies of the world? Are the theories mutually
exclusive? Or can they be combined to both formulate and better understand foreign policy and the
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actions of states and their leaders? And furthermore, what do these conclusions mean for US Foreign
Policy in general?
In his work, America’s Mission: The United States and the Worldwide Struggle for Democracy in
the Twentieth Century, Smith uses liberal democratic internationalism as an example, and infers that the
liberal core of the theory also contains aspects of realist assumptions. He argues that liberal democratic
internationalism “endorses the Wilsonian view that the promotion of democracy worldwide advances the
national security of the United States, but it does so by arguing that such policy makes for better relations
with other people and hence satisfies realist demands that the country think of its interests defined in
terms of the international organization of power.”xciv While he recognizes the differences between the
two theories, Smith argues that the two approaches are compatible. This argument not only supports my
above point that both theories can and do work together simultaneously to formulate and understand
foreign policy, but it also helps validate my above thesis. Multiple theories of international relations
often combine to explain individual events. The actions of states should not be understood in black and
white terms; a significant gray area exists in many situations. Explaining Kennedy’s formulation of the
Alliance for Progress in terms of one theory or another would be to shortchange not only his thinking, but
also our understanding of the issue. Kennedy’s policies combined two theories. The Alliance for
Progress used a liberal means to achieve a realist ends.
Furthermore, an analysis of Kennedy’s initiative provides certain insights into the general trends
of United States foreign policy as well. As Smith infers and Kennedy’s program supports, US national
security may be forever linked with the simultaneous combination of both liberal and realist policies. In
the complex post Cold War international arena, devoid of the specific structure of the international system
that existed during the Cold War, the combination of liberal and realist ideas in foreign policy is even
more important. The foreign affairs of states are no longer guided strictly by balance of power politics; in
the post Cold War international arena considerations of ideology, the worldwide promotion of democratic
values, and the rising power of supranational institutions and non-state actors must be considered. As
these inherently liberal forces make their way to the forefront of international politics, it is increasingly
important that they are considered when formulating foreign policy. Just as balance of power politics
largely characterized foreign policy during the Cold War, post Cold War foreign policy must take into
consideration these strengthening liberal trends.
At the same time however, the world is in no way approaching the end of the state system and the
age of realpolitik. As we have witnessed recently in the current war in Iraq, balance of power politics and
great power unilateral ambitions still carry weight in the global arena. It would be naive to claim that the
post Cold War world is now governed by one supranational authority. There is no such supranational
authority that has either the legitimacy or authority to replace the state system. It would also be naive,
however, to claim that these rising supranational and international authorities do not affect the
international system and constrain state actors to some extent. These institutions help to create
international rules and norms that are increasingly observed at the level of individual states. Furthermore,
certain forms of supranational government place key restraints on state actors by providing a worldwide
or regional forum that simulates supranational government. While the decisions of these institutions are
not always observed at the state level, they still provide a forum for international debate that is
increasingly crucial in the post Cold War environment.
Finally, the events of September 11th further substantiated the need for foreign policies that
combine both liberal and realist aspects. As we saw so dramatically in New York City and at the
Pentagon, US national security no longer depends strictly on balance of power politics and the deterrence
of rival states. Today, international terrorism poses a powerful, unique, and immediate threat to national
security. This new threat must be met with policies that satisfy the emerging and strengthening trends of
the post Cold War environment. Thus, in today’s world, in order to meet the needs of the evolving
international system and better serve its citizens, the United States must incorporate into its foreign affairs
initiatives that subscribe to both realist and liberal demands. In 1961, Kennedy set out to do just this. It
would be wise for Kennedy’s political descendants to follow his lead.
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An interview with Stephen W. Bosworth, Dean of the Fletcher School of
Law and Diplomacy and Former Ambassador to the Republic of Korea:
Perspectives on the Korean Peninsula
Conducted by Aditi Chawla and Melody Hildebrandt
Stephen W. Bosworth is currently Dean of the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy at Tufts
University. He served as the U.S. Ambassador to the Republic of Korea (1997-2000), Philippines (1984-1987)
and Tunisia (1979-1981). In 1987, he received the Academy of Diplomacy's Diplomat of the Year Award. As
the Executive Director of the Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization (KEDO) from 1995-1997,
Mr. Bosworth spearheaded efforts to advance the Agreed Framework between the Democratic People’s
Republic of Korea (DPRK) and the United States, under which the DPRK agreed to dismantle its existing
nuclear program.

Q) I would like to start with some of the recent deteriorations in relations in North Korea regarding the
government’s decision to re-start the plutonium nuclear program, prevent United States fuel shipments, and
build a highly enriched uranium program. These developments have led many critics to question the viability
of economic engagement such as took place under the Clinton administration. I read a quote saying that you
had referred to KEDO (Korean Peninsula Energy Development Organization) as an ATM machine saying that
“any occasion they could squeeze some cash out of us, they would try to do so.” Do you think economic
engagement is still a generally viable option with North Korea?
DB: Yes, I do. It depends on how much we’re prepared to engage. At some point, that engagement becomes a
constraint. What they can receive from that is greater than what they might be able to receive as a result of
complications. So I think yes, economic engagements still make sense, but we’re currently now at a point
where we’re about to move forward so we also have to have a good process that simultaneously addresses our
concerns over North Korea’s nuclear program.
Q) Do you also see a role for KEDO in this?
DB: It’s hard to say, KEDO is such an organization that should the United States, South Korea, Japan and
North Korea ever get their diplomacy back on track, it is conceivable that since KEDO is a vehicle that is
already there, it could be quite useful.
Q) As is well documented recently, U.S. relations with South Korea have deteriorated substantially. I noticed
in an article on a speech that you had given, where you stated that you felt this had somehow begun during the
meeting with President Bush and President Kim Dae Jung and it continued with the axis of evil paradigm that
he set up afterwards. The most recent manifestation could be seen with the new election of Roh Moo-hyun
who distanced himself really from Washington and then proposed to continue the “Sunshine Policy.” Do you
consider a good relationship with South Korea to be essential in maintaining peace on the peninsula and with
North Korea? What can be done to repair their relationship and how does this relationship effect the regional
position of the U.S.?
DB: Well, that’s a complicated question. Yes, I think we have a good relationship with South Korea, which is
key to our position, not only on the peninsula, but throughout Northeast Asia, so I think it is an urgent task to
try to repair that relationship. I think that the way to do this, essentially, is for us to listen to what the South
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Koreans are saying and be prepared to adapt our views, to some extent, to take account of their views. Our
interests are similar in many respects, but they are not identical.
Q) In what ways do you think there is a divergence?
DB: We don’t care too much if North Korea collapses, whereas South Korea cares a lot. We would probably
be prepared to use surgical military force to, if we could, take out North Korea’s nuclear program. South
Korea would not be prepared to do that because of the risk that North Korea would retaliate against them.
Q) Could this sort of diverging relationship have implications for the presence of U.S. troops in the region?
DB: Yes, without question. If South Korea were to conclude that they didn’t need or want U.S. troops there to
help them deter aggression from North Korea, then we would have to leave. If we were to leave South Korea I
think the pressure on us is, at a minimum, to draw down our forces in Japan or even to leave Japan. So I think
this is basically key to the whole notion of our forward deployed military forces.
Q) Continuing with the role of cooperation of regional actors, you said that unless there’s “an allocation of
individual responsibility among ourselves, the Republic of Korea, and Japan, the North Koreans will simply
play us for fools, as they are now.” Many, including the new president of South Korea propose a plan that
would include direct talks between the U.S. and North Korea, but would occur under a more multi-lateral
umbrella including Russia, Japan, South Korea, and China. Do you see this as a potentially effective solution?
What sort of conditions need to be set up in order to have this be different from what some view as blackmail
during the Clinton era? Do you think that such a multilateral plan would allow the U.S. decrease the antiAmerican sentiment in the region?
DB) I think multilateral approaches make sense, and we should continue to pursue them. The difference,
however, is that only the U.S. can provide North Korea with what it says it wants most, which is a commitment
that we’re not going to attack them. South Korea and Japan can’t give them that, so at some point, we have to
engage directly with North Korea. The administration has taken the position that until the government
abandons its nuclear program, the U.S. is not going to do that. I understand that is a question of principle but I
don’t think it makes much sense from a technical point of view.
Q) Could you also spend some time talking about the role of China in this?
DB) They have historically strong ties to North Korea, although probably less influence over North Korea than
we would like to think they have. In recent years they’ve developed very strong and important relationships
with South Korea, so they are well placed between the two. Yet they are in the position of being in potential
conflict. If they do what the South Koreans want them to do, the North Koreans are not going to be happy, and
visa versa. China too, does not want to see North Korea collapse; they are very happy with the status quo. So,
I think, they are prepared to put some pressure on North Korea, but to do quietly, not to be seen as doing it in
response to U.S. demands. There are, after all, limits as to how much pressure the U.S. is able to put on them.
Q) Turning now to more general foreign policy, do you see a viable way for the U.S. to balance its security
concerns? In particular, could you discuss the implications of the shifting focus to Southeast Asia and the rise
of Islamic fundamentalism in that region. Since September 11th, we have had an increasingly large military
presence there, and additionally there is our military campaign in Iraq. How do you see our pre-emptive action
in Iraq and our troop presence in the region as affecting the conflict in North Korea?
DB: Well I think that if we do not revert to a more balanced foreign policy in terms of what interests we find
the most pressing, we risk losing some of our credibility with our friends and allies in the region. So, although
pre-emptive policy is currently what we’re employing to some extent in Iraq, I’m not sure there is a role for
that kind of approach in East Asia. We have permanent security and economic interests in the region, so while
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our new concerns about terrorism are important, we can’t subordinate all of our other long-term interests
simply to the war on terrorism.
Q) Do you think the U.S. could at all do a better job of balancing its foreign policy in that region specifically
since their focus has shifted to Southeast Asia?
DB) Well yes, I think so. I think it would be a great mistake to ignore the administration’s interests in
Northeast Asia which I think, in the very long-term, are much more important than our interest in Southeast
Asia.
Q) At the speech you delivered on March 25th, for the undergraduate students, you said that one of the most
vexing challenges that we face is the threat of nuclear weapons. What do you think is the most effective way
to deal with this new challenge? How do you see the Bush administration’s seeming rejection of the NonAppropriations Treaty as effecting the proliferation of these weapons worldwide? Additionally, you also
mentioned Pakistan’s emerging status as a strategic U.S. ally and its possibility of serving as a role model to
North Korea. How do you see these policies as affecting proliferation?
DB: It’s very difficult to be consistent. I wouldn’t see Pakistan as necessarily a role model, I think what one
sees when one looks at Pakistan is a state that broke the norms on proliferation, and is now accepted as a
member of the international community and being accepted as an important ally in the United States. So it’s
difficult to persuade North Korea that they’re going to pay a high price to continue what they’re doing.
Q) How do you see the Bush administration’s seeming inconsistencies, especially its rejection of the NonProliferation Treaty further creating a dangerous situation?
DB) Well, they rejected the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, but the Non-Proliferation Treaty remains a very
important part of our global approach to nuclear issues. The nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty is kind of a
cornerstone, so I think we will adhere to that, but there is a tendency in this administration to look to more
direct, unilateral solutions for some of these problems than perhaps there has been in the past.
Q) Do you see this generally as something that is going to lead to increased international anti-American
sentiment?
DB) I think if the United States continues to exercise global leadership without listening to the voices of those
we need, then inevitably we are going to arouse great resentment and cause other countries to ban together to
basically counter balance us. So I don’t think that is appropriate for us to act alone.
Q) What do you think are the major implications of the perceived hawkish nature of our current administration
and how important do you think of the rising anti-American sentiment around the world and especially in
places where we have traditionally had strong alliances?
DB) I think it is a very big problem and by and large, Americans do not understand that the rest of the world
looks at us and sees a very powerful country and also a country that is frightened. In their eyes, we are a
country prone to do things quickly without much reflection and without consultation with them, and that
makes them frightened with us.
Q) If you could speak to the growing anti-American sentiment in South Korea because I read, and you also
mentioned in your speech, that the Americans have an airbase downtown in an area that obviously disturbs a
lot of people. Could this anger be indicative of the growing negative sentiment?
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DB) Well I think that as South Korea has developed as a democracy and has developed economically there is
not much space for foreign troops. I think the great majority of the Korean people want the U.S. there. They
would like us to be a little less visible than we are now.
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An interview with Stanley Karnow, Pulitzer Prize winning journalist and
author: Perspectives on the Philippines
Conducted by Aditi Chawla and Ming Hua Li
The following interview was conducted as a follow-up to an interview with Mr. Karnow, which
appeared in Hemispheres Vol. 25, 2003.
Hemispheres: Countries such as the Philippines are politically weak, consist of peoples who
speak a multitude of languages, and rest on challenging terrain. Given the difficulties in
confronting terrorist organizations such as Abu Sayyaf that are located in such countries, do you
think that U.S. involvement there will be effective in the long-term?
Karnow: Basically the challenge is to the Filipinos themselves. I can’t envision the U.S. putting
large combat troops in there to fight. That’s a job for Filipinos. First of all, you have some
military problems. How are you are going to deal with these terrorist groups in an area in which it
is hard to operate? It is a large jungle area, and so, detecting your adversary in this kind of
situation is difficult. And, you have constraints at home. We are in the middle of a war in Iraq.
We may be successful, but then there is the whole aftermath of the Iraq situation. It does raise
the question of what the limits of our ability are to go around and police the whole world. This is
also fundamentally an issue for the Filipinos. They have the problem of rising nationalism. In the
Philippines, there are certain groups against the intrusion of the American forces. I personally
think that most Filipinos would be in favor of the United States coming in, but not only is there
is a opposing vocal group composed of nationalists and politicians, but there are also
constitutional restraints on armed forces coming in. The situation in the Philippines is twofold:
not only do you have the Muslim groups, but you also have what seems to be the rise of the
Maoist bombing, which had faded away, but seems to be making a comeback. Let me say this
another way, the Philippines is very much a feudal society and it’s run by an oligarchy of landed
families. Land reforms in the Philippines have never happened. So these are real challenges for the
Philippines.
Hemispheres: Last year you called the group Abu Sayyaf a “bandit group rather than a really
serious fundamentalist or political group.” Consequentially, do you think that the United States
is justified in deploying over 1,000 special operations troops in the Philippines? Also, what may
possibly serve as a barometer for the United States to decide where and when it takes action?
Karnow: There are probably different groups there. From what I read, Abu Sayyaf is not a major
group, but there may be other groups that I don’t know about that might have connections with
Al Qaeda group in the Middle East. There have been reports that bin Laden has connections in
the Philippines. It is very murky; it is a very hard situation to figure out, at least for me. So if the
Filipinos want American support, we ought to respond to this request. But, it is still very
unclear at this stage what the Filipinos really want. And there has been some sort of a tug-of-war
between those who want American involvement in the Philippines and those who don’t. You
know it’s all very much up in the air at this moment.
Hemispheres: Do you think that in most cases where countries request our support in combating
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terrorism in their own countries, the U.S. should supply support, or do you think there should
be some kind of method that we could use to decide in what cases that sort of action would be
appropriate?
Karnow: Well, I think that first of all, the kind of support that we give should be in the form of
training, supplies and advisory support. I don’t think that we have the capacity to put combat
forces in every situation all over the world. We just can’t stretch ourselves that far.
Hemispheres: Although some officials are upset, the fact remains that 84% of Filipinos approve
support of the United States in combating Abu Sayyaf. Does this then provide the U.S. with a
platform for action, both on a military and intelligence level, elsewhere in South East Asia? Also,
what are the concerns for places such as Indonesia, where U.S. intelligence information is lacking?
Karnow: Well you have to take it country by country. I think that you are going to have more
problems in Indonesia. The overwhelming majority of Indonesians are Muslims. I have read that
there is growing anti-American sentiment because Muslims in Indonesia, who previously were
not very militant, now seem to be increasingly so with the U.S. involvement in the Middle East.
The Filipinos are in a very different situation. The majority of Filipinos are Christians. What we
are talking about now is a Muslim terrorist group in the case of Abu Sayyaf, but there are also
other groups who want to create a separate state in the south. I think that, as polls indicate, most
Filipinos welcome American presence. They might not be the most vocal Filipinos, because the
most vocal ones tend to be very nationalistic, but I think we can do certain things in the
Philippines that we cannot do elsewhere. Also, I don’t think what you can do in one place can be
transplanted to another place, because the situations and conditions are different.
Hemispheres: Could you specifically describe some of the advantages of working in a country
such as the Philippines, and some of the things we can do there that we cannot do elsewhere.
Karnow: The advantage is that we have widespread support from the population. How that
affects our ability to do things may be limited by constraints that are put on us by those critical
of American involvement. Recently, the then-Foreign Minister was in favor of the American
bases being removed. At that time, the surveys showed that the overwhelming majority of
Filipinos wanted the bases to stay for various reasons. One reason was that the bases brought in
money to the country. Also, there was a symbolic reason. Don’t forget that there are two million
Filipinos living in the U.S. A lot of Filipinos also formerly served in the armed forces. So, there’s
a lot of sympathy in the Philippines for the U.S. There are American legion posts all over the
Philippines composed of Filipino veterans and American armed forces. There are a lot of
Filipinos who served in the American navy and a lot of Filipinos who have families in the U.S.
So, despite what you might read in the newspapers, I think there are pro-American sentiments
that run very deep. How that affects what we do is difficult to gauge. Nonetheless, the people in
the rest of the Philippines don’t have that much sympathy for the Muslim groups in the south.
There is of course the other constraint of how far the American public wants to get involved in
the Philippines.
Hemispheres: Does increased U.S. presence and focus in South East Asia have an effect on our
role elsewhere in Asia, most specifically in North East Asia where the U.S. also has a significant
military presence?
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Karnow: Again, we have troops stationed there, and I don’t see any prospect of anybody in
South Korea calling on Washington to remove those forces. You may remember that when Jimmy
Carter was campaigning, he advocated removal of these forces and that idea got shot down and
never revived. The Japanese want the American forces in there as well, and I don’t think there’s
going to be a change in the American military presence in South Korea. If there is going to be any
effort for the unification of Korea, I feel that that’s something that the Koreans themselves have
to deal with. The other major issue is the whole question of North Korea’s nuclear capability and
what to do about that, but nothing seems to be done right now. It’s sort of a backburner issue
now because of the war in Iraq. There’s talk about it, but not much is being done.
Hemispheres: You spoke of the problem and the double game in countries like Saudi Arabia and
Egypt that, on one hand, are trying to eradicate extremist groups that pose a threat to their rule,
but on the other hand, are forced to subsidize them. This is clearly not a viable long-term solution
for these nations. How can these governments crack down on these groups? Is the current level
of coordination sufficient? What kind of inter-government collaboration will be required?
Karnow: Once again, a lot of what’s going to happen in the Middle East is going to depend of
what transpires in Iraq. It seems at the moment that the war is winding down. There’s still going
to be some terrible fighting ahead, but it’s hard to imagine that the U.S. is not going to prevail.
Real problems are going to arise in the aftermath, such as what are we really going to do in Iraq.
What kind of government are we going to have in Iraq? How are we going to deal with all these
different factions, such as the different religious groups, Kurds and so forth in Iraq? How are we
going to deal in the future with the UN, which was sort of bypassed? How are we going to
reconstruct the western alliance that has been shattered because of President Bush’s
unilateralism? How are we going to reestablish closer relations with France, Germany, China and
Russia, which have had some reservations about the unilateral action. I think dealing with the
Chinese and the Russians will be easier than dealing with the French. Nevertheless, we are
entering a whole period of uncertainties. As far as the Middle East is itself concerned, I’m not
sure that moving into Iraq to set up a democratic government and get rid of Saddam Hussein will
necessarily spark a great movement towards changes in the rest of the Middle East. That still has
yet to be seen.
Hemispheres: You have mentioned that the U.S. needs to take a more active role in world affairs.
How can the U.S be involved with these efforts without sparking even more anti-American
sentiment? Is the growth of anti-U.S. sentiment a problem, or is it a necessary evil that arises in
the effort to eradicate terrorism? Can the U.S. take a more active posture without setting off more
these types of feelings and protests? To what extent should the current administration be
concerned about this growing sentiment?
Karnow: I have a peculiar view about this. Though there has been a lot of protest against the U.S.
government, I think there’s still a very strong pro-American feeling in the world. A lot of young
people in the world, for example in Asia, are attracted by the cultural side of America. It can be
anything from rock music to high tech to economic models. When Bill Clinton went to Vietnam,
all kinds of young people were there with American flags. Chinese from places like Fujian
provinces will pay $40,000 to $50,000 to get themselves smuggled into the U.S. There’s a large
immigration to the U.S. So, the United States is still a very attractive place for people. While you
can see young people out there with banners and posters denouncing the involvement in Iraq,
many still feeling a certain affinity towards the U.S. I haven’t been in Vietnam since the Iraq
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situation, but when I was there a couple years ago, they welcomed Americans. It’s very strange
considering that we fought a war in Vietnam. When I gave a lecture in the University of Hanoi a
couple of years ago to talk about the war, nobody was interested. What they wanted me to talk
about was what was new and what was the latest rock tunes. I don’t know anything about that.
They wanted me to talk about American culture and about movie stars – all sort of things that I
didn’t know very much about – and they didn’t want to talk about the war. These were young
people. I’m not saying that they forgot about the war; the war affected everybody. But they
want to get on with things. They want to modernize and they want to improve their economy,
their lives and so forth. They see that the U.S. has a lot to offer. I think the administration
should be cognizant of that, and should be aware that there are some fundamentalists in the world
that desire to learn a lot of things from the U.S.
Hemispheres: Specifically regarding the anti-U.S. sentiment among a growing number of youth in
the world, do you think that in some ways they perceive the U.S. as acting immorally and
unethically by pursuing the pre-emptive war in Iraq?
Karnow: Again, you have to go to each place. If you look at the Muslim world probably where
there is a large degree of fundamentalism, you would certainly have a lot of that. People there are
even prepared to commit suicide. But on the other hand, if you look at China, Japan, Korea, and
South East Asia, I think there’s still a lot of strong pro-American feeling. There’s a lot of proAmerican feeling even in Europe where you see these demonstrations and the opposition of
governments like France. When you have these protests, you also have people individually
saying that they hope the Americans can win this war. If there’s a choice between Saddam and
the U.S., everyone is going to take the U.S.
Hemispheres: Currently the U.S is being criticized for the seemingly heavy-handed approach in
combating terrorism in its current pre-emptive war in Iraq. Given the shifting perceptions of
global security since September 11th, do you think that it is legitimate for any state to engage in
pre-emptive actions against another sovereign state? If so, under what conditions is it legitimate?
Also, what are the future security implications of such a precedent?
Karnow: I think this is a big intelligence problem, and there’s a legal problem too. The legality
doesn’t bother me if our intelligence units, in cooperation with intelligence units of other
countries, can go in and arrest a terrorist like they did in Pakistan. Actually, Pakistani police were
the ones who arrested him but probably helped with American intelligence. What you are
involved with here is dealing with international terrorism, and there are many problems.
Suddenly, all the borders have been erased. I’m not saying that American forces should plunge
into sovereign countries to chase terrorists. But, I think that there should be a combination of
police action, intelligence action, covert action, and special forces action. I think the attack on the
Twin Towers erased borders and showed us that U.S is a battlefield. International terrorism is an
enormous problem, and will be a problem for the rest of the century. I was critical of the
involvement in Iraq because it was in many ways a distraction and a diversion from the real
problem, which is going after international terrorism.
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