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ABSTRACT 

 

The United States and United Nations have deployed military force three dozen 

times in attempts to rebuild failed states in the last century but have achieved success in 

just 56 percent of cases.  Policymakers and scholars have yet to discover reliable policy 

options for rebuilding failed states.  This dissertation is a response to that problem.  What 

causes the success or failure of armed international statebuilding campaigns by liberal 

powers? 

The existing literature generally argues that statebuilding outcomes are a function 

of statebuilders’ inputs (e.g., military deployments, international aid, or the sequencing of 

reconstruction programs) or of the military, political, and economic conditions in the 

failed state.  I conduct statistical tests on these existing hypotheses using the set of 36 

cases of international statebuilding since 1898 and demonstrate that they lack broad 

explanatory power. 

I begin to develop a new hypothesis by advancing a definition of statehood that 

incorporates five key concepts:  security, legitimacy, capacity, economy, and humanity.  I 

argue that states can fail to varying degrees (weak, failing, or collapsed) in any or all 

aspects of statehood.  Failed states can be anarchic, illegitimate, incapable, unproductive, 

or barbaric. 
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I develop a typology of strategies of statebuilding.  In contrast to scholars who 

argue strategy is a matter of correctly sequencing statebuilding efforts (e.g. 

“institutionalization first,” “security first,” or “liberalization first,”), I define strategies by 

reference to the degree of statebuilder involvement the intervention entails.  Statebuilders 

can observe and monitor reform; build things and train and equip people; or assume 

executive authority.   I term these, respectively, the Observer, Trainer, and Administrator 

strategies. 

I argue that successful strategies must correspond to the type and degree of state 

failure.  More extensive failure requires more invasive statebuilding.  No strategy is 

appropriate for all failed states because states fail in different ways.  There may not even 

be one strategy appropriate for all aspects of state failure within one state because states 

can fail to different degrees across the different aspects of statehood. 

I test my theory through structured, focused case studies of West Germany (1945-

1955), Nicaragua (1989-1992), Liberia (1993-1997), Sierra Leone (1999-2006), and 

Afghanistan (2001-2009). 
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

The American Army therefore began its duties in occupied territory with 
only the scantest information…From the beginning therefore there was a 
crying need for personnel trained in civil administration…The conclusion 
from these facts is incontestable; the American army of occupation lacked 
both training and organization to guide the destinies of the nearly 
1,000,000 civilians whom the fortunes of war had placed under it 
temporary sovereignty. 

  Col. Irwin L. Hunt, March 4, 19201 

The Puzzle and Its Importance 

Liberal powers have been rebuilding failed, broken, or conquered states for more 

than a century.  Since 1898 the United States and, later, the United Nations have 

undertaken at least three dozen international statebuilding operations.  It successfully 

rebuilt the West German and Japanese states after World War II.  It failed to build a 

functioning state in South Vietnam, despite spending more money, deploying more 

troops-per-person, and devoting more years to the effort than in West Germany or Japan.  

The United Nations has a similarly ambiguous track record attempting to strengthen weak 

states in Cambodia, Namibia, Mozambique, the Congo, Somalia, Timor-Leste, and 

elsewhere.  Ongoing efforts in Bosnia, Iraq, and Afghanistan are yielding mixed results, 

again despite the high levels of resources dedicated and the relatively long duration of the 

missions there.  Together, the United States and UN have only achieved even a minimal 

degree of success in 20 of 36 statebuilding operations—about 56 percent—since 1898.  

Policymakers have yet to discover reliable policy options that lead to success in 

international statebuilding operations. 
                                                 

1 In (Coles & Weinberg, 1992, p. 6). 
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The policymakers’ dilemma is rooted in a deeper, theoretical quandary.  The 

problem is intellectual and conceptual as much as it is operational and programmatic.  

“There are no good theories that explain how to succeed at” statebuilding  (Mearsheimer, 

2005, p. 238).  “Policy perspectives framing international statebuilding lack conceptual or 

strategic clarity,” (Chandler, 2009a, p. 13).  Scholars and policymakers display an 

“insufficient understanding of statebuilding’s complexities” and their “ongoing efforts to 

build effective, legitimate government institutions in war torn countries rely on a limited 

foundation of knowledge” because statebuilding is “poorly understood.”  (Paris & Sisk, 

2009a, pp. 13, 15).  Statebuilders “lack any viable theory about how to build a 

functioning state apparatus” under the conditions that prevail in failed states (Fearon & 

Laitin, 2004, p. 37).  Statebuilders’ “lack of knowledge about how to engineer a 

successful postconflict operation…poses a real problem” (Barnett, 2006, p. 109).  We 

have no existing, comprehensive theories that explain the outcomes in international 

statebuilding operations. 

This dissertation is a response to that problem.  Is armed international 

statebuilding by liberal powers a viable enterprise?  Under what conditions, if any, can 

outside powers or international institutions strengthen and liberalize weak states?  What 

causes the success or failure of armed international statebuilding campaigns by liberal 

powers? 

In this dissertation I test existing hypotheses about outcomes of international 

statebuilding operations on 36 cases of statebuilding since 1898.  I argue that existing 

hypotheses lack broad explanatory power.  I develop new a new hypothesis about what 

causes success or failure in international statebuilding operations.  I argue that no single 
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strategy can be applied to all cases of statebuilding because there are different types of 

failed states.  States can fail in varying degrees of intensity along five different 

dimensions of statehood:  security, legitimacy, capacity, economy, and humanity.  

Strategies of statebuilding must address the type and degree of failure present in the 

target state.  International statebuilding outcomes are a function of the match or mismatch 

between the strategy of statebuilding and the type and degree of state failure prevailing in 

the target state.  I test my theory against the cases in Nicaragua (1989-1992), West 

Germany (1945-1955), Sierra Leone (1999-2006), Liberia (1993-1997), and Afghanistan 

(2001-2009). 

Understanding armed international statebuilding operations by liberal powers is 

important for both scholarship and policymaking.  Great powers and international 

institutions undertake to build weaker states in pursuit of a wide array of other interests; 

understanding statebuilding will be a building block for scholars’ effort to understand 

state behavior generally.  Understanding armed international statebuilding by liberal 

powers will also help policymakers and, ultimately, people.  Statebuilding contributes to 

a number of different ends.  The end may be to end, prevent, or recover from war, human 

rights atrocities, or genocide; wage successful counterinsurgency; militarily occupy 

territory; or foster democracy and prosperity.  Statebuilding contributes to all of these 

ends.  Helping weak states govern more effectively helps states govern more 

democratically, recover from war, defeat insurgencies, end foreign military occupation, 

and invest in prosperity.  Good governance facilitates human flourishing. 
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What is International Statebuilding? 

 Part of the lack of clarity over the causes of success and failure in armed 

international statebuilding by liberal powers stems from a prior ambiguity about what 

armed international statebuilding is.  Most recent definitions of armed international 

statebuilding emphasize the importance of building institutions.  Statebuilding is “the 

creation of new government institutions and the strengthening of existing ones,” 

(Fukuyama, 2004, p. ix).  It is “the creation or buttressing of institutions of government” 

(Chappuis & Hänggi, 2009, p. 33).  It is the “(re-)building of public institutions that 

enable weak, failing, or failed states to (re-)gain the capacities to perform the core 

functions of modern states” (Heupel, 2009, p. 59).  Statebuilding is “constructing or 

reconstructing institutions of governance capable of providing citizens with physical and 

economic security” (Chandler, 2006, p. 1).  Others define it by reference to a state’s 

functions.  Kimberly Marten defines the state by its ability to protect its territory from 

external attack and its citizens from criminal violence, and to enforce stable rules; 

statebuilding, then, is temporarily providing those capacities and redeveloping the local 

ability to do so (Marten, 2009).  Meierhenrich defines a state by six functions that make it 

“usable” for its citizens; statebuilding is rebuilding these functions (Meierhenrich, 2004).2 

These definitions are accurate but incomplete and underspecified.  They give a 

sense for what international statebuilders do in a statebuilding campaign, but they do not 

sufficiently distinguish statebuilding from other activities that also involve building 

institutions and improving a state’s functionality, such as aid, development, imperialism, 
                                                 

2 See also (Daoudy, 2009) for another example of a definition of statebuilding that centers on building 

institutions. 
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and democratization.  Additionally, these definitions emphasize the role of institution-

building to the exclusion of two other essential elements of international statebuilding:  

the roles of power and norms. 

 Power.  Armed international statebuilding is an exercise of military power by 

great powers to compel failed or collapsed states to govern more effectively.  In this 

respect, international statebuilding is the latest chapter in the history of interaction 

between the developed world and the developing world (Paris, 2002).  It is not simply an 

extension or variant of international aid and development.  Scholars who treat it as such 

(Fukuyama, 2006) miss a fundamentally important variable—the presence of 

international military forces—that changes the dynamic between international and local 

actors.  Aid and development assistance involve technical training and transfers of funds; 

armed international statebuilding is, partly, a military operation.  International military 

forces alter the local balance of power and partly override or supplant a weak state’s de 

facto sovereignty in a way that international aid does not, even aid with conditionality.  

Aid and development can take place over decades with little to no media attention or 

public scrutiny.  International statebuilding typically occurs in concentrated pockets of 

time with high levels of attention and scrutiny.  The utility of comparing international 

statebuilding to aid and development is to avoid defining the former entirely in ahistorical 

or technical terms.  International statebuilding is not only a technical exercise in 

institutional capacity development:  it is also an exercise of political, military, and 

economic power by one state (or a collection of states) over another. 

 Stressing the role of power in international statebuilding raises an uncomfortable 

question.  Is armed international statebuilding simply another form of imperialism?  
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Imperialism and international statebuilding bear superficial similarities to each other.  

Both involve foreign actors arrogating authority to themselves through military 

operations over the domestic affairs of a weaker state.  Both involve outside stronger 

powers trying to change the military, political, economic, and sometimes cultural traits of 

the weaker state.  In both cases states attempt to impose domestic institutions on other 

states in part because they believe it will extend their own influence and alter the balance 

of power in their favor (Owen, 2002).  Statebuilding and imperialism are ways of 

extending international “regulation” to polities and regions that do not or cannot perform 

Westphalian sovereignty (Chandler, 2006).  Statebuilding is not entirely selfless (Rubin, 

2008). 

International statebuilding differs from imperialism in a crucial respect, however:  

the norms invoked to justify them, and the way those norms are reflected in international 

actors’ behavior.   

Norms.  Defining statebuilding only as an attempt to build institutions of 

government begs the question:  which institutions?  What kind of government?  

Statebuilding involves decisions about the design of the state, and “robust approaches to 

state design cannot sidestep decisions and debate about regime type” (Call, 2008, p. 9).  

Much of the literature implicitly assumes that statebuilders can simply build institutions 

without answering these questions.  They cannot:  any effort to build a state involves 

norms, articulated or not, about what a state is and ought to be.  International 

statebuilding is thus an attempt to spread norms about what states are, what they should 

be, and how states govern; it is the attempt by great powers to compel weak states to 

abide by norms of statehood.  At the very least, it involves spreading the norms of the 
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Westphalian system of individual, mutually exclusive sovereign units defined by 

territory.  The normative dimension illuminates the difference between international 

statebuilding and imperialism.   

Since the end of the Cold War, international statebuilding by liberal powers has 

been guided by the norm that building states involves a responsibility to build liberal 

democratic states.  Imperial statebuilding was guided by a norm that the European powers 

had an imperial mission to “civilize” the rest of the world (Paris, 2002).  Statebuilders use 

many of the same tools as imperialists, but for a different end.  Imperial powers governed 

other states for the benefit of the imperium first and the colony second, if at all.  By 

contrast, today’s international statebuilders claim—plausibly—to be at least attempting to 

work for the benefit of the target state.    Imperialists used statebuilding as a means to an 

end:  imperial glory, riches, or competitive edge against other empires.  International 

statebuilding is usually undertaken to end wars, consolidate peace, spread development, 

increase regional stability, or eliminate threats.  The difference in norms is reflected in a 

clear difference in behavior.  Imperialists extracted resources; international statebuilders 

expend tremendous resources and rarely receive an economic benefit for their efforts.  

Imperial rule was intended to last indefinitely, and did last for far longer than 

international statebuilding missions typically do; international statebuilders are, if 

anything, too hasty to look for an exit and do not contemplate indefinite rule.  Imperial 

rule was unilateral; international statebuilding operations tend to be multilateral, 

consistent with international law, and usually blessed by an international body.  Imperial 

powers did not recognize the sovereignty or independence of their colonies.  

Statebuilders tend to go out of their way to stress the sovereignty of the state being rebuilt 



 8

(Fearon & Laitin, 2004; Paris, 2002; Wilde, 2007).  Imperialists and statebuilders employ 

a different rhetoric and different symbolic action, which are important tools in 

international relations:  statebuilders emphasize partnership instead of paternalism.   

There is a fundamentally different bargaining dynamic between outside powers 

and local actors in an imperial situation than in a statebuilding situation. There are 

enough differences between imperialism (including the League of Nations mandate 

system) and international statebuilding that different causal mechanisms operate in them.   

International statebuilding is a form of globalization (Paris, 2002); it is a means 

by which the norms of statehood are diffused to the areas of the world in which those 

norms are least observed.  It is a conveyer belt by which norms about statehood are 

transmitted from strong states to weak ones—a means by which strong states construct 

the meaning of statehood and socialize weak states to abide by it (Ruggie, 1998; Wendt, 

1992, 1999).  It is also part of ideological rivalry among great powers.  International 

statebuilding occurs most frequently during periods of high transnational ideological 

tension. States almost always attempt to impose their own institutions, and they do so to 

spread their preferred norms and thereby increase their influence (Owen, 2002). 

Combining the roles of power and norms in statebuilding, we can distinguish 

between several subtypes of international interventions in weak states that involve 

building state institutions according to which norms are being promoted and what tools of 

power are employed.  For the sake of parsimony, I propose two basic norms:  liberal or 

imperial. 

 

Table 1.1:  Subtypes of International Interventions 
  Tools Used 
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  Military, Political and 
Economic 

Political and Economic 

N
or

m
s 

P
ro

m
ot

ed
 

Liberal 
International Statebuilding, 
Peacebuilding, post-
conflict reconstruction 

Aid, Development, and 
Democratization 

Imperial  Conquest and Colonization 
Creation of satellites, 
dependencies, and clients 

 

 Table 1.1 situations international statebuilding in relation to other, related 

phenomena and helps us define it with greater precision.  Armed international liberal 

statebuilding is the attempt by liberal states to use military, political, and economic 

power to compel weak, failed, or collapsed states to govern more effectively, as 

understood by Westphalian and liberal norms.  For the remained of this dissertation, I 

will use “international statebuilding” in this sense. 

Defining international statebuilding this way helps with case selection.  I exclude 

Soviet efforts in Eastern Europe, Afghanistan, Southeast Asia, and elsewhere because 

they were a form of imperial statebuilding.  Soviet (or client state) rule was intended to 

last indefinitely; it was unilateral; it was largely for the benefit of the Soviet Union and 

not the client states; and statebuilding was incidental to Moscow’s goals.  I do, however, 

include the United States’ interventions in the Caribbean in the early 20th Century as 

cases of international statebuilding.  I discuss these cases and my justification for them in 

greater detail in Chapter 2. 

What is International Statebuilding not? 

 Table 1, however, also illustrates a difficulty in isolating international 

statebuilding as a topic of study.  Statebuilding is closely related to a number of widely 

different international actions:  not only imperialism, but also development, 
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democratization, peacekeeping, and post-conflict reconstruction.  It is also related to or 

involved in political development, counterinsurgency, and military occupation.  These 

fields of study will have insights relevant to international statebuilding, although they are 

not the focus of this study.  Given the close relationship between international 

statebuilding and other activities, it will be helpful to describe these relationships by way 

of further defining what international statebuilding is and is not.3 

First, international statebuilding is related to democratization—especially as I 

have defined it here, as international statebuilding by liberal powers intent on spreading 

their norms.  Successful democratic governments must first be effective governments if 

they are to avoid mob rule.  The process of becoming a stable democracy can be 

destabilizing because transitions unleash unpredictable social forces while old institutions 

are degenerating and new ones are still unformed (Mansfield & Snyder, 2005).  Strong 

state institutions help stabilize societies and smooth transitions (Huntington, 1968).  If 

“democracy is the institutionalization of freedom,” (United States Department of State., 

2007) then democracy depends on the existence of strong and effective state institutions.  

The distinction between democracy and good government is not always clear.  Some 

scholars tend to use a thick definition of democracy to include other practices and 

institutions they argue are necessary to making democracy successful, such as a 

separation of powers, the rule of law, or civilian control of the military (I discuss 

democracy in Chapter 3 and briefly review literature on democratization in Chapter 4).  

Others define it more narrowly to refer only to elections, representative institutions, and 

majority rule.  Building effective state institutions is a prerequisite to either. 

                                                 

3 See (Chetail, 2009) for a much more robust attempt to define these and related terms. 
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Second, international statebuilding takes place simultaneously with domestic 

political development.  Polities have their own internal processes of development and 

change, with or without international intervention.  These dynamics have been studied for 

decades in comparative political science as the problem of “political development.”  The 

interaction between international statebuilding efforts and domestic political development 

dynamics is understudied and likely to yield valuable insights.  “Modern statebuilding 

could benefit greatly from a reading of the earlier ‘development’ debates,” (Roberts, 

2009, p. 172).  I provide such a reading in chapter 4. 

Third, international statebuilding is related to development, peacebuilding, and 

post-conflict reconstruction.  The United Nations Millennium Declaration outlining 

development goals declared that “Success in meeting these objectives depends, inter alia, 

on good governance within each country” (United Nations, 2000).  Also according to the 

United Nations, “Peacebuilding measures address core issues that effect the functioning 

of society and the State, and seek to enhance the capacity of the State to effectively and 

legitimately carry out its core functions” (United Nations., 2008, p. 18).  However, the 

relationship between statebuilding and peacebuilding is complex.  Some scholars classify 

international statebuilding as a subtask supporting peacebuilding (Paris & Sisk, 2009a).  

Others have pointed out that statebuilding can become directly harmful to peace when it 

threatens the interests of local elites (Cramer, 2009), and stressed the tradeoffs necessary 

in choosing between building peace and building states (Jarstad, 2008).  International 

statebuilding is best seen as a contributor to long-term peacebuilding by addressing the 

conditions that give rise to conflict; but as a potentially short-term destabilizing activity 
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that can hurt immediate prospects for peace.  I draw on the literature about peacebuilding 

and postconflict reconstruction throughout this dissertation. 

Finally, international statebuilding is an essential part of counterinsurgency and 

successful military occupation.  Counterinsurgency is a combined political and military 

campaign to defeat insurgents, but unlike conventional military operations “The primary 

objective of any COIN [counterinsurgency] operation is to foster development of 

effective governance by a legitimate government,” (United States Department of the 

Army & United States Marine Corps, 2007).  Similarly, David Edelstein argues that 

building effective state institutions is a military occupier’s best exit strategy (Edelstein, 

2004, 2008).  I draw on this literature briefly in my discussion of the security aspects of 

statehood, state failure, and statebuilding in Chapters 3 and 4. 

Literature Review 

 The literature on international statebuilding is relatively recent, but it has deep 

and variegated roots in political science.  It grew out of and combines work from the 

1990s on complex peace-keeping operations and ethnic conflict; from the 1980s and 

1970s on democratic transitions; and from the 1960s and 1950s on political development 

and “modernization” (Jahn, 2009).  It also raises some of the perennial questions of 

political theory about the nature of sovereignty, the role of culture, and the definition of 

the state.  In this chapter I will review the recent literature on international statebuilding.  

In chapters 3 and 4 I will draw on some of these deeper sources in my discussion about 

how polities change and grow. 

Scholars began to examine the phenomenon of statebuilding in the 1990s, 

although the terminology did not settle on “statebuilding” until early in the new 
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millennium.  Much of the initial work continued to view the UN’s new activity through 

the conceptual lens of traditional peacekeeping.  Traditional peacekeeping operations—

roughly those that took place between 1945 and 1988—involved UN-mandated forces 

monitoring cease-fires or separating belligerents.  After the Cold War the UN began to 

assume more functions of civilian administration in post-conflict societies, such as 

facilitating elections, disarming fighters, and helping write new constitutions—in short, 

the UN began to help rebuild failed and collapsed states.  By the end of the decade, the 

UN had assumed the functions of sovereignty in Timor-Leste and Kosovo by way of 

comprehensively rebuilding their institutions of governance and shepherding them 

towards self-government.  “Whilst not initially known as ‘statebuilding,’ peacekeeping 

operations rapidly expanded [after the Cold War]…The nomenclature of multi-

dimensional, second generation operations appeared before the statebuilding concept 

started to crystallize in the literature” (Roberts, 2009, pp. 171-172).   

The literature on international statebuilding broadly falls into three categories.  

The first and largest portion of the literature seeks to explain international statebuilding 

outcomes as a function of statebuilders’ inputs.  The second, and smaller, part of the 

literature seeks to explain outcomes of international statebuilding operations as a function 

of inputs from the target state and local actors within it.  These inputs include the basic 

security, political, and economic conditions in failed and collapsed states, and the 

incentives facing local actors within them.  Lastly, there is a very small amount of recent 

literature looking at the interaction between international and local actors. 
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Statebuilders’ Inputs 

The largest part of the literature on international statebuilding focuses on 

statebuilders’ inputs, including the number of troops deployed, the amount of money 

spent, the duration of commitment, the coherence of the strategy, and the relative 

attention paid to rebuilding ministries, roads, school, hospitals, power plants, sanitation 

infrastructure, or telecommunications networks; training bureaucrats, judges, soldiers, 

police, prosecutors, or presidents; holding elections, liberalizing economies, protecting 

civil rights, and facilitating transitional justice and reconciliation. 

Because of the great breadth and complexity of statebuilding operations, there is 

trend in the literature towards extreme parsimony.  Many scholars approach the problem 

by examining a few cases and deriving between one and three key lessons learned, and 

argue that they are the critical variables in successful statebuilding.  Pei, Amin, and Garz 

argue that the duration of commitment and coherence of planning and strategy are the key 

variables (Pei, Amin, & Garz, 2006).  Dobbins argues that among the variables 

controllable by policymakers, “the most important determinant seems to be the level of 

effort—measured in time, manpower, and money,” (Dobbins, 2003, p. xxv).  Flournoy 

identifies six lessons:  plan well; identify clear lines of authority; maintain public support; 

develop appropriate civilian and military capabilities; sustain oversight; and hand-off 

smoothly (Flournoy, 2006).  These recommendations may (or may not) be helpful as a 

checklist for policymakers, but they do not capture the full dynamics at work in 

international statebuilding operations.  At worst, some amount to little more than the 

bromides to “do more” and to do it “strategically.” 
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Practitioners in particular have debated at length just how much time, money, and 

troops are required for success, for obvious reasons:  they are the simplest variables to 

influence.  This issue has received less attention in the scholarly literature for good 

reason.  It is reasonable to suppose that, all else equal, more resources will increase the 

chances of success while fewer resources will increase the chances of failure.  However, 

the correlation does not always hold.  Within the set of cases in which a high amount of 

resources were committed, outcomes have still varied considerably (such as the different 

outcomes in West Germany versus South Vietnam).  Afghanistan is now one of the best 

funded and longest-lasting international statebuilding operations in history, yet it 

continues to face challenges.  Other variables are at work:  how the resources are used, to 

what end, through what mechanisms, and in what kind of environment.   

There is very little work arguing that any given variable is not important to the 

success of statebuilding, in part because few hypotheses have been tested on cases from 

which they were not derived in the first place.  As a result, a policymaker familiar with 

the literature would be forgiven for thinking that every variable is important.  Indeed, 

some of the literature simply captures the notion that everything must be done, done 

quickly, and done right:  “A statebuilding process is most likely to generate legitimacy 

for the state when it is inclusive of all major political forces and open to the participation 

of the public but also places a priority on maintaining public order and delivering 

services” (Papagianni, 2008, p. 50).  Similar to a call for a “synergistic” approach (Jeong, 

2005), few would dispute Papagianni’s generalization, but the statement that statebuilders 

should prioritize inclusive politics, public order, and service delivery is so sweeping that 

it does little to advance our understanding of the causes of success or failure in 
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international statebuilding operations or provide useful recommendations to the 

policymaker. 

Similarly, Rotberg argues that after security is restored, statebuilders need to 

jump-start the economy, build the rule of law, and invest in civil society.  Rotberg 

attempts to translate these three primary goals into a useable menu of action: 

A functioning court system should be among the first political institutions to be 
reborn.  A renewed police force and corrections facilities are critical.  Roads and 
telephone networks must be restored and refurbished.  The central bank should be 
re-created.  Teachers and health workers must be hired and their physical 
surroundings gradually rebuilt…Police personnel, judges, bureaucrats, and 
parliamentarians will have to be trained or retrained.  Defense forces have to be 
reconfigured and their chiefs reoriented.  (Rotberg, 2004b, p. 33) 
Rotberg’s program is less a theory of state building than a list of programs.  

Rotberg’s list is illustrative of much literature on statebuilding:  there are many versions 

of the statebuilder’s list, mostly overlapping, but the lists provide little insight into which 

programs are most important, whether a specific sequence is necessary, how such 

programs should be implemented, what level of resourcing is required, or what are the 

relative roles of the local government and the external state-builder.  Few would dispute 

any of the items on the list, but it is not useful to the scholar or the policymaker. 

The more useful research has focused not on whether any particular program is 

helpful, but, given finite resources and time, on where the relative priority of effort 

should be and, given the fragile environment of post-conflict societies, on what may be 

too destabilizing to implement early on.  Some of the literature frames this as a debate 

over chronological sequencing.  However, in most real-life cases various efforts are 

overlapping, simultaneous, and interweaved.  It is more helpful to read this as a 

discussion about what means should receive the priority of attention, resources, and effort 

rather than about timed sequencing.  Simply put, what is the right statebuilding strategy?   
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Strategy is matching the appropriate ways and means with the desired end.  If 

statebuilding is the end, four basic candidates for the right strategy have arisen in the 

literature and in this history and practice of international statebuilding:  liberalization, 

institutionalization, stabilization, and civil society development (Lake, 2009; 

Schneckener, 2008).  As I discuss in Chapter 2-4, I do not find this schematic particularly 

helpful because it is hard to measure theses strategies as formulated; and, as a matter of 

history, few cases of statebuilding fit clearly in one type or the other of these four 

strategies.  I offer a different way of defining and distinguishing among types of 

statebuilding strategies available to policymakers in chapter 4. 

A.  Liberalization First 

The “liberalization first” strategy rests on the notion that states derive their 

legitimacy from the free consent of the governed, as reflected in elections, majority rule, 

and representative institutions.  Variants of this argument include economic liberalization 

as an essential component of the strategy, arguing that economic liberalization brings 

prosperity.  International statebuilders should, on this view, engineer liberal political and 

economic arrangements and shepherd post-conflict societies to elections and economic 

opportunity as a first priority.   

For example, Von Lipsey argues that political enfranchisement should be the first 

priority after the resolution of a conflict.  Political enfranchisement gives all parties to a 

conflict a stake in the emerging, post-conflict political system.  Protections for civil 

liberties—including freedoms of speech, political expression, and religious worship—

will ease tensions by allaying minorities’ fears of repression.  Representative institutions 

give all factions an incentive to cooperate in the peaceful political system by giving a 
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voice and a vehicle through which to advocate their agenda.  Liberal politics allow 

participation; and the ability to participate reduces parties’ incentives to renew conflict.  

Political enfranchisement is thus a sufficient condition for political stability.  Economic 

enfranchisement is the second priority because it spreads wealth broadly, easing social 

tensions and giving individuals a stake in the economic viability of the post-conflict 

society.  Economic enfranchisement is achieved by creating a free market for goods and 

labor; enabling all citizens to participate in the market equally through a social welfare 

system that provides a basic level of education, housing, and healthcare; and by providing 

the state with access to the tools and capital of the liberal international economic order, 

such as IMF loans (Von Lipsey, 1997).  

 Rothchild and Roeder give a more recent and more nuanced version of the 

“liberalization first” argument.  Their principle argument is that power-sharing 

agreements are useful for achieving a short-term cessation of hostilities, but harmful for 

long-term peace because power-sharing solidifies sectarian cleavages.  In response, they 

recommend “power-dividing” institutions, by which they mean liberalized politics like 

civil liberties, multiple majority-rule institutions, and checks and balances.  They argue 

that robust protection for civil liberties lowers the stakes of politics by removing the most 

contentious issues from governmental control.  Civil liberties protections also allows for 

greater competition and debate within ethnic or religious groups, thereby diluting their 

power to act cohesively and dominate a polity.  Representative institutions give everyone 

a stake in politics; the existence of several such majority-rule institutions ensures no 

single majority can dominate.  Overlapping majorities in different institutions diffuses 

power throughout the society.  In this view, international statebuilders should indeed start 
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with elections, but they should be elections to “hospital administrations, school districts, 

and village or borough governments and build upwards” to foster multiple majorities.  

Finally, checks and balances, much like multiple majorities, ensure power is diffused 

(Roeder, 2005; Roeder & Rothchild, 2005). 

Practitioners and advocates of the “liberalization first” statebuilding strategy tend 

to draw on insights and arguments from the literatures on democratization, modernization 

theory, and political development—many of which have been discredited or shown to 

require improvement.  I will engage with these arguments in greater detail in chapter 4, 

but the most salient points are summarized by scholars who criticized “liberalization 

first” by way of advocating “institutionalization first.” 

B.  Institutionalization First 

 The “institutionalization first” argument arose out of a criticism of the 

“liberalization first,” partly in response to the 1996 elections in Bosnia that simply 

empowered through the ballot the same ethnic and nationalist groups that had fought the 

civil war.  Liberalization, in this view, destabilizes post-conflict societies.  “States 

emerging from war do not have the necessary institutional framework or civic culture to 

absorb the potential pressures associated with political and market 

competition…liberalization prior to institutionalization can unleash societal demands 

before the state has developed the institutional capacity to channel, organize, and respond 

to those demands” (Barnett, 2006, p. 89).  Premature liberalization can destabilize fragile 

polities by unleashing immoderate social forces too soon after the cessation of hostilities 

(Paris, 2004).  The scholars of this strategy echo a recent criticism of premature 

democratization prevalent in the democratization literature:  while mature democracies 
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tend to be stable, the process of becoming one tends to be unstable (Mansfield & Snyder, 

2005). 

In this view, international statebuilders should prioritize the building of effective 

and capable institutions of government for two reasons.  They argue that strong 

institutions are a necessary prerequisite for political stability, and especially for political 

liberalization, in post-conflict societies.  Second, they argue that the state’s legitimacy is 

drawn from its effectiveness in performing the functions of statehood, especially 

delivering services, and that effective institutions of government are essential to service 

delivery.  This might be called the “services first” or “functions first” variant of the 

“institutionalization first” strategy.  (I argue in chapter 3 that this is an insufficient view 

about the sources of a state’s legitimacy.  Legitimacy comes from a locally-shared theory 

of justice to which the state can appeal and which in turn shapes what kind of good and 

services the state is expected to provide.  Until state and society share a theory of justice, 

the provision of goods will be stop-gap gesture unlikely to restore a state’s legitimacy). 

First, building institutions first helps stabilize societies and harden them against 

the destabilizing tendencies of liberalization and post-conflict tension.  For example, 

Barnett argues that to meet the challenges of post-conflict societies—arbitrary power, 

factional conflict, and the state’s lack of legitimacy—the international community should 

undertake what he calls “republican statebuilding.”  Republican statebuilding emphasizes 

institutions that foster deliberation and embody constitutionalism and representation.  

Deliberation tames factional conflict.  It compels actors to present their arguments 

publicly, which subjects arguments to critique and compels actors to make arguments that 

appeal across factional or sectarian lines.  Constitutionalism tames arbitrary power by 
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establishing the rules of the game and diffusing power across institutions.  Representation 

helps establish the state’s legitimacy by ensuring citizens’ view are consulted (Barnett, 

2006).  Paris offers a similar argument for investing in institutions.  In his view, state-

builders should wait for social tensions to ease before planning for elections; design 

electoral systems that reward moderation; promote civil society elements that support 

democracy; regulate speech that incites violence; ensure equitable economic growth; and 

invest in government institutional capacity.  Only after these steps are taken can state-

builders safely hold elections, guarantee a robust set of civil liberties, and allow for a 

liberal economic order.  (Paris, 2004) 

The second justification for the “institutionalization first” strategy is that states 

derive their legitimacy from the effectiveness with which they perform basic functions 

and deliver services.  Scholars have proposed different schematics of which functions are 

the ones most essential for a state to perform.  Marten, discussed below, proposes three 

functions, mostly security-focused.  Ghani and Lockhart propose ten functions, many 

related to bureaucratic control, fiscal policy, and the administration of resources (Ghani 

& Lockhart, 2008).  Meierhenrich proposes six, clustered around the idea that successful 

states are “usable,” that they serve a function for self-interested citizens.  Meierhenrich’s 

functions differ from Ghani and Lockhart’s because he defines functionality as the effect 

the state’s actions have on citizens’ lives rather than the simple performance of duties.  

Creating legality and bureaucracy—the focus of much of Ghani and Lockhart’s ten 

functions—are only the first tasks in making the state usable.  The six functions he 

proposes are:  “(1) encouraging predictability; (2) creating confidence; (3) lending 

credibility; (4) providing security; (5) displaying resolve; and (6) controlling resources.”  
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Citizens living in a usable state have incentives to preserve, rather than “steal” or 

undermine it.  External actors can facilitate the development of a usable state by 

recognizing, constructing, and maintaining it, by which he means that statebuilders 

should demobilize combatants, restrict the flow of weapons, build roads and railroads, 

provide financial support, secure borders and roads, and facilitate transitional justice 

(Meierhenrich, 2004). 

The stress on institution building has led to a sizeable body of literature on the 

importance of specific institutions.  For example, Carnahan and Lockhart argue that the 

public finance system, including managing the treasury, planning and executing a budget, 

raising revenue, issuing public debt, and managing state assets, are central to the state’s 

legitimacy and to statebuilding efforts.  Effective public finance enables the state to 

perform other functions competently.  It develops the state’s ability to execute strategic 

planning.  It facilitates economic growth and service delivery.  Transparent handling of 

resources enhances trust.  A rules-based system undercuts spoilers and warlords.  

Carnahan and Lockhart conclude that international aid should be channeled through the 

target state’s public finance system.  Issuing aid directly to the people or through donors 

and contractors replaces and thereby undermines the state’s institutions, undercutting the 

long-term goal of statebuilding (Carnahan & Lockhart, 2008).   

Finally, in response to, and partly in agreement with, the stress on institution-

building, Frances Fukuyama has developed an argument about the dynamics at work in 

international efforts to build domestic institutions in weak or failed states.  While he 

generally agrees that institution building is essential to statebuilding, he argues that there 

is a limit to what kinds of ideas and institutions can be successfully transferred from one 
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country to another.  The international community can transfer relatively easily the 

knowledge of how to design and manage individual organizations, like bureaucracies and 

central banks.  It cannot generate the cultural norms that underpin institutions, and has a 

difficult time transferring legitimization mechanisms.  Even the transferable art of 

organization design and management requires extensive context-specific input because 

organizations often have ambiguous goals, grapple with the perennial principal-agent 

difficulty, and because “norms, values, shared experiences, and intense social relations” 

shape how organizations behave.  The international community sometimes ends up 

actively undermining weak states’ institutions if it provides services directly rather than 

by building the capacity of the state to provide the service.  Fukuyama argues that the 

international community can best focus its institutionalization efforts on tasks that are 

highly specific and low in transaction volume—which are easiest to monitor—to get the 

biggest impact for its investment.  He cites central banking as a prime example.    

(Fukuyama, 2004) 

“Institutionalization first” has many adherents.  However, it has some difficulties.  

There is no generic “institution” that outsiders can build.  There are only scores of 

particular institutions that comprise a government:  the “institutionalization first” strategy 

begs the question “which institutions?”  Candidates abound, from ministries to 

legislatures to the justice sector to the treasury. 

Secondly, and more seriously, this “institutionalization first” strategy rests on 

assumptions that institutions foster deliberation, and deliberation calms extremism.  It 

tends to view statebuilding as a technical exercise that will deliver political stability 

through the correct application of procedural rationality.  But the process of building 
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institutions is itself more than a technical exercise.  Fukuyama is right to point out that 

even building effective institutions involves norms and culture, which is problematic 

when it is outside powers trying to do the building.  Building institutions involves power, 

which few advocates of this approach appear to appreciate.  Meierhenrich is atypical 

among scholars in this literature for recognizing that “realistically, state formation after 

state failure will bear fruit only if powerful agents, individuals, and groups, support it.”  

Other scholars of this strategy treat institution building and technical assistance as an 

entirely cooperative endeavor between outside powers and local actors.  As any teacher in 

a classroom knows, transferring knowledge and skills from one person to another 

necessarily involves a relationship of authority and power.  In the context of international 

statebuilding, that means a political relationship.  An unwillingness to acknowledge 

political realities can lead to naïve assumptions about locals’ willingness and ability to 

accept and make use of institutional capacity programs, and ultimately to ineffective 

efforts.   

C.  Security First 

Perhaps partly in response to the overly technical emphasis of institutional 

building and the relative neglect of political realities, another group of scholars have 

focused on the importance of power and security in international statebuilding operations.  

The “security first” argument is straightforward.  “Without security, other tasks of 

statebuilding and postconflict reconstruction are impossible,” (Call, 2008, p. 14).  This is 

especially true of efforts at political liberalization.  “Security drives democracy, while 

democracy does not beget security,” (Etzioni, 2007, p. ix).  The “security first” argument 

takes as its premise that the state wins legitimacy by performing three basic security 
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functions:  protecting its territory from external attack, protecting citizens from criminal 

violence, and enforcing stable rules for commerce and civic life.  International 

statebuilders thus should focus on building a state capable of performing those functions, 

and that, meanwhile, international military forces should fulfill those functions to the 

extent possible.  Providing security and stability will also help enhance the legitimacy of 

the international presence (Marten, 2009).  Ambassador James Dobbins, who led a team 

of scholars in an influential multivolume study of international interventions, concluded 

that “The prime objective of any nation-building operation is to make violent societies 

peaceful, not to make poor ones prosperous, or authoritarian ones democratic…The first-

order priorities for any nation-building mission are public security and humanitarian 

assistance,” (Dobbins, 2007, p. xxiii).4 

Accordingly, some scholars have studied the causal mechanisms at work within 

the security aspects of international statebuilding.  For example, international military 

forces can effectively reduce the incidence of a relapse into violence because they 

decrease the incentives for aggression and increase the incentives for cooperation in a 

post-conflict environment; calm fears and create space for trust to re-grow; prevent spill-

over or spiraling from accidents; and persuade ex-combatants to retain an inclusive 

political process (Fortna, 2008).  Marten argues that incentivizing service in statebuilding 

campaigns environments within military bureaucracies will enhance their effectiveness 

by drawing top talent to those missions (Marten, 2004).   

                                                 

4 Dobbins uses “nation-building” to mean much the same that I mean by “statebuilding” in this study.  He 

does not mean the creation of a national identity. 
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The most detailed look at the dynamics of international military forces engaged in 

statebuilding is in the work of David Edelstein.  While his work focuses on military 

occupation, he notes that statebuilding is often a necessary task to successfully conclude 

an occupation.  Edelstein argues that international military forces engaged in 

statebuilding face two dilemmas:  the duration dilemma and the footprint dilemma.  First, 

the longer international military forces stay, the greater the likelihood that they will 

overstay their welcome.  The local population could come to resent their presence, cease 

cooperating with them, and even begin to oppose them.  However, the shorter they stay, 

the less the likelihood of a successful outcome of the statebuilding effort.  Repeated cases 

show that premature withdrawal is one of the principle causes of failure in international 

statebuilding.  Making credible progress towards concluding the military presence helps 

alleviate the duration dilemma.  Second, the larger and more intrusive the international 

military forces are, the greater chance they have of transforming the weak state but the 

greater resentment they may provoke.  The smaller or less intrusive the forces are, the 

more they will be welcomed by the local population—but they will not be capable of 

achieving as much.  (Edelstein, 2004, 2009) 

 The danger of the “security first” approach is that it will become a “security only” 

approach (Schneckener, 2008).  Outside powers that adopt a “security first” approach 

might convey, intentionally or not, that they intend to avoid a broader entanglement in the 

failed state’s political and economic situation.  The strategy can become the first step 

towards lowering the aims of the intervention.  Some scholars advocate just such an 

approach, based on a skepticism about outside powers’ ability to export democracy 
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(Etzioni, 2007, 2009).  If “liberalization first” is too naïve, “security first” may be too 

cynical. 

D.  Civil Society First 

 The “civil society first” strategy is the least developed strategy in theory and 

practice.  This strategy argues that the legitimacy of the state stems from its 

inclusiveness, its support from broad segments of society, and from a strong state-society 

relationship.  This strategy emphasizes bottom-up politics and participatory political 

culture.  It argues that civil society groups create cross-cutting cleavages—memberships 

across ethnic, linguistic, or religious lines—and thus dampen the risk of conflict.  The 

“civil society first” strategy recommends that the international community channel aid to 

ideas-based political parties, women’s groups, social network organizations, vocational 

organizations, unions, veterans’ societies, and soccer clubs. 

 Barnes argues that targeting civil society is the best way to ensure a lasting peace.  

It encourages people to take responsibility for their own security, rather than waiting for 

the government to grow capacity.  It addresses the root causes of conflict—people—and 

involves them in the solution.  Person-to-person contact through civil society groups are 

more likely to engage in deliberation and become aware of the costs of conflict.  Civil 

society groups can be directly involved in delivering humanitarian relief and advocating 

for human rights protections.  Civil society groups are a vehicle for identifying conflict—

not avoiding it—and addressing it constructively and peacefully.  Civil society 

organizations can be a credible non-governmental voice, one that gives expression to 

citizens marginalized by conflict and the empowerment of military and political elites 

(Barnes, 2005, 2006).   
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 Some scholars take the argument even further.  Non-state civil society groups, 

such as tribes and clans, can play a direct role providing governance where the state is 

absent.  Indeed, Johnson and Mason argue that Afghan tribal governance is more 

welcome and perceived as more legitimate in rural Afghanistan than governance from 

Kabul (Johnson & Mason, 2008); international statebuilding then should not focus on 

building formal institutions of government.  Doing so could alienate important 

constituencies that might otherwise help stabilize post-conflict societies.  This is 

especially true when non-state groups are armed.  Incorporating armed clans into a post-

conflict effort can help advance the international community’s goals; not doing so could 

be directly detrimental—although incorporating them can involve politically untenable 

compromises with human rights violators.  In effect, statebuilders have to ask if they have 

the time, resources, and expertise to boost the formal state enough that it can replace such 

groups as the primary means of providing security and services.  If not, the alternative is 

to incorporate such groups into its statebuilding strategy (Reno, 2008). 

The “civil society first” strategy may overstate what civil society groups can 

achieve, be overly optimistic about the goodness of civil society, and overlook the 

differences among civil society groups.  There is such a thing as “bad” civil society, such 

as chauvinistic groups and groups aligned along sectarian lines.  The very concept of civil 

society is unclear and tends to become stretched to include a very broad array of 

phenomena.  It is not a homogenous actor (Fischer, 2008; Paris, 2004).   

I will not test this theory in chapter 2 because there are no examples of a “civil 

society first” intervention among cases of armed international statebuilding, which is the 
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focus of this dissertation.  I will, however, draw on the insights from this literature in 

developing my theory in chapters 3 and 4. 

E.  A Note on International Coordination 

 There is another theme prominent in the literature that deserves note here.  Many 

scholars have raised the issue of international coordination.  There is almost universal 

consensus that international efforts are almost always poorly coordinated, resulting in 

duplication of effort, gaps, poor communication, wasted resources, and unneeded 

programs (See, for example, Gowan, 2008).  Coordination is any political activity is 

important, but the problem is especially acute in international statebuilding operations 

because there are at least four points at which coordination must occur:  between 

international and domestic actors; within the statebuilders’ governments; within the 

United Nations; and between the various international actors (Paris, 2009).  Scholars have 

written extensively on proposed institutional fixes to improve coordination in 

international statebuilding operations, such as through a new form of trusteeship (Fearon 

& Laitin, 2004), conservatorship (Helman & Ratner, 1992), or shared sovereignty 

(Krasner, 2004).  In this view, improving coordination would improve the chances for 

success.  I will review some illustrative examples of this literature but argue that poor 

international coordination is a function of unclear strategy and therefore not an 

independent variable. 

 Fearon and Laitin argue that there are three coordination problems in 

statebuilding missions:5  recruitment, coordination, and accountability.  First, 

international statebuilding is a collective action problem.  Failed states hurt everyone, but 

                                                 

5 They discuss a fourth problem, “exit,” which I omit because it is not a coordination problem. 
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the cost of rebuilding one would cost any one actor more than the actor would benefit by 

themselves.  Therefore it is difficult to generate sufficient contributions to contribute to 

the public good of good governance.  To solve this problem, statebuilding missions 

should be coordinated by the major global or regional power with the most at stake in the 

mission to ensure they are willing to pay the costs.  Second, statebuilding missions also 

face coordination problems because they are complex multilateral operations.  The UN is 

unequipped to play the key coordinating role because “its organization is insufficiently 

capable of quick and resolute action.”  Again, lead states with key interests at stake that 

contribute the bulk of the resources can play a more effective coordinating role.  Third, 

because of the role of parties with interests at stake, statebuilding requires a system of 

accountability to prevent exploitation or crime on the part of the statebuilders.  A new 

UN arm similar to the old UN Trusteeship Council can play that role.  They conclude that 

international statebuilding missions inevitably face “mission creep” because the 

statebuilders find the weak state is so incapable that the statebuilders must take on more 

and more responsibility to create the conditions that allow them to leave.  “The reality of 

state weakness means that peacekeepers need to foster state building if there is to be any 

hope for exit without a return to considerable violence.”  (Fearon & Laitin, 2004) 

Chesterman argues that some of the “coordination problem” is simply inherent in 

the nature of the activity, but he argues there are meaningful was to improve it.  The 

inherent tensions stems from the fact that the goal of international statebuilding is to re-

enable states to govern themselves, but the means include military occupation and the 

assumption of some functions of sovereignty by the international community.  Because 

the international community funds and mans statebuilding on a voluntary basis, 
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international statebuilding efforts are perennially under-funded and under-manned.  And 

because international statebuilding by definition involves outsiders attempting to change 

conditions within a country they don’t live in, the outsiders often propose changes that 

are inappropriate, unsustainable, or unworkable.  Chesterman argues that the international 

community can overcome some of the internal tensions by establishing clearly what the 

international community’s goal in the statebuilding campaign is; what the relationship is 

between the international community and the local government; and what commitment is 

expected of the international actors.  Chesterman also argues that the funding and staffing 

of international statebuilding missions should be met, as with peacekeeping missions, 

with assessed contributions, not voluntary donations.  Civilian and military efforts should 

be coordinated under a unity of command.  And the tactical implementation of the 

campaign should be sensitive to local realities to avoid infeasible or overly idealistic 

programs (Chesterman, 2004). 

However, in my view Paris is correct to argue that the international community 

has come to blame too much on poor coordination.  Perfect coordination is impossible, 

particularly as the number of lines of coordination rises in proportion to the number of 

actors with whom to coordinate.  More importantly, poor coordination is sometimes 

simply the manifestation of a deeper problem:  genuine philosophical differences over the 

basic goal and strategy of statebuilding.  International statebuilding is undertaken by a 

broad and diverse set of institutions, including several UN agencies, Western 

governments’ civilian development agencies, Western militaries, NGOs, the World Bank, 

IMF, and regional development banks.  “Many of these agencies have different 

approaches to postwar statebuilding and different philosophies, objectives and 
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conceptions of how to create the conditions for stable and lasting peace in war-torn 

societies” (Paris, 2009, p. 59).  Military bureaucracies may tend to a stabilization-first 

strategy while civilian aid organizations tend towards a civil society-first or an 

institutionalization-first strategy.  Western politicians may emphasize the liberalization 

aspect of the operation to garner public support. 

Improving coordination will not solve theses problems; indeed, attempts to 

improve coordination can give the illusion of progress while obscuring the deeper issues.  

Bureaucracies “have a particular tendency to revert to a procedural discourse in the face 

of uncertainty and ambiguity” (Paris, 2009, p. 59).  In other words, when faced with a 

disagreement over the basic statebuilding strategy, international agencies and actors call 

for better coordination.  Coordination “requires agreement on common goals” (Boyce & 

O'Donnell, 2007b, p. 294).  The coordination problem is a reflection and manifestation 

of, not an independent variable from, the strategy problem.  It is unlikely that any 

institutional fix or improvement in coordination, by itself, will result in better 

statebuilding outcomes.  It is likely, however, that consensus on statebuilding strategy 

will result in improved coordination and more successful statebuilding operations. 

Failed States’ Inputs 

The second major theme in the literature on international statebuilding operations 

emphasizes the inputs from the failed or collapsed state.  In this view, the outcome of an 

international statebuilding operation is a function of the failed state’s initial condition 

before the statebuilding campaign started.  For example, whether conflict is still ongoing 

or not matters.  The condition of its political institutions hugely matters for the outcome 

of a statebuilding campaign (are the institutions still functioning?  Are they capable of 
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cooperating with the statebuilding effort?)  A country’s basic socio-economic situation 

will influence the effectiveness of statebuilders’ economic reconstruction programs.  

Finally, the cultural and ideological background influences local actors’ behavior. 

Many scholars conclude their work on international statebuilding with a call to 

recognize that local conditions matter and that there is no one template that can match 

every failed or collapsed state.  Despite the universal consensus that local conditions 

matter, there is little work that systematically explores the role of domestic variables.  

This portion of the literature is smaller than the literature on statebuilders’ inputs—

perhaps in part because international relations scholars tend naturally to emphasize the 

role of international behavior in the phenomenon they seek to explain.  For example, 

Dobbins, et al., use a key variable of the domestic security situation (post-conflict combat 

deaths) as a measure of a statebuilding operation’s outcomes, not one of its inputs 

(Dobbins, 2003) in their initial volume.  But of course the presence of ongoing political 

or criminal violence does not simply reflect whether a statebuilding operations is 

successful or not; it also partly causes success or failure; and, in fact, Dobbins, et al., 

reversed the role of combat deaths from dependent to independent variable in their next 

volume (Dobbins, 2005). 

The role of domestic inputs is more pronounced in the comparative literature on 

ethnic conflict, civil war, democratization, and political development, which I do not 

review here but will draw on in Chapter 3. 

A.  Security situation 

The term “post-conflict” can be misleading.  Some failed states in which the 

international community intervenes are mid-conflict.  Others appear to be post-conflict, 
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but it later becomes clear that they were enjoying a temporary ceasefire in an ongoing 

conflict.  Even after the definitive conclusion of hostilities, violence rarely stops; it 

simply changes in nature from political violence to criminal violence, often perpetrated 

by the same actors (Steenkamp, 2009).  In some interventions, the nature of conflict 

changes during the statebuilding campaign.  Afghanistan is an extreme case that 

illustrates how violence changes:  violence started as a brief civil war in 1978 that 

triggered a foreign invasion in 1979 and, subsequently, ten years of an unconventional 

guerilla war of national liberation, which evolved into a conventional civil war that lasted 

from the departure of one foreign power to the arrival of another, only to resurface first as 

warlordism and organized crime, then an ethnic and religious insurgency. 

Edelstein highlights two elements of the security situation that effect international 

statebuilding efforts:  whether the statebuilding campaign takes place in the context of a 

contested military occupation or an accepted complex peacekeeping operation; and the 

threat environment.  First, military occupations in the wake of military conquest are more 

likely to be resisted by the local population, and thus to exacerbate the duration and 

footprint dilemmas.  Complex peacekeeping operations under a UN mandate and 

welcomed by the population are likely to face less severe dilemmas.  Second, a state that 

faces continuing internal threats, such as from an insurgency or factional violence, is 

likely to present sharper dilemmas for international military forces because ongoing 

fighting and multiple actors will make it harder for international forces to be universally 

welcomed.  The presence of a commonly recognized external threat, by contrast, could 

unite a population and increase their support from international military forces to protect 

them from the threat (Edelstein, 2004, 2009). 
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B.  Governance Situation 

 If the goal of a statebuilding effort is, in part, to rebuild the institutions of 

government, then the condition of those institutions at the outset will effect the shape and 

outcome of the statebuilding operation.  Not all failed states fail equally:  some are 

comprehensively collapsed; others are capable of resuming basic functions after a brief 

hiatus or with new leadership and external resources.  A state’s own institutional capacity 

is one variable that influences international statebuilding efforts (Doyle & Sambanis, 

2000, 2006). 

Some states are so weak that they lack the capacity even to administer a 

statebuilding program or to coordinate effectively with the international community.  

Ottoway argues that weak states can become overwhelmed with the program of 

reconstruction outlined by statebuilders.  Statebuilding is, after all, among the most 

complex and challenging tasks a government can undertake.  States pay a management 

cost to execute them, a cost that weak states may not be able to afford.  Statebuilding 

campaigns can them become counterproductive:  weak states lack the capacity to govern 

effectively, but international partners demand that they use what little capacity they have 

to manage a reconstruction program.  In effect, weak states end up using all their 

governance capacity not on governing, but on going to meetings with the World Bank, 

filling out paperwork for the IMF, justifying programs to USAID, and compiling reports 

on security for peacekeepers.  They are governing the statebuilding process rather than 

their countries. 

One of the ways institutions become this weak is that the means for generating 

power and authority in a society can cease to function.  When there are no means for 
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generating power and authority that is accepted as legitimate, institutions will not 

function.  Nor can institutions always or necessarily fill the authority-generating role.  

Sometimes institutions generate power and authority in society; sometimes other things 

do, such as lineage or sectarian loyalty.  Ottoway concludes that statebuilding must start 

with rebuilding the means for generating power and authority before it can effectively 

address other issues (Ottoway, 2003). 

C.  Economic Situation 

Scholars have paid comparatively more attention to the economic situation in 

post-conflict states.  The state of the economy at the outset of an international 

statebuilding operation includes the availability of jobs for ex-combatants, the condition 

of the infrastructure—including roads, power lines, sewage and water facilities—the 

capacity of the target state to absorb international aid, existing taxes and regulation on 

income, investment and trade, the ability of the state to apply regulation, collect taxes, 

enforce contracts and resolve commercial disputes, and other issues.   

Clearly, the economic situation will influence the trajectory and outcome of 

statebuilding operations.  Exactly how it does so is not straightforward.  War does not 

simply undo development, and development is not a matter of undoing war damage.  The 

relationship between the two is more complex.  Economic life continues in the midst of 

war and state failure, but war and state failure distort economic life.  War and state failure 

create a unique set of economic incentives, opportunities, and barriers that post-conflict 

economic policy must address. 

For example, Cramer argues that war and state failure result in the loss of 

predictability, the rule of law, and peaceful dispute resolution, which are necessary for 
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most contracts and investments.  War and state failure create alternate economic 

opportunity—for example, in smuggling, the arms trade, private security services, 

unregulated labor markets, and privatized or criminalized governance services.  War and 

state failure also tend to encourage the rise of illicit industries used to fund armed groups.   

As a result, actors who gain from “war rents” are likely to resist statebuilding.  

They are likely to resist the nascent state’s attempts to regain control over natural 

resources, levy taxes, impose regulations, or perform other basic economic functions.  

The tighter actors’ control over resources and the more transportable or lootable the 

resources are, they more likely local actors are to resist the state and retain the capacity 

for renewed fighting.  Such resources make it easier for armed groups to finance 

themselves and carry on fighting.  Armed groups embedded in an economy of illicit trade 

and lootable resources tend to resist a return to peace and the end to their sources of 

prosperity that peace brings.  The presence of lootable resources thus lowers the cost of 

fighting, raises the cost of peace, and lengthens the duration wars.  (Fearon, 2004, 2005; 

Lujala, Gleditsch, & Gilmore, 2005).  Postwar economic reconstruction is not simply a 

matter of undoing war damage, but reengineering the incentive structure that the war put 

in place.  Economic liberalization might simply empower actors who profited from war.  

For example, warlords or war profiteers are best placed to take advantage of early 

privatization.  Rapid trade liberalization can deprive the state of resources it requires to 

fund basic services.  (Cramer, 2009). 

 Given the unique economic circumstances in post-conflict societies, Boyce and 

O’Connell and Collier argue that a state’s post-conflict economic policy is key to 

preventing the reemergence of conflict.  Collier argues that cutting the military budget 
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reduces the risk of conflict.  Spending on inclusive social programs, such as education 

and health care, is relatively more important in a post-conflict setting because wars tend 

to damage public health and human capital and engender mistrust and exclusivity 

between communities.  Inclusive social spending undoes war damage and rebuilds trust.  

Post-conflict economic policy is also important for making the most use of international 

aid and assistance.  The effectiveness of international aid depends strongly on the quality 

of economic governance in the weak state (Collier, 2008). 

 Boyce and O’Donnell echo many of Collier’s points.  “The capacity to mobilize, 

allocate, and spend domestic resources is crucial for the success of peacebuilding efforts” 

(Boyce & O'Donnell, 2007b, p. 6).  Key state functions involved in resource use are 

revenue mobilization, budget allocation and expenditure management.  The specific 

application of resource mobilization and application differs in a post-conflict 

environment than in a normal environment.  For example, an uneven distribution of 

revenue extraction can inflame sectarian tensions if one community believes it is being 

unfairly targeted for taxation.  Similarly, an uneven distribution of expenditures on 

services can have the same effect if one community feels left out; governments should 

avoid the habit of targeting investments only in urban areas with strong economic 

potential, but should also invest in rural areas to include all groups.  Governments are 

often counseled to adopt austerity measures to invest in long-term growth; but in the 

aftermath of conflict, relaxing inflation targets and pursuing expansionary policies will 

spur short-term employment, ease social tension, and enhance political stability.  At the 

same time, states should incorporate considerations of long-term fiscal sustainability as 

much as possible into post-conflict economic policies to ensure a durable peace. 
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 A state’s economic management capacity also drives the effectiveness of 

international aid.  International aid can have distorting effects on a small economy by 

driving up the exchange rate and interest rates; failed states should actually seek to limit 

their reliance on external aid to the extent possible.  International support can become a 

crutch for weak governments and retard the growth of state institutions; aid should thus 

be channeled through state institutions as much as possible, and focus on growing local 

capacity (Boyce & O'Donnell, 2007a). 

D.  Cultural/Ideological Situation 

Finally, the cultural and ideological situation in the target state affects the 

outcome of international statebuilding operations.  Few scholars have studied this aspect 

of international statebuilding.  “Culture” is a contested and malleable concept in the 

social sciences, and uncareful attempts to explain political phenomena by reference to 

culture can end up invoking stereotypes and cultural determinism.  That is no argument 

for neglecting the role of culture.  However defined—norms, beliefs, practices, habits, 

self-spun “webs of significance” (Geertz, 1973, p. 5)—culture surely effects political 

behavior.  Functioning states presume a domestic consensus on basic issues; that 

consensus is part of a society’s culture.  The rule of law depends on most people 

choosing to obey the law most of the time, even against their self-interest and in the 

absence of enforcement or penalties for violations; those choices are norms and habits at 

work producing behavior.  Most importantly, international statebuilding necessarily 

involves norms—about what states are and ought to be—thus, the norms and beliefs 

among the people living in the target state will effect how successful outside actors are in 

spreading their norms. 
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Some scholars have invoked this only vaguely.  Kaplan, for example, argues that 

statebuilding is about “transforming how the members of a society work together,” it is 

dependent on “its citizens ability to cooperate…on social cohesion.”  Statebuilding 

succeeds of fails depending on the match between a state’s institutions and the local 

sociocultural and socioeconomic conditions.  Statebuilding is likely to succeed if it 

incorporates local models, allows for bottom-up solutions, and constructs polities around 

cohesive identity groups (Kaplan, 2008). 

Spiekermann has taken tentative steps to explore this variable in more detail 

through the lens of game theory.  For citizens of the weak or failed state, the choice to 

cooperate with the statebuilding campaign is a collective action problem, or a giant 

prisoners’ dilemma.  The dilemma can be ultimately overcome through what 

Spiekermann calls “political culture.”  Everyone is better off if everyone cooperates with 

the campaign so that stability and prosperity can be reestablished.  However, each 

individual citizen is better off still if he or she defects and protects his or her own private 

interest—for example, by keeping weapons, grabbing land, or looting resources—while 

everyone else cooperates for the common good.  Therefore, all or most citizens are likely 

to choose to defect, leading to the failure of the statebuilding campaign.  Above all, 

citizens want to avoid being the only one who attempts to rebuild the state while 

everyone else is seeing to their private interest.  Statebuilders can overcome this because 

of the effects of esteem among neighbors.  If there is a norm that cooperating in a 

statebuilding effort is good, citizens will esteem one another for cooperating.  The 

presence of esteem changes the incentives citizens face so that they value a successful 

state in which they have cooperated and are therefore esteemed above a successful state 
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in which they did not cooperate and are therefore not esteemed.  The presence of a norm 

in favor of statebuilding is part of a state’s political culture; therefore “a successful 

process of nation-building depends not only on good institutions and economic 

development, but also on the right ‘political culture’” (Spiekermann, 2009).   

The opposite occurs when instead of norm of cooperation, there is a habit among 

elites of viewing war, state failure, and post-conflict reconstruction “as an opportunity for 

maximizing their political fortunes,” in which case international and local elites will have 

fundamentally divergent views of what state failure is and what reconstruction should 

entail (Englebert & Tull, 2008, p. 118). 

The most relevant form of this argument for my purposes is the argument that 

international statebuilding operations are more likely to be successful in states with a 

historical experience with democracy.  In this view, having a history of democracy leaves 

a residual trace in a state’s culture.  Citizens of a democracy are more likely to have 

habits of association, deliberation, and participation; and those habits can persist even if 

the democratic regime failed or was overthrown long prior to an international 

intervention.  In states with a democratic heritage, there is a store of social capital, or 

latent path dependencies, that statebuilders can help revive by holding new elections or 

re-legalizing freedoms of speech and association.  Reviving old practices comes at lower 

cost than efforts to foster democratic practices anew, making a successful intervention 

easier and more likely. 

Interaction Between  

Finally, some recent scholarship has highlighted that the interaction between 

statebuilders and officials of the target state will affect the outcome.  In this view, 
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international actors’ choices and behavior affects local actors’ incentives, choices, and 

behavior.  Local actors’ behavior in turn changes the situation in which international 

actors’ act.  The ongoing interaction between statebuilders and local officials emerges as 

a bargaining dynamic on which the logic of strategic action can shed some light. 

 The bargaining dynamic between international and local actors was first explored 

by Doyle, Johnstone, and Orr.  They argue that the relationship between the international 

community and local actors is an “obsolescing bargain.”  The basic power relationships 

established by the intervention start to change, or become obsolete, the moment the 

intervention actually begins.  Prior to the intervention, the international community is not 

required to intervene.  Outside powers have little incentive to go in; local actors have 

much to gain by the possibility of peace, aid, and patronage.  As a result, the international 

community is in a strong bargaining position and can establish its prerogatives and 

mandate accordingly.  Once the intervention has begun and outside powers begin to 

spend money to fix a failed state, the outside powers have a stake in the success of the 

statebuilding effort.  Local actors, who can threaten to turn spoiler if the statebuilding 

process threatens their interests, begin to have leverage over the outside powers.  Over 

time, the outside powers have less and less influence as they are more and more vested in 

making the effort a success and local actors become more adept at manipulating outside 

aid to their benefit (Doyle, Johnstone, & Orr, 1997, p. 389).  

 Barnett and Zurcher recently advanced the bargaining viewpoint further.  They 

argue that international statebuilders, state elites, and subnational elites each approach a 

statebuilding campaign with their own interests and agenda.  Statebuilders want stability 

and recognition of the legitimacy of their statebuilding goals.  State elites want to 
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maintain their power.  Subnational elites want to maintain or increase their autonomy 

from the government—often recently increased during war and state failure.  There are 

four possible outcomes:  cooperative statebuilding, compromised statebuilding, captured 

statebuilding, and conflictual statebuilding.  Cooperative statebuilding happens when all 

actors agree to implement the international statebuilders’ agenda.  Compromised 

statebuilding happens when state and subnational elites agree to recognize the legitimacy 

of the statebuilders’ efforts and to enact, ceremonially, the forms of the statebuilding 

agenda, while the statebuilders tacitly allow the basic structure of society to remain 

unreformed.  Captured statebuilding happens when state and subnational elites take 

control of the statebuilders’ resources and use them for their own ends.  Conflictual 

statebuilding happens when the international community and the local elites are at odds 

over the statebuilding campaign.  Given the incentives, the actors are likely to settle on 

compromised statebuilding—an implicit “peacebuilder’s contract”—which may in fact be 

the best possible outcome.  In compromised statebuilding state elites and subnational 

actors have at least given lip service to the agenda of statebuilding, an admission that can 

be used in future years to set the agenda and force small steps in meaningful directions 

(Barnett & Zurcher, 2009). 

 The literature on the bargaining dynamic begins to address how the interaction 

between international and local actors could influence the course of an international 

statebuilding operation.  However, the literature assumes a unidirectional relationship, 

from the bargaining dynamic to the statebuilding process.  I argue that it is at least a two-

way relationship, if not closer to a unidirectional relationship in the other direction.  The 

success or failure of the statebuilding effort will strongly influence the bargaining 
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dynamic between international and local actors.  A statebuilding effort that is on a 

successful trajectory strengthens the hand of international actors and gives them greater 

leverage to make demands of local actors because they can threaten to stop successful 

programs:  success partly undoes the obsolescing bargain, increasing the chances of 

cooperative statebuilding with part of the local population.  A successful effort is also 

more likely to threaten elites who benefited from state failure or war, and so may increase 

the chances of conflictual statebuilding with them.  Because of the polarization, 

successful statebuilding may hasten the target state’s confrontation with old elites who 

stand to loose from its emergence, and rally new elites who bandwagon with the 

statebuilders.  Success, therefore, makes compromise and capture less likely.  A failing 

effort weakens the hand of international actors and accelerates the obsolescing bargain; it 

probably makes compromise or even capture much more likely as statebuilders will be 

eager to retain some vestige of success even at the cost of wasted resources. 

 Considering the two-way relationship between statebuilding process and the 

international-local bargaining dynamic, we should explore other pathways by which 

international inputs interact with failed states’ inputs to produce statebuilding outcomes.  

Doyle and Sambanis, separate from their earlier study, attempted to capture the 

interactive effect—while dropping the bargaining language—and argued that the success 

of international peacekeeping operations is dependent on “a country’s material and 

institutional capacities, the available international assistance, and the depth of war-related 

hostility.”  (Doyle & Sambanis, 2000, p. 9).  They argue that peacebuilding is more likely 

to succeed the greater the international and local capacities are, and less likely to succeed 

the more hostile the war is.  Theirs is one of the few studies that looks to both 
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international and local variables and their interaction; however, in my view, some of their 

variables are too simplistic.  The availability of international assistance is tantamount to 

simply counting troops and money.  It is not clear the causal mechanism that links the 

level of international resources with degree of local capacity and war hostility to create 

success.   

 Similarly, Lise Howard has argued persuasively that peacekeeping and 

peacebuilding are more successful when international actors “are actively learning from 

the environment in which they are deployed,” very much a feature of the interaction 

between international actors and local conditions.  She argues that such learning 

(interaction), coupled with certain favorable conditions on the ground (inputs from the 

failed state) and the presence of consensual interests of the leading members of the 

Security Council (statebuilders’ inputs) are necessary and sufficient causes of success 

(Howard, 2008).   

 I position my dissertation in this part of the literature.  My argument is about the 

interaction of international efforts with local conditions.  The literature that focuses 

exclusively on one or the other is often insightful and helpful for theory-building, but 

ultimately incomplete.  The heavy focus of the literature on one or the other aspect is part 

of the reason the field has yet to generate a convincing hypothesis that explains and 

predicts international statebuilding outcomes.  Because the literature has so far been 

inconclusive, there are literally dozens of variables that have been proposed as the key for 

explaining statebuilding.  I attempt to construct a hypothesis that captures the effect of a 

large number of other variables proposed in the literature by focusing on the interaction 
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between international strategy of statebuilding and the type and degree of state failure in 

the target state. 

Summary:  Current Theories 

 This literature review has illustrated the conventional, current theories about 

outcomes of international statebuilding operations.  The theories are not mutually 

exclusive and not collectively exhaustive either, suggesting that there is room to generate 

new hypotheses and to synthesize existing ones, which is what I attempt in Chapters 3 

and 4.  I summarize the existing theories, lumped into three categories.  Although 

hypotheses about resources are not highlighted much in the literature, I include them 

because they are emphasized in policy deliberations. 

Hypotheses about resources: 

1. Deploying more troops to support an international statebuilding operation causes a 
higher likelihood of success. 

2. Giving more development assistance to support an international statebuilding 
operation causes a higher likelihood of success. 

3. Sustaining an international statebuilding operations for a longer amount of time 
causes a higher likelihood of success. 

 
Hypotheses about international statebuilding strategy: 

4. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize political and economic liberty. 

5. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize building institutional capacity. 

6. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize security. 

7. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize growing civil society. 

 
Hypotheses about domestic conditions: 

8. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if they take place in 
a less risky threat environment. 
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9. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if government 
institutions are capable of functioning. 

10. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the local economy 
functions. 

11. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the failed state had 
a prior experience with democracy. 

Methodology and Outline of Work 

 The dependent variable in this study is the outcome of an international 

statebuilding operation.  Measuring the outcome of international statebuilding operations 

is notoriously hard.  Do we measure against the statebuilders’ mandate or against a 

standard criterion?  Do we measure absolute progress against an objective measure of 

national success, or relatively against the failed state’s particular situation?  Do we 

measure success or failure at the moment international military forces depart the country?  

Do we measure it five or ten years afterwards?  Is success measured by reference to the 

conditions within the target state?  Or is success defined by whether or not the external 

power achieves its aims, no matter the long-term effects in the target state?  I describe 

how I measure success and failure in chapter 2. 

The independent variable in this study is the match or mismatch between the the 

international statebuilders’ strategy of statebuilding and the type and degree of state 

failure present in the target state.  The independent variable is not a simple binary 

variable coded “match” or “mismatch.”  The variance in the independent variable 

encompasses a spectrum of partial matches as well. 

In Chapter 2 I test the conventional theories of international statebuilding 

outcomes on 36 cases of international statebuilding since 1898.  I employ the quantitative 

tools, starting with the congruence method.  I ask what outcome each theory would 

predict about each case; compare that prediction to the actual, observed outcome; and 
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calculate how congruous or incongruous each theory is with the dataset.  I also conduct a 

chi-squared test to examine the statistical significance of the congruity test.  I supplement 

the congruence method with cross-tabulation tables and, finally, with multivariate 

regression analysis. 

 In Chapters 3 and 4 I develop a hypothesis about international statebuilding 

outcomes.  In Chapter 3 I draw on insights from political theory to develop a definition of 

the state that is broad and flexible enough to encompass the diversity of actually existing 

states, yet robust enough to make useful judgments about when and how states fail.  I 

argue that “the state” has five aspects or dimensions to it:  the state is a coercive force, a 

legitimating theory of justice, a provider of goods and services, an economic actor, and a 

tool for human good.  I engage with the literature on failed states to develop a definition 

of a failed state.  I develop a typology of state failure according to the degree and kind of 

failure prevailing in failed states.  I argue states can fail along any of the five aspects of 

statehood, resulting in five types of state failure:  anarchic, illegitimate, incapable, broke, 

and barbaric states—failures of, respectively, security, justice, capacity, economy, or 

humanity.  Failures in each dimension can occur at greater or lesser degrees, and they can 

happen independently or, more often, in combination. 

 In Chapter 4 I review insights from modernization theory and democratization 

theory about how states grow and change.  I bring these insights to bear on the causes of 

success and failure in international statebuilding operations.  I develop a typology of 

statebuilding strategies based on the degree of control or influence the international 

community exercises, and the sectors or areas of statehood in which it exercises such 
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control.  I synthesize the conventional theories about international statebuilding outcomes 

into a new framework. 

In Chapters 5 and 6 I test my theory on cases of international statebuilding.  I use 

the five dimensions of statehood to structure and focus each case.  First, I describe the 

general background to the case.  Second, I describe the degree of failure in each 

dimension of statehood.  Third, I describe the statebuilding strategy employed (if any) in 

each dimension of statehood, and assess whether or not it addressed the dynamics of state 

failure in that dimension of statehood.  Fourth, I employ a process-tracing methodology 

to illustrate how the strategic match or mismatch caused the outcome observed in the 

case.   

I study five cases of international statebuilding:  Haiti (1915 - 1934), West 

Germany (1945 – 1955), Liberia (1993 – 1997), Sierra Leone (1999 - 2006), and 

Afghanistan (2001 – 2009).  The five cases reflect a diversity of geographic regions (the 

Caribbean, Asia, and Africa), time periods (pre-World War II, post-World War II, post-

Cold War, and post-9/11), and international actors (a unilateral U.S. intervention, 

multilateral UN missions, and a blended U.S./UN case).  More importantly, the five cases 

show a wide variance of my independent variable.  West Germany illustrates a full match 

between the strategy of statebuilding and the degrees and types of state failure which led 

to a comprehensive success.  Liberia illustrates a full mismatch and a corresponding total 

failure.  (I also briefly contrast the 1993 Liberian intervention with the 2003 Liberian 

intervention because they present a close approximation to a controlled comparison 

between two cases that are similar in most respects but vary significant on my 

independent variable).  Haiti illustrates a case in which there is a partial match between 
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strategy and situation which led to a shallow and short-lived success.  Sierra Leone is a 

useful case because the independent variable varies within the case:  the international 

statebuilding strategy changed significantly partway through the intervention in a way 

that ultimately led to success. 

In Chapter 6 I conduct an in-depth case study of the international statebuilding 

operation in Afghanistan.  I chose the Afghan case for a more detailed study because it 

has extreme values; shows high variance; is of high interest to policymakers; is highly 

influential in how scholars and policymakers (and the public) view international 

statebuilding; is historically important; and is not well-studied.  The last element is 

particularly important.  Because Afghanistan is an ongoing case, most of the literature on 

it is from government institutions, the UN, and think tanks.  Additionally, the limited 

academic work on Afghanistan has tended to focus on the counterinsurgency campaign, 

not the international statebuilding effort.  The case study in this dissertation is thus an 

original and important contribution to the post-2001 literature on Afghanistan and 

statebuilding.  I disaggregate the Afghan case two ways.  I compare the intervention in 

Afghanistan between 2001 and 2006 (from the fall of the Taliban to the end of the Bonn 

Process and the establishment of the Afghanistan Compact) to the intervention between 

2006 and 2009 (from the London Conference of 2006 to the London Conference of 

2009).  I also compare the intervention across the five sectors of statehood.  

Disaggregating the case enables me to show how the international strategy met with 

success where and when it was appropriately calibrated, and unsuccessful where it was 

not. 
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 In the final chapter I will summarize my findings, establish conclusions, consider 

alternative explanations, describe the scope conditions under which my conclusions hold, 

develop policy recommendations, and suggest avenues of further research.  I will also 

respond to scholars who argue that statebuilding cannot succeed or should not be 

attempted. 

The Argument 

I argue that international statebuilding operations succeed when international actors 

tailor their strategy (including resources) to the type and degree of state failure in the 

target state.  Statebuilders have to apply efforts and resources to the areas where the state 

is actually broken, and must apply them in greater amounts the more broken the state is.  

Different strategies and resource levels will be appropriate depending on how failed that 

state is, and in which sectors it has failed.  My argument combines the partial insights of 

existing theories.  Much of the literature reviewed above focuses on the applicability of a 

single overall strategy, or the importance of building a particular institution (for example, 

the treasury or the justice sector).  It is unlikely that anything so specific can be 

applicable across the universe of statebuilding cases considering the diversity of 

conditions within them.  At the same time, it is also unrealistic to assume that conditions 

with the states are wholly determinative of international statebuilding operations.  That is 

to argue that the international community has no impact on failed states’ trajectories at 

all, when it has had demonstrable and positive impact in some countries.  The question is 

to ask:  what conditions and policies made success possible in those cases? 

 My hypothesis also has the virtue of common sense.  Phrased as it is above, it 

appears intuitive, even simplistic.  I respond that, first, it is generally a good sign if a 
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hypothesis appears consistent with common sense and simple reasoning.  Second, it is 

remarkable, despite how commonsensical it sounds, how rarely it has been applied in 

practice.  Foreign policy process (not the focus of this dissertation) does not always arrive 

at the most obvious or commonsensical solution to problems.  Rationality is only one of 

many factors that shape international behavior.  Bureaucratic rivalry and domestic 

opinion, for example, often shape strategies of international behavior in ways that do not 

maximize the chances of success.  Third, I respond that though my hypothesis may 

appear simple in this summary, it is considerable more complex as I develop it in 

Chapters 3 and 4.  Defining and measuring statehood, state failure, and strategy are 

difficult issues; they are vastly more so in combination.  A critic may argue that this 

summary is too generic and vague to be insightful, while another critic may argue that 

Chapters 3 and 4 are too complex for a social science that seeks parsimony in its theories 

and explanations. 

 I argue that the outcome of a statebuilding campaign is a function of the match or 

mismatch between the international statebuilding strategy and local conditions in the 

target state.  In chapter 3 I develop a typology of failed states based on their political, 

military, and economic situation.  I summarize that typology in Table 3, below.   

Table 1.2:  A Typology of Failed States 
 Security Legitimacy Capacity Economy Humanity 

Weak Unstable Fragile consensus 
Minimal 
functioning 

Poor Repressive 

Failing/Failed Violent 
Widespread 
disenfranchisement 

Partial 
functioning  

Destitute Totalitarian 

Collapsed Anarchic Illegitimate Incapable Broke Barbaric 
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I develop a similar typology of strategies of statebuilding in Chapter 4 based on the 

degree of influence exercised by the international community over the statebuilding effort 

and the sectors in which it is exercised.  I summarize that typology in table 4, below. 

Table 1.3:  A Typology of Strategies of Statebuilding 
 Security Legitimacy Capacity Economy Humanity 

Observe 
and 
Encourage  

Traditional 
Peacekeeping, 
monitor ceasefire 

Monitor 
elections, 
press, sermons, 
etc. 

Monitor public 
administration 
reform 

Monitor 
budget, 
encourage 
transparency 

Monitor 
human rights 

Train and 
Equip 

Security 
Assistance 

Civil society 
empowerment 

Technical 
assistance 

Technical 
assistance 

Civil society 
empowerment 
Truth and 
Reconciliation 
Commission 

Administer 
and 
Control 

Peace 
enforcement, 
combat 
operations, 
military 
government 

Nation 
Building 

International 
Administration 

International 
Administration, 
customs 
receivership 

International 
Tribunal 

 

If my theory correctly predicts the outcome of more cases of statebuilding than other 

theories, two causal mechanisms are likely at work:  first, a strategy tailored to a failed 

state’s circumstances is likely to change material conditions within the state most 

effectively and rapidly; and second, changes in the material conditions will change the 

bargaining dynamic between international and local actors, making cooperative 

statebuilding easier to achieve and thus creating a virtuous circle.  
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Chapter 2:  Testing Theories 

 In this chapter, I test conventional theories about international statebuilding 

outcomes on the set of cases of international statebuilding from 1898 to 2010.  I test the 

following hypotheses: 

Hypotheses about resources: 

1. Deploying more troops to support an international statebuilding operation causes a 
higher likelihood of success. 

2. Giving more development assistance to support an international statebuilding 
operation causes a higher likelihood of success. 

3. Sustaining an international statebuilding operations for a longer amount of time 
causes a higher likelihood of success. 

 
Hypotheses about international statebuilding strategy: 

4. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize political and economic liberty. 

5. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 
prioritize security. 

 
(The hypotheses that success is more likely if outside powers prioritize building 
institutional capacity or civil society are untestable because there are no unambiguous 
cases of them in my dataset). 
 
Hypotheses about domestic conditions: 

6. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if they take place in 
a less risky threat environment. 

7. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if government 
institutions are capable of functioning. 

8. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the local economy 
functions. 

9. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the failed state had 
a prior experience with democracy. 

 

 There are potential problems with the first three and last four of the hypotheses.  

The hypotheses about statebuilder resources posits a simple unidirectional relationship 

between a variable and the outcome of the case.  But it is unlikely the relationship is that 
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simple.  Statebuilders calibrate resources in part according to the difficulty of the mission 

they anticipate:  cases which they judge to be least likely to succeed may attract more 

resources.  The chances of success thus affect the level of resourcing, as well as vice 

versa—an endogeneity problem.  The hypotheses about domestic conditions also face a 

problem by including part of the definition of success or failure in the variable they use to 

explain the outcome.  Success or failure is defined by reference to a state’s post-

intervention security, political, and economic conditions.  A state’s domestic conditions 

at the outset of an intervention certainly affect the conditions after an intervention (a poor 

state is going to remain fairly poor even with a decade of strong growth).  That is less a 

hypothesis than a tautology.  Thus many of the conventional hypotheses about 

statebuilding outcomes face basic methodological difficulties. 

 As I discuss below, I seek to test only the strongest versions of these theories.  For 

theories about domestic conditions, I work around the tautology problem by measuring 

success not in terms of absolute or nominal values (for example, GDP), but in terms of 

trajectories or direction of change (for example, GDP growth rate).  For the hypothesis 

about resources, I test the theories straightforwardly but seek to interpret the results with 

caution. 

Case selection 

 I argued in the last chapter that the field has done a poor job of developing a 

specific and operationalizable definition of international statebuilding.  Consequently, 

without a consistent definition of the phenomenon under consideration, the field also has 

no consistent set of cases on which to test its theories.  Scholars have been inconsistent in 

identifying what counts as a case of international statebuilding.  Robert Orr’s edited 
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volume on “An American Strategy for Post-Conflict Reconstruction” includes case 

studies on Japan, Kosovo, East Timor, Sierra Leone, Afghanistan, and Iraq without 

explaining why East Timor and Sierra Leone belong in a book about American strategy 

(Orr, 2004).   Making States Work by Chesterman, Ignatieff, and Thakur includes case 

studies that involved international military intervention, including Afghanistan and 

Mozambique, and those that did not, such as North Korea, Costa Rica, and Pakistan, and 

a case of imperialism (Britain in Singapore), an unconvincing conglomeration of cases 

that do not appear to be usefully grouped together (Chesterman, Ignatieff, & Thakur, 

2005).  David Chandler’s edited volume on Statebuilding and Intervention includes 

essays on Bosnia and Cambodia, par for the literature, and one on debt in Africa, a 

wholly separate phenomenon (Chandler, 2009b).  Paris and Sisk’s edited volume on The 

Dilemmas of Statebuilding illustrates a trend in much of the literature.  It takes the set of 

post-Cold War UN interventions as its touchstone, but then includes essays on 

Afghanistan and Iraq (Paris & Sisk, 2009b).  They do not explain how or why the 

interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq fit in with the UN cases.  There is a presumed 

similarity that is not spelled out explicitly. 

 In fact, as I discussed in the literature review, the scholarship on liberal 

international statebuilding grew largely out of reflections on the UN experience after the 

Cold War.  There is a curious historical myopia in much of this literature.  Scholars seem 

to presume that the UN is the first agent ever to attempt to foster liberal change in other 

societies, that international support to democratization started in 1989, or that military 

interventions outside the UN system are necessarily imperialistic.  None of these 

assumptions stand up to scrutiny; and in fact scholars reflect a general awareness of that 
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fact when they (inconsistently) include non-UN cases, post-World War II cases, or cases 

of mixed statebuilding and war.  It seems at least possible that part of our difficulty in 

developing a good theory to explain statebuilding is that we have wrongly narrowed the 

focus of our research, failed to consult legitimate historical precedents, and thereby cut 

ourselves off from potential insights available from a wider data set. 

In this chapter I establish the universe of cases of international statebuilding since 

1898.  I rigorously apply the definition of armed international statebuilding by liberal 

powers that I developed in the last chapter:  each case must include the deployment of 

international military forces, must have the improvement of governance in the target state 

as its goal, and must be characterized by liberal, not imperial, norms.  By applying this 

definition consistently, I develop both the broadest and the most defensible set of 

comparable cases in the literature.  I count 39 cases of international statebuilding since 

1898, the largest data set studied in this literature to date. 

 Following conventional practice in the literature, I have counted as cases of 

international statebuilding United Nations interventions since the Cold War (and the 

intervention in the Congo in the 1960s).  These interventions have gone beyond 

traditional peacekeeping and cease-fire monitoring, growing increasingly complex and 

taking on more and more tasks of civilian governance.  They comprise the plurality of my 

cases. 

I have also included post-Word War II interventions by the Allied powers in 

Germany and Japan, which are conventionally treated in the literature as cases of 

international statebuilding, but also in Italy, Austria, and South Korea.  Their omission 
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from the literature is curious, as they occurred under similar conditions as the other 

Allied post-World War II cases. 

I include the ongoing interventions in Iraq and Afghanistan as cases of 

international statebuilding.  The recent sharp growth in the literature on statebuilding is 

due partly to these operations, which have heightened the urgency for good scholarship 

on the issue.  Uniquely in the literature, I have also included the U.S. intervention in 

South Vietnam as a case of international statebuilding.  Critics of its inclusion in a study 

of international statebuilding might argue that the primary dynamic at work in the South 

Vietnam intervention was that of inter- or intra-state war, not international statebuilding.  

Statebuilding, in this view, was peripheral to the main effort, which was to defeat North 

Vietnam.  This view misunderstands the nature of counterinsurgency.  The United States 

waged a counterinsurgency campaign in South Vietnam for over a decade which involved 

investing in state institutions and economic reconstruction as a major element of the war 

strategy.  Statebuilding was admittedly a means to an end—to win the war—but that is 

nearly always the case.  As discussed in Chapter 1, statebuilding serves a broad array of 

possible ends, including economic development, successful military occupation, 

peacebuilding—and counterinsurgency.  The intervention in South Vietnam was a war, 

but that does not mean it was not also a case of international statebuilding.  Additionally, 

there is no clear reason to exclude South Vietnam while including Afghanistan and Iraq, 

which have a similar overlap of war and statebuilding.  Excluding South Vietnam would 

argue for excluding Iraq and Afghanistan as well. 

Finally, I have also followed Lake (2009) and Pei, et al. (2006) in including some 

U.S. interventions in the Caribbean and Central American in the early 20th Century 
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(Lake, 2009; Pei et al., 2006).  These cases are typically not treated as cases of 

international statebuilding in most of the literature.  They do bear a closer resemblance to 

imperialism than other cases of international statebuilding because they were unilateral 

interventions with little to no warrant in international law, and the United States 

undertook some of the interventions in part to protect economic interests.  The cases 

resemble international statebuilding operations insofar as the United States did not annex 

territory, continued to recognize the de jure sovereignty of the states (and in the case of 

Cuba in 1898, the intervention was officially for the purpose of transferring sovereignty 

to Cuba), and invested resources in improving the security and economic environment of 

the targets states.  The interventions were relatively ephemeral and tended to be far 

shorter than cases of imperialism and, with the exception of Haiti from 1915-1934, fall 

well within the range of the duration of statebuilding operations.  Because of the shorter 

durations and continued recognition of sovereignty, the dynamic between international 

and local actors more closely resembles that of statebuilding operations than imperialism.   

I exclude several potential cases because they do not meet the criteria I outline 

above.  For example, I do not include Puerto Rico, Guam, and American Samoa, which 

the United States annexed after the War of 1898 and has governed now for over a 

century, or the Northern Mariana Islands, which has remained a territory of the United 

States since World War II.  Some similar dynamics were at work:  the United States 

deployed military force and spread norms of liberal governance.  However, the polities 

never claimed sovereignty or independence.  The cases are closer to colonial 

administration or simply domestic political development.  I (narrowly) exclude the U.S. 

administration of the Philippines.  The U.S. was publicly committed to Philippine 
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independence from the beginning of the intervention, and over time gradually built up the 

Filipino governance capacity.  However, the Philippine-American War established a 

relational dynamic between the U.S. and local actors more akin to imperialism;6 the long 

duration of the intervention and the repeated delay of independence solidified it (the 

British in Egypt followed a similar path and duration).  I exclude the U.S. administration 

of the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, and Palau, which did result in the creation of new, 

independent states, but which took place over several decades and was incorporated into 

the UN Trusteeship system as cases of decolonization.  I exclude the U.S. interventions in 

Cuba in 1912 and 1917-22, in the Dominican Republic in 1965-66, in Lebanon in 1982-

84, and other similar missions because they were limited in its scope to stabilization and 

protection of American personnel and interests.  Those missions resembled traditional 

peacekeeping or regional stabilization by a hegemon more than international 

statebuilding.  The Cuban interventions of 1898-1902 and 1906-1909, by contrast, were 

intended to bring about transformative effects within Cuba. 

 I described in Chapter 1 why I have omitted cases of Soviet and European 

imperialism.  While the difference between colonization and international statebuilding is 

                                                 

6 One may question why I consider the Philippine-American War grounds for judging the dynamic in that 
intervention was imperialistic while not extending the same judgment to the fighting in the so-called 
Banana Wars, or to Iraq, Afghanistan, and Vietnam.  The Philippine-American War was much longer and 
more lethal (for both sides) than the low-level fighting in Haiti, the Dominican Republic, or Nicaragua.  
The former was a war of national liberation, while the latter were hardly more than semi-organized 
banditry.  The key factor is the effect of the fighting on the relationship between local and international 
actors.  The U.S.’s effective containment of violence in Haiti and the Dominican Republic was seen by 
many locals as a public service, not an act of domination; not so in the Philippines, who saw the U.S. 
presence as a denial of their national aspirations.  The American campaign against the Sandino rebellion in 
Nicaragua was a closer call; but the U.S. withdrew relatively quickly.  As for South Vietnam, that was a 
war of national liberation form the North Vietnamese perspective; it was a civil war from the South 
Vietnamese perspective, and they surely looked on the U.S. as an ally, not an empire.  Similarly, few 
seriously doubt the American intent—even desire—to withdraw from Iraq and Afghanistan.  The Afghan 
insurgency is also a comparatively small conflict that cannot be compared to a national liberation 
movement. 
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relatively straightforward, it is tempting to include cases of decolonization.  After World 

War I, and accelerating after World War II, norms shifted in a liberal direction.  The shift 

in norms was reflected in the expectation—captured in public statements and UN 

documents—that empires would liquidate and independence be granted to former 

colonies.  Imperial practice was put under multilateral and international legal scrutiny, 

first through the League of Nations Mandate system and then through the UN Trusteeship 

Council.  In these and other ways the process of decolonization came to resemble 

international statebuilding.  I nonetheless omit cases of decolonization because the 

bargaining dynamic between imperial powers and colonial subjects remained 

characterized by imperial practice.  The historical legacy between international and local 

actors generated a path dependence along imperial habits of dominance and resistance 

that is absent in most cases of international statebuilding. 

 Finally, in my tests, I exclude cases that began in 2005 or later because there is 

not a long-enough track record by which to evaluate their progress.  I therefore narrowly 

include the operations in Burundi and Haiti which started in 2004, but I exclude 

MINURCAT in Chad, UNIFIL in Lebanon (which was first deployed as a traditional 

peacekeeping mission in 1978 but received a broadened statebuilding mandate in 2006), 

and UNMIS and UNAMID in Sudan (which have only some of the characteristics of a 

statebuilding mission anyway).  I comment briefly on these missions in my concluding 

chapter.  I therefore test the conventional hypotheses in this chapter on a total of 36 cases. 

An Objection 

 Having defined international statebuilding and established my universe of cases, I 

anticipate an objection that my data set suffers from a lack of unit homogeneity.  A critic 
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may argue that I have defined international statebuilding too broadly or too loosely, and 

the resulting set of 36 cases contains too much internal variance.  For example, a critic 

may argue that the Allied military administration of West Germany, which involved 

millions of men, billions of dollars, and a decade of work cannot be usefully compared to 

the brief UN foray into Guatemala in 1997.  In this view, it is unlikely that any theory can 

adequately explain the outcomes of such a diverse range of phenomena.  If I were to 

generate and defend an explanation, it would be methodologically flawed because I 

would be attempting to generalize across unlike cases.  Essentially, according to this 

criticism, my research design is comparing apples to oranges and any theory purporting 

to cover both will either be too vague or simply inaccurate.  My research design should 

be refined to make the definition of international statebuilding tighter, and to narrow the 

universe of cases. 

 I respond that my dataset appears broader than others’ precisely because I am 

attempting to improve on prior scholars’ methodology.  Mine is the first attempt to offer a 

definition of international statebuilding that is both more accurate—including the role of 

military power and norm-propagation as well as institution-building—and 

operationalizable, able to be turned into a rigorous research design with consistent criteria 

for case selection.  I reviewed some of prior scholars’ inconsistencies above.  I am not the 

first to include cases of U.S. intervention in the Caribbean and Central America (Lake, 

2009; Pei et al., 2006) but I am the first to apply a consistent set of criteria to identify 

which are cases of statebuilding (as opposed to imperialism, regional hegemony, 

development assistance, or peacekeeping).  Pei, for example, includes the same five U.S. 

interventions that I do, but also includes Panama (1903 to 1936) and Cuba (1917 – 1922).  



 63

I exclude the Panamanian intervention because it was closer to a case of imperialism or 

regional hegemony and did not involve the investment of resources into improving 

Panamanian governance.  The Cuban intervention of 1917 – 1922 aimed narrowly at 

protecting American lives and property, not at administering or rebuilding Cuban 

governance.  Nor am I the first to include cases of post-World War II military occupation, 

but scholars almost universally focus exclusively on Germany and Japan, to the exclusion 

of Italy, Austria, and South Korea, without identifying the criteria by which they include 

the former and exclude the latter (Dobbins, 2003; Pei et al., 2006).  Most scholars focus 

on post-Cold War cases of UN complex peacekeeping, starting with Namibia and 

Nicaragua in 1989, but even that dataset is not consistent.  Paris includes Guatemala in 

1997, which almost no other scholars do (Paris, 2004).  Virtually no one includes the 

Central African Republic.  Dobbins excludes all the Central American cases.  Most 

scholars include Iraq and Afghanistan, as do I, but exclude South Vietnam, despite that 

the three cases display a similar overlap between statebuilding and counterinsurgency.  

My research design follows the literature in including both U.S. and UN cases, cases 

from before, during, and after the Cold War, and cases with a diverse set of historical 

pathways leading up to a statebuildng intervention—and, in fact, my research design 

improves on the literature by making the field’s implicit case criteria explicit and 

applying it more consistently and rigorously.  Far from being a weakness, the breadth of 

my dataset is one of this dissertation’s unique contributions to the research program. 

 This may not be sufficient.  A critic may claim that the flaw is not with my 

research design so much as with the field of study generally.  According to this criticism, 

I have succeeded in simply illustrating a broad and irreparable methodological flaw in the 
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research program on international statebuilding.  By applying the field’s implicit criteria 

more rigorously and making it explicit, I have made clear that the literature has been 

attempting to lump diverse phenomena into a single category and apply generalizations 

across unlike units.  The category of “international statebuilding” as I have defined it is 

essentially flawed.  Any theory built on it is bound to be simplistic and neglectful of 

important nuances between cases. 

 I respond that, in one sense, this is precisely the criticism I level against the 

conventional hypotheses of international statebuilding.  I argue in this chapter that current 

theories are too simplistic and fail to account for variance across the cases, which is why 

they lack explanatory power.  However, I do not believe the effort is irredeemably flawed 

or violates unit homogeneity; rather, I argue that current hypotheses fail because they do 

not account for various sub-types of international statebuilding, and thus fail to explain 

the full range of phenomena.  The cases are indeed all apples, but some are Fuji and some 

are Golden Delicious.  I do not assume that the same logic applies to all cases:  rather, I 

seek to develop a theory in this dissertation that accounts for different dynamics at work 

in the different subtypes of state failure and statebuilding.7 

 Finally, a critic may grant that the 36 cases can be meaningfully treated as like 

units and that a hypothesis may legitimately attempt to make generalizations that apply 

                                                 

7 One could also respond, more philosophically, that a better test of a category (like “cases of international 
statebuilding”) is less its correspondence to objectivity than its usefulness in generating insights.  
Understanding academic concepts to be constructs, or tools, designed to facilitate thinking, the test of such 
a concept is whether or not it improves our ability to describe, explain, and predict social phenomena.  In 
other words, we should not ask “Is the dataset of cases of international statebuilding a set of true like 
units?”—which is an unanswerable question—but we should ask “Does treating this set of phenomena as a 
set of like units generate meaningful insights?”  The true test of the integrity of my dataset is if I can say 
anything meaningful about it.  If so, then the phenomena can indeed be seen as a set of like units for the 
purpose of the theory that I generate.   
 



 65

across the universe of cases, but argue that I have wrongly divided the cases.  According 

to this criticism, I distinguished the various subtypes of cases by reference to unimportant 

variables, or I have overlooked important ones, and thus generated faulty sub-types that 

weaken or undermine my theory’s explanatory and predictive power.  I address this 

criticism in Chapter 3, after I generate a typology of state failure. 

Measuring Success and Failure 

 Measuring success in international statebuilding is notoriously difficult:  is 

success the mere absence of violence?  Or does it also necessarily involve the removal of 

the roots of conflict through political reconstruction and economic growth?  How 

effective and—crucially—how democratic must a state be to be counted a success?  

When do we measure success:  immediately upon the withdrawal of international troops?  

At the first post-intervention election?  A generation afterwards? 

 In this dissertation I will distinguish between types of success and failure 

according to which goals the international statebuilding effort achieved, and by how long 

the success was sustained (see Table 2.1).  I prioritize the achievement of stability and 

security, defined as the absence of civil war and large-scale civil unrest and the 

successful continuity of government according to constitutional principles (i.e., no coups 

or military rule).  I define civil war and large-scale civil unrest as at least 1,000 battle-

deaths in a year.  (I therefore do not consider the civil unrest in Kosovo in 2004 or Timor-

Leste in 2006, which in both cases was quick and killed relatively few people, as a 

reversion to conflict).  Generally speaking, states that sustained stability and security for 

at least 10 years following the end of an international statebuilding operation are coded 

one of two degrees of success.  States that did not are coded one of two degrees of failure.   
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Some may disagree with counting coups and dictatorships as a failure of 

international statebuilding.  Coups and dictatorships depend on individual personalities 

and circumstances, are unpredictable, and cannot be blamed on the international 

community.  In this view, including coups and dictatorships as failures artificially lowers 

the success rate of international statebuilding operations by as many as 4 of the 36 cases 

(the Dominican Republic, Nicaragua in 1927, South Korea, and Congo 1960).  I respond 

that the subject of this study is international statebuilding by liberal powers—the United 

States and the United Nations.  In every case examined here, building democratic 

governance was at least a professed goal of the statebuilding operation.  Coups are a clear 

failure of that objective.  Further, international statebuilders can make coups less likely. 

Coups are more likely in states with weak civilian institutions of government.  The 

occurrence of a successful coup indicates that the international statebuilding operation 

did not successfully strengthen the institutions of governance.   

I do not count violence during an intervention as an automatic failure.  Rather, I 

examine how the international actors responded to the violence.  For example, the United 

States dealt effectively with small uprisings in Haiti in 1918-1920 and the Dominican 

Republic from 1916-1924.  The United Nations fought a war in the Congo from 1960-

1964, and the ongoing conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan are cases of simultaneous 

conflict and international statebuilding.  I consider some of these cases failures—not 

because of mid-intervention violence, but because either the international actor simply 

lost the war it was fighting (South Vietnam), or because security and governance 

continued to deteriorate after the intervention (the Congo, the Dominican Republic). 
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In three cases I do consider mid-intervention violence bad enough to code the 

intervention as a whole a failure:  the 1994 Rwandan genocide, the 2006-2007 Iraqi civil 

war, and the 1997 to 2003 war in the Democratic Republic of the Congo.  I count these as 

failure because in all three cases state failure worsened during the intervention; 

international actors at best were useless spectators; some accuse them of being passive 

enablers or even negligent instigators.  (The Afghan insurgency, often compared to the 

Iraqi one, is nowhere near the scale and intensity of the Iraqi conflict of 2006-7 in terms 

of the frequency or volume of attacks or the number of killed and wounded). 

Sharply distinguishing between violence during an intervention and violence after 

an intervention is how I avoid a potential endogeneity problem.  If I counted violence 

during an intervention as an automatic failure, then the data used in describing the case 

(violence during an intervention) would be part of the definition of failure.  The theory 

that poor security causes statebuilding operations to fail, then, would be a self-proving 

theory. 

I use a cutoff of ten years as a proxy to represent that at some point after the end 

of an intervention, the responsibility for a state’s continued political development rests 

more with local actors within the state than with the international community’s actions 

during the intervention.  Ten years is arbitrary, but it also works well with the cases in 

this study:  in all but one case (Haiti after 1934), states that maintained stability and a 

positive political and economic trajectory for ten years went on to maintain it for much 

longer; those that failed, failed within 10 years (there was a coup in Haiti 12 years after 

the end of the U.S. intervention). 
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 I distinguish between degrees of success and failure by measuring a state’s 

economic and political progress during the intervention and the decade following its 

conclusion.  In this respect I am measuring a state’s trajectory of progress or regress more 

than a snapshot of its socioeconomic status at one point in time (its velocity, not position, 

to put it in physical terms).  I measure the economic progress by its average annual real 

GDP per capita growth rate.  GDP per capita is a better measure than simple GDP 

because it comes closer to measuring the impact of economic growth on the population.  I 

use IMF data for cases after 1978 (International Monetary Fund., 2009).  I use 

(Maddison, 2009) for earlier cases.  Virtually all post-war societies experience a post-war 

economic boom; every case studied here shows a positive average GDP growth rate 

during and after the statebuilding operation, and almost all show a positive GDP per 

capita growth rate as well.  However, some sustained high rates of growth while others 

saw growth slow, or experienced wide fluctuations in economic activity—especially if 

fighting renewed.  I consider a state economically successful if it had a higher-than-

average rate of growth throughout the period measured. 

I measure political progress two ways.  For more recent cases, I consult the World 

Bank’s governance indicators (Kaufmann, Kraay, & Mastruzzi, 2009), which score 

states’ quality of governance according to six categories:  voice and accountability, 

government effectiveness, control of corruption, the rule of law, regulatory quality, and 

political stability.  I compare the state’s nominal scores (not the percentile ranking) 

between the first year of the intervention (or the closest year for which data is available) 

to ten years after the intervention ends (or the current year).  Secondly, I measure the net 

change in a state’s polity2 score, starting from the year before the intervention to 10 years 
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after its conclusion (Marshall, 2009).  This measurement shows how much progress 

towards democracy a state has made and maintained.  As expected, almost all states show 

some progress towards democracy (democracy is rarely maintained during civil war but 

some forms of participatory rule return quickly after war stops).  Both the World Bank 

rating of Voice and Accountability and the Polity2 score measure a state’s progress 

towards democracy, self-government, and open politics.  I consider this inclusion 

justified because, as mentioned earlier, the subject of this study is international 

statebuilding by liberal powers who explicitly aimed to build democratic governance. 

Note that in determining success or failure, I am comparing a state’s trajectory 

after the intervention to its condition at the start of the intervention.  I am not comparing 

it to a global or objective standard of good governance and prosperity, nor am I 

measuring its static position at one moment in time.  Many of the cases I have coded as 

successes or shallow successes, such as Mozambique, El Salvador, and Nicaragua, are 

states that remain poor and ill-governed compared to rich, peaceful states.  However, they 

are better governed and more prosperous than they were after years of war, and they 

exhibit trend-lines of improvement.  Critics may argue that I am too generous to 

international statebuilders by measuring success relative to a state’s post-war nadir, that 

states naturally improve politically and economically after a war, and that my 

methodology artificially inflates the number of successful statebuilding operations.  I 

respond, first, that some states do not improve after war; rather, they revert to war or 

struggle economically for years afterwards.  International statebuilders and local actors 

never know beforehand if they are truly at the end of a war, or simply in a hiatus.  The 

goal is to help ensure it is the former, not the latter.  The effect of an international 
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intervention can be to do just that:  it can change the trajectory of a society’s 

development, break vicious cycles, and create an environment of security in which trust 

can re-grow.  Such effects can surely be counted a success, even if they leave a society 

still grappling with the physical and psychological devastation of war.  Second, 

measuring success or failure by reference to a global or objective standard of peace and 

prosperity is simply unrealistic for policymakers and unhelpful for scholars.  By that 

standard, the only successful international statebuilding operations in history were the 

Allied occupations after World War II.  That standard does not capture the many 

contributions international actors can make to a post-war society short of such 

comprehensive success, and it ignores the nuance or the degrees of success that can be 

achieved short of a complete societal transformation. 

Therefore, in this study, I use a fourfold ranking of success and failure.  A 

“success” is one in which the international statebuilding effort achieved security, 

political, and economic goals, and sustained the success for at least ten years.  A “shallow 

success” is a case in which many goals were met—but the security goal at a minimum—

and mostly sustained.  A “mitigated failure” is a case in which the security goal was 

either not met or sustained, and others goals were either unmet or not sustained.  A 

“failure” is a case in which most or all goals were unmet or were quickly undone.  The 

line between a “shallow success” and a “mitigated failure” is thin and will depend on the 

details of each individual case.  Because I use a binary variable—security achieved or not 

achieved—to make the basic determination about whether the intervention was basic 

success or failure, coding most cases was fairly straightforward (Cambodia is the only 

ambiguous case; see below).  Determining the degree of success or failure relied on more 



 71

judgment.  Because I am measuring states’ trajectories, we might more accurately speak 

of “succeeding” and “failing” cases instead of simple “success” and “failure,” though I 

have retained the latter language for simplicity. 

 Finally, nine of the 36 cases—almost one-quarter of my data set—are still 

ongoing.  Three more have ended, but less than ten years ago.  Because these cases 

comprise such a large portion of my data set, my conclusions would be much less robust 

if I excluded them from my hypothesis testing.  I have chosen to fully incorporate them 

into this study in order to use the broadest data set in testing theories.  I will characterize 

these cases as successes or failures based on my assessment of what trajectory they 

appear to be on, and on how the international community is responding to their 

circumstances, at the time of this writing. 

 

Table 2.1:  Measuring Success and Failure 

Achieved security, economic, and political goals 

for >10 years. 
Success 

Achieved security goals for >10 years, some 

economic and political goals. 
Shallow Success 

Did not achieve security goals.  Achieved some 

economic and political goals. 
Mitigated failure 

Did not achieve goals. Failure 

 

 I summarize in Table 2.2 the success or failure of the 36 cases considered in this 

study. 
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Table 2.2:  Cases of International Statebuilding, 1898-2010 

Cuba 1898 1898-1902 Failure 

Cuba 1906 1906-1909 Failure 

Haiti 1915 1915-1934 
Shallow 
Success 

Dominican 
Republic 

1916-1924 Failure 

Nicaragua 1927 1927-1933 Failure 

Italy 1943-1946 Success 

Austria 1945-1955 Success 

West Germany 1945-1955 Success 

Japan 1945-1952 Success 

South Korea 1945-1948 
Mitigated 
Failure 

Congo 1960 1960-1964 Failure 

South Vietnam 1962-1973 Failure 

Namibia 1989-1990 Success 

Nicaragua 1989 1989-1992 
Shallow 
Success 

Angola 1991-1997 
Mitigated 
Failure 

El Salvador 1991-1995 
Shallow 
Success 

Cambodia 1992-1993 
Shallow 
success 

Mozambique 1993-1995 Success 

Somalia 1993-1995 Failure 

Haiti 1993 1993-1996 Failure 

Liberia 1993 1993-1997 Failure 

Rwanda 1993-1996 Failure 

Bosnia 1995-2010 
Shallow 
Success 

Croatia 1996-1998 Success 

Guatemala 1997 
Shallow 
Success 

Kosovo 1999-2010 
Shallow 
Success 

Timor-Leste 1999-2002 
Shallow 
success 

Sierra Leone 1999-2006 Success 

Congo 1999 1999-2010 Failure 

Afghanistan 2001-2010 
Shallow 
Success 

Ivory Coast 2003-2010 
Mitigated 
Failure 

Iraq 2003-2010 
Mitigated 
Failure 

Liberia 2003 2003-2010 
Shallow 
Success 

Burundi 2004-2007 
Shallow 
Success 

Haiti 2004 2004-2010 
Shallow 
Success 

Lebanon 2006-2010 
Mitigated 
Failure 
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Identifying Variables 

 How do we explain the different outcomes across the 36 cases?  In this section I 

will test the following hypotheses.   

Hypotheses about resources: 

1. Deploying more troops to support an international statebuilding operation causes a 
higher likelihood of success. 

2. Giving more development assistance to support an international statebuilding 
operation causes a higher likelihood of success. 

3. Sustaining an international statebuilding operations for a longer amount of time 
causes a higher likelihood of success. 

 
Hypotheses about domestic conditions: 

4. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if they take place in 
a less risky threat environment. 

5. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if government 
institutions are capable of functioning. 

6. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the local economy 
functions. 

7. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if the failed state had 
a prior experience with democracy. 

 
Hypotheses about strategy 
 
8. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 

prioritize political and economic liberty. 
9. International statebuilding operations are more likely to succeed if outside powers 

prioritize security. 
 
 To test hypothesis #1, I compiled data about the number of troops deployed in 

each operation from a variety of sources, noted below.  I calculated the troop-to-

population ratio based on population estimates from the World Bank for cases since 

1960, and from the Correlates of War dataset for cases prior to 1960.  The results are in 

table 2.3.  I also calculated the troop-to-square-kilometer ratio based on figures from the 
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World Bank.  I used figures from CIA World Factbooks for Kosovo and West Germany.  

The results are in table 2.4. 

 To test hypothesis #2, I complied data about development assistance from the 

World Bank for UN missions and from USAID’s compilation of U.S. Overseas Loans 

and Grants, Obligations and Loan Authorizations for U.S. missions.  I calculated 

development assistance per capita, per year, during the intervention and up to ten years 

afterwards to capture the combined effect of development assistance and the international 

community’s staying power.  The results are in table 2.5. 

 To test hypothesis #3, I counted the duration of each operation in months using 

information in generally available histories.  I typically counted the start of an 

intervention as the month in which troops were first deployed, and the end when they are 

redeployed.8  The results are in table 2.6. 

 To test hypothesis #4, I consulted general histories to observe if there was a 

record of fighting.  I then consulted the Correlates of War datasets for inter-, intra-, and 

extra-state war to determine how many battle deaths occurred during the interventions.  

The results are in table 2.7. 

                                                 

8 Notes on coding decisions:  I code the start of the first Nicaraguan intervention in 1927, despite that 
Marines had been present since 1915, because in 1927 the purpose of the U.S. presence changed from 
stabilization to statebuilding.  I code the start of the intervention in South Vietnam in 1962, when the 
Military Assistance Command, Vietnam (MACV) was formed.  Some UN statebuilding missions were 
preceded by traditional peacekeeping or observer missions, such as the deployments in the Balkans prior to 
1995 or in Sierra Leone in 1998; I code the beginning of the statebuilding intervention when the later 
deployments with statebuilding mandates began.  Some UN statebuilding missions were followed by UN 
integrated missions, including in East Timor, Burundi, and Sierra Leone.  I exclude the integrated missions 
from my data and focus on the time period of armed intervention.  I code the beginning of the Italian 
operation in July 1943, when the Allies began to administer Sicily, and the end in December 1945 when 
almost all territory was turned over to the Italian Government, although the Allies remained in control of 
Trieste until October 1954.  I code the beginning of the Lebanese intervention in 2006, when UNIFIL’s 
mandate was significantly expanded, not 1978, when it was first deployed. 
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 To test hypothesis #5, I measured a government’s institutional capacity through a 

proxy variable.  I observed the state’s revenue as a percentage of GDP, excluding grants 

and natural resource revenue where the data allowed.  A government’s ability to extract 

resources from society depends on its ability to penetrate society and compel citizens to 

obey laws (i.e, tax laws), a representative of the government’s overall institutional 

capacity.  It is also conveniently quantifiable and objectively comparable across cases.  I 

drew the information from the World Bank development indicators and, in some cases, 

by calculating the figure from data in Brian Mitchell’s International Historical Statistics 

series.  The results are in table 2.8.  I conducted a second test to corroborate the first 

because the first relied on a proxy variable.  For the second test I observed the United 

Nation’s Human Development Index (HDI) score for the year closest to the start of the 

intervention.  The UN’s methodology for compiling the HDI has changed over the years.  

In order to use data that was comparable across time, I used a dataset included in the 

2009 Human Development Report which reports HDI scores at five-year intervals since 

1980 using standard scoring and methodology.  I excluded data that was three years or 

more removed from the start of the intervention.  HDI information was available for only 

15 of the cases.  The results are in table 2.9.  I considered conducting a third test, using 

the World Bank data for government effectiveness, but that data is available for even 

fewer cases.   

 To test hypothesis #6, I measured a state’s economic environment by its GDP per 

capita.  As mentioned before, GDP per capita is a better way to measure economic 

performance as it is experienced by the population rather than simple GDP.  I used Angus 
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Maddison’s Historical Statistics of the World Economy online dataset in order to use a 

single, consistent calculation for all cases.  Maddison reports his figures in 1990 constant 

international dollars.  The results are in table 2.10.  I also measured each state’s economic 

potential absent the distortions of war by recording the highest GDP per capita each state 

reached before the intervention.  The results are in table 2.11. 

 To test hypothesis #7, I consulted each states’ highest polity2 score prior to the 

international intervention to determine if it had a prior experience with democracy.  The 

results are in table 2.12.  I also created a “democratic stability index” by multiplying the 

highest policy2 score by the duration of the peak regime, and dividing by the number of 

years that had passed since that regime had been in power.  The number that results is 

higher if the state had an experience with a higher level of democracy that lasted longer 

and occurred more recently; it is lower if it had little to no experience with democracy; if 

its experience with democracy was short or if its experience with tyranny was long; and if 

the peak regime occurred longer ago.  The index captures the effect of path-dependence 

in regime characteristics.  The results are in table 2.13.  

For the purpose of testing hypotheses #8 and #9, I follow Lake in coding cases 

before 1989 as cases of a security-first strategy.  I follow Paris in coding cases since the 

end of the Cold War as cases of a liberalization-first strategy.  (Paris does not include 

Iraq in his study, which I code as a security-first strategy.  I omit Afghanistan and Sierra 

Leone because the statebuilding strategies changed during the interventions).  The choice 

is justified:  because I am testing conventional hypothesis about “security first” or 

“liberalization first,” I am also using the conventional way of coding each case, using 
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scholars’ own coding decisions to test their theories.  The division generally reflects the 

geopolitical environment in which the cases took place.  The United States prioritized 

stability and security in its Caribbean and American interventions—statebuilding and 

otherwise—to protect its hemispherical hegemony and the Panama Canal.  Immediately 

after World War II, as the Cold War was emerging, the United States and its Allies again 

prioritized security in statebuilding to deny the Soviet Union the opportunity to exploit 

any unrest or disorder within statebuilding clients.  After the end of the Cold War 

liberalism appeared to be sole remaining option for legitimizing states, and liberal states 

felt less threatened by other power than at any point since 1945.  Establishing security 

within or between states appeared to be a problem that had been solved; rebuilding states 

was largely a matter of liberalizing them. 

However, in attempting to test the hypotheses about strategy, I found that many of 

the cases of international statebuilding do not fit neatly into the categories of strategy 

currently under discussion in the literature.  For example, West Germany is usually seen 

as an example of a security-first strategy, but local elections were held in early 1946.  The 

first Cuban intervention involved 45,000 troops and a military government—seemingly 

an example of security first—but also involved four elections in less than four years.  The 

interventions in Haiti and Somalia in 1993 are usually cited as examples of a 

liberalization strategy, but both involved the deployment of 23,000 and 17,500 

international troops, respectively, and achieved higher troop-per-population ratios than 

most of the post-Cold War cases of UN-led statebuilding.  A similar argument can be 

held over most of the strategy coding decisions in the dataset, which suggests there is a 
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wider problem with the way the hypotheses are formulated.  It is unclear how such 

concepts as “security first” or “liberalization first” should be operationalized and 

measured, by what criteria we should code a case as falling into one or the other category, 

or even if actual international interventions can be usefully described with those labels.  

Because the language of “security first” and “liberalization first” is prominent in the 

current literature, it is important to test those hypotheses.  The results are in Table 2.14.  

The fact that the conventional coding decision (“security first” before 1989, 

“liberalization first” afterwards) can be challenged suggests we need a different way of 

describing and categorizing strategies of statebuilding—an important insight of this test 

even prior to consulting the test results.   

In response, one approach to this dissertation would be to try to refine and clarify 

the definitions of the existing hypotheses about strategy to make them operationalizable 

and conduct a more rigorous test on them.  However, as I sought to do so it became 

evident that the hypotheses needed to be incorporated into a wider and more systematic 

framework that defined the universe of possible strategies that were mutually exclusive 

and collectively exhaustive.  Stabilization, liberalization, and institutionalization do not 

exhaust the range of possible strategies, nor are they easily measurable.  Additionally, 

considered by themselves, they suffer from omitted-variable bias:  the strategy’s ability to 

address the specific ways in which the target state failed.  I return to this issue in Chapter 

4, where I develop an alternate framework for defining the strategies of statebuilding. 
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Methodology 

 I employ three methods.  First, I employ the congruence method.  I ask what 

outcome each theory would predict about each case; compare that prediction to the 

actual, observed outcome; and calculate how congruous or incongruous each theory is 

with the dataset.  For each test, I omit cases for which key data is missing or unavailable.  

For each test, I test at the specific value that would maximize the theory’s explanatory 

power.  For example, the duration thesis says that success is more likely the longer 

statebuilders stay.  The thesis is most accurate when tested at five years, so I used that 

value.  I then conducted chi-squared tests (Table 2.15) on the results of each congruence 

test to determine if the departure from the expected value (the total number of cases 

tested) was statistically significant (using one degree of freedom).   

 Second, I generate cross-tabulation tables.  I transform my data into ordinal 

variables—typically a “low” “medium” and “high” category for each value range.  I 

calculate the percentage of successes, shallow successes, mitigated failures, and failures 

in each ordinal category for each variable.  I then compare the trend in percentages with 

the expected result.  For example, hypothesis #6 states that success is more likely the 

higher a state’s GDP per capita is at the outset of a statebuilding operation.  We would 

expect to see a higher rate of failures in states with the lowest GDP per capita, and a 

higher rate of successes in states with the highest, than in the dataset as a whole.  The 

cross-tabulation tables allow us to see if that is indeed the case or not.  I again conducted 

chi-squared tests to determine if the results were statistically significant.  
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 Finally, I conduct regression analysis.  I conduct three types of regression.  I 

conduct an ordinary least squares (OLS) linear regression.  For this regression I treat my 

dependent variable as if it were an interval-level variable; i.e., as if there were a 

continuous range of possible outcomes with infinite intervals or steps along the spectrum.  

This has the virtue of treating the difference between success and failure as a spectrum, 

not a hard dichotomy, which is closer to life, but it is harder to interpret the statistics.  

Secondly, I conduct binary logistic regression.  For this regression I converted my 

dependent variable into a simple binary value:  “success” or “failure.”  This regression 

allows us to see what change in the likelihood of success results from a change in any 

given independent variable.  Thirdly, I conduct an ordinal, or ordered logit, regression.  

Because my original coding for my dependent variable was ordinal, this regression most 

closely fits with the dataset. 

 I conducted simple bivariate regressions of all three types on each of the 15 

variables on which I collected data.  I also conducted a number of multivariate 

regressions.  I regressed the statebuilding outcome on the variables measuring state 

failure; on the variables measuring statebuilder inputs; on security-related variables from 

both the failed state and the statebuilder; on economic variables; on institutional 

variables; and on political variables.  I conducted these multivariate regressions both with 

and without interaction effects.  Finally, I selected the few variables that were 

consistently statistically significant ran a few exploratory regressions with them.  In all I 

conducted 99 regressions. 
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 The results of all three testing methods are reproduced at the end of this chapter.  

Of the three methods, the cross-tabulation tables are likely to be most insightful.  The 

congruence test is more of a plausibility probe.  It only examines bivariate correlations 

and is blind to the effect of other variables.   Multivariate regressions, however, are 

unlikely to unearth anything of statistical significance given the small size of my dataset. 

The cross tabulation tests cannot compensate for this weakness, but they can improve on 

the congruence tests’ relative simplicity.  

Findings 

 The congruence method calculates how accurately a given independent variable 

predicts the outcomes of statebuilding operations.  Based on the raw congruence figures 

alone, we can only suggest that a state’s HDI and GDP per capita are rough proxy 

variables that we can use to loosely explain cases of international statebuilding.  

However, the two hypotheses do not offer convincing explanations about the causal 

mechanisms at work in specific cases.  Just as the State Failure Task Force discovered 

that the infant mortality rate was a reliable guide for indicating incidents of state failure, 

but did not claim that infant mortality caused state failure, so too we cannot conclude that 

a low HDI or GDP per capita cause failure in statebuilding.  For example, the 

interventions in Rwanda, Liberia in 1993, and the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 

1999 all failed, and all three states had low HDIs and per capita GDPs.  However, the 

interventions failed because of massive violence and the international community’s inept 

response to it, not because of poor human development or poverty. 
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 Further, to test the significance of the congruence tests, I conduct a chi-square test 

on the results.  The chi-squared test compares the hypothesis that failed predictions are 

statistically significant to the null hypothesis that failed predictions are due to random 

error.  We cannot reject the null hypothesis for any of the variables.  The observed values 

of the independent variables do not vary from the outcomes predicted by the null 

hypothesis at statistically significant thresholds. 

We should also note that all of these hypotheses’ explanatory power is inflated 

because I deliberately chose the values that would give the theories their highest 

predictive accuracy.  Most of the values I tested are artificial.  With more meaningful 

values, these theories’ explanatory power would be much lower.   For example, there is 

no convincing reason why deploying 32 troops per 10,000 people will lead to failure, 

while deploying 33 per 10,000 will lead to success, why collecting less than 12.5 percent 

of GDP in taxes leads to failure and collecting more leads to success, or why an HDI of 

.48 would cause failure but one of .52 would cause success.  A realistic hypothesis would 

theorize on a value with some meaning behind it and seek to explain the causal 

mechanisms linking that value to the predicted outcome.  The best (and easiest) example 

is the theory that continuing insecurity make success less likely.  That theory only 

requires measuring a simple binary variable:  the presence or absence of organized 

political violence that causes at least 1,000 battle deaths per year.  Such violence makes 

reconstruction and governance harder and saps international resolve, thus making success 

less likely.  The causal mechanism is clear.  Unsurprisingly, that theory is also one of the 
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most explanatorily powerful.  The other theories cannot rely on binary variables and have 

trouble justifying the selection of a meaningful value on which to theorize. 

 That is the extent of conclusions we can draw from the simple congruence tests.  

Congruence tests are only bivariate; they do not control for the effect of multiple 

variables, nor do they account for the effect different independent variables may have on 

each other or in conjunction with each other.  For that reason we cannot conclude from 

the congruence tests alone that any of the hypotheses about the causes of success or 

failure are supported or undermined.  We can only make preliminary conclusions about 

the statistical significance of their bivariate explanatory power. 

 The cross-tabulation tables offer us a more sophisticated tool with which to test 

the hypotheses, and they illustrate even more strongly that most of the variables by 

themselves are not statistically significant.  Here the null hypothesis is that there is no 

relationship between the independent and dependent variables.  If any of the variables 

reliably explained international statebuilding outcomes by themselves, we should be able 

to reject the null hypothesis at a 95 percent or higher threshold.  The cross-tabulation 

tables show that we cannot reject the null hypothesis for 14 out of the 15 variables tested.  

Only the binary dummy variable testing for the presence or absence of organized political 

violence that caused at least 1,000 combat deaths during a statebuilding intervention 

showed a statistically significant correlation with the outcome of statebuilding operations.  

The relationship appears to be quite powerful.  According to the Somers’ d figure, 

compared to how well we can predict the outcome of a statebuilding operation without 
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knowing whether or not there is ongoing violence, we can improve out prediction by 53.1 

percent by knowing if there is ongoing violence or not. 

 For more robust conclusions, I turn to regression analysis.  As with the 

congruence tests and cross-tabulation tests, most of the regressions produced statistically 

insignificant results, which I expected given an N of only 36.  The prevalence of 

statistical insignificance made the few significant findings all the more notable. 

 First, I ran bivariate regressions (OLS, ordinal, and binary logistic) on all 15 

variables.  Only five variables showed statistically-significant relationships to 

statebuilding outcomes, four of which were variables for which we could not reject the 

null hypothesis in the congruence tests:  GDP per capita, the previous high GDP per 

capita, the presence or absence of political violence, and the HDI.  The fifth variable to 

show a statistically significant relationship was the number of combat deaths during an 

intervention.  The similarity between the congruence tests and the regression results 

suggested a picture that may be emerging:  a state’s economic and security environments 

at the outset of an intervention are the best predictors of its eventual success. 

 Next I ran several groups of multivariate regressions.  I tested a model that 

focused on variables that measured the degree of state failure in the tareget state.  I tested 

a model that focused on statebuilders’ inputs.  I tested a model that focused on security 

variables; a model that focused on economic variables; a model that focused on 

institutional variables; and a model that focused on political variables.  I tested all these 

models with and without interaction effects.  Three findings stood out in this group of 

regressions. 
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 First, the presence or absence of organized political violence was statistically 

significant in almost every single regression in which it was included.  The presence of 

violence caused a decrease of between 1 and 2 units in the dependent variable.  

Interestingly, the mere presence of violence of any scale was more significant than the 

number of deaths.  We can conclude that, controlling for the political and economic 

situation in the failed state and for the political, military, and economic resources 

statebuilders’ dedicate to the effort, the presence of violence causes outcomes to fall by 

between one and two levels of success.  This finding is statistically significant using 

OLS, ordinal, and binary logit regressions.  It is statistically significant coupled with 

almost any combination of other variables.  I note one exception below. 

 The second major finding is that models focusing on state failure variables 

appeared to have greater explanatory power than models focusing on statebuilder 

variables.  Generally, the former models had higher R-squared figures (using adjusted, 

pseudo- and Nagelkerke R2) than the latter.  The models did not always have statistically 

significant coefficients, limiting how strongly we can phrase this conclusion.  We can 

conclude tentatively that failed states’ conditions may have greater weight than 

statebuilders’ inputs in the eventual outcome of a statebuilding operation. 

 The third major finding in this batch of regressions is that a few other variables 

show statistically significant relationships with the dependent variable only in select 

models.  For example, the ratio of troops to the population was significant only in a 

model controlling for all other statebuilder inputs and the interaction between them.  We 

can conclude that controlling for the level of donor aid, the duration of an intervention, 
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and the interaction between aid, duration, and troop levels, an increase of 100 troops per 

10,000 civilians causes a positive movement of about one-quarter (.28) of a unit of 

success.  (The beta coefficient on the OLS regression is 28.619.  The unit of measurement 

is the ratio of troops per 10,000 civilians.  An increase of one unit would be an increase 

of 10,000 troops per 10,000 civilians.  To translate this into usable terms, I divided the 

coefficient by 100 to obtain a coefficient associated with an increase in 100 troops per 

10,000 civilians.)  The standardized coefficient allows us to conclude that the troop-to-

population ratio is the most significant variable relative to other statebuilder inputs.  

Interestingly, the ratio of troops to population was not statistically significant in other 

regressions, for example when controlling for presence of violence. 

 GDP per capita showed a statistically significant relationship with the dependent 

variable when I controlled for the level of donor aid.  Using the coefficient estimate from 

the ordinal logit results (.001) and multiplying by 1,000, we can conclude that, for all 

levels of donor aid, a $1,000 increase in GDP per capita at the outset of a statebuilding 

operation causes an increase of one level of success. 

 The Polity2 score was statistically significant in a regression controlling for state 

failure variables.  Oddly, the relationship was negative, suggesting that an increase of one 

point in a country’s highest polity2 score prior to an intervention caused a decrease of 

success by .16 units.  The standardized coefficient in the model showed that the polity2 

variables was the most important variable relative to the others tested.  We can conclude 

that controlling for a state’s GDP per capita, the government’s institutional capacity, the 
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presence or absence of violence, and a state’s HDI, higher levels of past democracy cause 

slightly worse statebuilding outcomes. 

 The fact that these variables only showed statistically significant relationships in 

certain models suggests that these variables explain outcomes only under certain 

conditions.  They are not generally applicable.  They help explain only some cases, or 

cases with certain characteristics.  Unfortunately, I am not able to specify this conclusion 

any further.  Ideally, I would disaggregate my data set and test variables against certain 

groups of cases to see if the variables explain subsets of the data better than the whole 

universe of cases.  However, with an overall N of only 36, I cannot disaggregate the data 

without shrinking the dataset below what is acceptable for multivariate regression 

analysis. 

 I concluded regression analysis by testing a variety of models using the variables 

found to be the most statistically significant in previous models and tests, including the 

presence of violence, GDP per capita, the previous high GDP per capita, and the HDI, as 

well as other variables I omitted in other models because of their similarity to other 

variables, including government revenue and the troops of troops to landmass.  One 

major finding stood out. 

 The presence or absence of political violence, heretofore the variable with the 

strongest explanatory power, was not statistically significant when coupled with a state’s 

HDI or, separately, with government revenue.  It remained significant, but with a smaller 

coefficient than previously, in models coupled with GDP per capita and previous high 

GDP.  The violence dummy variable was least significant in a model controlling for HDI 
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and the interaction between violence and HDI.  I conclude from this that the presence of 

organized political violence may not be as reliable a predictor as the other models 

suggested.  Rather, violence may be a good proxy for social and economic state failure.  

Few states fall into civil war without also being characterized by economic failure, 

poverty, and poor human development.  The mere presence of violence appears to 

indicate the presence of those other dynamics, but have less of an independent effect by 

itself—which explains why its significant and its coefficient drop when other variables 

are included.  If true, then merely detecting the presence or absence of violence cannot 

alone predict a statebuilding outcome.  More importantly for this dissertation, addressing 

violence alone is unlikely to be an effectively strategy of statebuilding.  Statebuilding that 

addresses security without addressing social and economic conditions may simply be 

addressing a surface manifestation of deeper state failure.  

Conclusion 

 The conventional hypotheses prevalent in the literature are largely not confirmed 

by the congruence, cross-tabulation, and regression tests I conducted in this chapter.  

Most of the variables did not show statistically-significant relationships with 

statebuilding outcomes.  Others showed statistically-significant relationships only in 

certain models, leading me to speculate that they were important in some cases but not 

all—a speculation I cannot test because of the small number of cases in this study but a 

good jumping-off point for the development of my hypothesis.  The presence of ongoing 

violence during an intervention appeared to have strong explanatory power until I 
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controlled for measures of economic state failure.  I conclude that an explanation of the 

causes of success and failure in international statebuilding operations must combine the 

partial insights of prevailing theories.  In particular, it must be able to account for the 

different inputs from failed states and statebuilders, and from political, economic, and 

military variables. 
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Congruence Tests 

Table 2.3:  Testing the Troop:Population Ratio Thesis 
Case Peak Ratio Prediction Result Accuracy 
Guatemala     1/72217 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Angola     2/60455 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993    2/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua    2/10000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1999    4/10000 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 
Central African 
Republic 

   4/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Mozambique    4/10000 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast    5/10000 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Haiti 2004    8/10000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Burundi    8/10000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

El Salvador    9/10000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Rwanda    9/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 1915   12/10000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1960   13/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Cuba 1906   15/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Cambodia   15/10000 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Croatia   18/10000 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Somalia   27/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 1993   30/10000 Failure Failure Accurate 

South Korea   32/10000 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Namibia   33/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Dominican Republic   37/10000 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Liberia 2003   37/10000 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Sierra Leone   42/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Japan   49/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Afghanistan   55/10000 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Iraq   68/10000 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Nicaragua 1927   75/10000 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Timor-Leste   77/10000 Success Shallow success Accurate 

Italy  112/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Bosnia  180/10000 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Kosovo  249/10000 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Cuba 1898  286/10000 Success Failure Inaccurate 
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South Vietnam  336/10000 Success Failure Inaccurate 

West Germany  351/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Austria  1029/10000 Success Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  22 / 36:  61% 
Sources:  (Austrian Ministry of Education Science and Culture., 1996; Belasco, 2009; Boot, 2002; 
Department of Defense, 2008, 2009b, 2009c; Dobbins, 2003, 2005; Fisher Jr., 1989; Kane, 2006; 
Lowe; Musicant, 1990; United Nations., 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 2009d, 2009e, 2009f, 2009g, 2009h, 
2009i, 2009j, 2009k, 2009l, 2009m, 2009n, 2009o, 2009p, 2009q, 2009r, 2009s, 2009t, 2009u, 
2009v) 
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Table 2.4:  Testing the Troops:Land Area Ratio Thesis 
Case Troop/sq km Prediction Result Accuracy 

Guatemala    1/1000 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Central African 
Republic 

  2/1000 Failure Failure 
Accurate 

Liberia 1993    4/1000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Angola    5/1000 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Namibia   1/100 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Nicaragua 1989   1/100 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1999   1/100 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Mozambique   1/100 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1960   1/100 Failure Failure Accurate 

Ivory Coast   3/100 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Cuba 1906   3/100 Failure Failure Accurate 

Somalia   3/100 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927   4/100 Failure Failure Accurate 

Dominican Republic   6/100 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 1915   7/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Cambodia   9/100 Success Shallow success Accurate 

Liberia 2003  12/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Croatia  15/100 Success Success Accurate 

Afghanistan  19/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Burundi  22/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Rwanda  22/100 Success Failure Inaccurate 

El Salvador  24/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Sierra Leone  24/100 Success Success Accurate 

Haiti 2004  26/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Iraq  36/100 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Cuba 1898  41/100 Success Failure Inaccurate 

East Timor  42/100 Success Shallow success Accurate 

South Korea  73/100 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Haiti 1993  83/100 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Japan  97/100 Success Success Accurate 

Bosnia 1 17/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Italy 1 70/100 Success Success Accurate 

Kosovo 4 13/100 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

West Germany 6 64/100 Success Success Accurate 
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Austria 8 49/100 Success Success Accurate 

South Vietnam #DIV/0! Success Failure Inaccurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  26 / 36 = 72 % 
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Table 2.5:  Testing the International Assistance Thesis 
Case Int. Assistance* Prediction Result Accuracy 
Ivory Coast $20.99 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Japan $20.99 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Croatia $28.51 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Central 
African 
Republic $31.87 

Failure Failure 
Accurate 

Guatemala $32.58 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1999 $35.92 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

West Germany $41.42 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1960 $43.70 Failure Failure Accurate 

Angola $46.26 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Cambodia $48.24 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Somalia $49.36 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 1993 $57.95 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 2004 $60.14 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Burundi $60.85 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Liberia 1993 $61.95 Success Failure Inaccurate 

El Salvador $65.42 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Italy $70.50 Success Success Accurate 

Austria $72.70 Success Success Accurate 

South Korea $81.22 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Sierra Leone $89.60 Success Success Accurate 

Rwanda $95.01 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Mozambique $98.34 Success Success Accurate 

Afghanistan $105.37 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Liberia 2003 $120.44 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Namibia $162.07 Success Success Accurate 

Nicaragua 
1989 $196.41 

Success Shallow Success 
Accurate 

Bosnia $267.10 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Timor-Leste $286.87 Success Shallow success Accurate 

Iraq $442.42 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

South Vietnam $443.53 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  20 / 30 =  66% 
*Per capita, per year, 2009 constant dollars, for the duration of the intervention and up to 10 
years afterwards (or until a second intervention began).  Source:  (George C. Marshall 



 95

Foundation., 2009; Serafino, Tarnoff, & Nanto, 2006; United States Agency for International 
Development., 2009; World Bank., 2009) 
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Table 2.6:  Testing the Duration Thesis 
Case Months Prediction Result Accuracy 

Guatemala 4 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Namibia 11 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Cambodia 19 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Central African 
Republic 

22 Failure Failure 
Accurate 

Croatia 24 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Somalia 24 Failure Failure Accurate 

Mozambique 24 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Nicaragua 26 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Rwanda 29 Failure Failure Accurate 

Italy 29 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Cuba 1906 30 Failure Failure Accurate 

Burundi 31 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Timor-Leste 31 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Haiti 1993 33 Failure Failure Accurate 

South Korea 35 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

El Salvador 45 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Cuba 1898 46 Failure Failure Accurate 

Congo 1960 48 Failure Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993 48 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 71 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Haiti 2004 72 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Angola 73 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Sierra Leone 74 Success Success Accurate 

Japan 80 Success Success Accurate 

Liberia 2003 80 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Iraq 86 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast 89 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Dominican Republic 95 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Afghanistan 104 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Austria 116 Success Success Accurate 

West Germany 119 Success Success Accurate 

Congo 1999 126 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Kosovo 132 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

South Vietnam 133 Success Failure Inaccurate 
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Bosnia 173 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Haiti 1915 229 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  19 / 36 = 53 % 
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Table 2.7:  Testing the Security Environment Thesis 

Case Ongoing 
violence? 

Battle 
deaths* Prediction Result Accuracy 

Mozambique No NA Success Success Accurate 

Croatia No NA Success Success Accurate 

Dominican Republic No NA Success Failure Inaccurate 

Nicaragua No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Burundi No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Italy No NA Success Success Accurate 

Japan No NA Success Success Accurate 

Haiti 1993 No NA Success Failure Inaccurate 

Cuba 1906 No NA Success Failure Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast No NA Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Liberia 2003 No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Guatemala No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 
Central African 
Republic 

No NA Success Failure Inaccurate 

El Salvador No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Sierra Leone No NA Success Success Accurate 

West Germany No NA Success Success Accurate 

Haiti 2004 No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Austria No NA Success Success Accurate 

South Korea No NA Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Namibia No NA Success Success Accurate 

Timor-Leste No NA Success Shallow success Accurate 

Bosnia No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Kosovo No NA Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Cuba 1898 No NA Success Failure Inaccurate 

Haiti 1915 Yes 2,102 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Cambodia Yes 15,000 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Somalia Yes 95,018 Failure Failure Accurate 

Angola Yes 100,000 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Congo 1960 Yes 100,050 Failure Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993 Yes 153,000 Failure Failure Accurate 

Rwanda Yes 500,000 Failure Failure Accurate 

South Vietnam Yes 1,021,442 Failure Failure Accurate 

Congo 1999 Yes Ongoing Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Afghanistan Yes Ongoing Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 
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Iraq Yes Ongoing Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 Yes NA Failure Failure Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  26 / 36 = 72% 
*During the intervention.  Source:  Correlates of War dataset, (Diehl, 2008). 
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Table 2.8:  Testing the Institutional Capacity Thesis 

Case Govt. Revenue 
as % of GDP* Prediction Result Accuracy 

Afghanistan 0.90% Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Iraq 0.98% Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993 3.90% Failure Failure Accurate 

Congo 1999 5.01% Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Timor-Leste 6.60% Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Angola 7.10% Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Sierra Leone 7.11% Failure Success Inaccurate 

Central African 
Republic 8.10% 

Failure Failure 
Accurate 

Haiti 2004 8.90% Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Cambodia 8.90% Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Guatemala 8.93% Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Liberia 2003 9.70% Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Rwanda 10.57% Failure Failure Accurate 

Cuba 1898 11.40% Failure Failure Accurate 

Mozambique 11.40% Failure Success Inaccurate 

El Salvador 11.80% Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Cuba 1906 12.45% Failure Failure Accurate 

Austria 12.81% Success Success Accurate 

Italy 13.43% Success Success Accurate 

Congo 1960 14.00% Success Failure Inaccurate 

Burundi 15.80% Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Ivory Coast 16.93% Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Kosovo 17.20% Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Haiti 1993 17.52% Success Failure Inaccurate 

Nicaragua 29.98% Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Namibia 31.34% Success Success Accurate 

Japan 34.18% Success Success Accurate 

Croatia 37.09% Success Success Accurate 

Bosnia 45.80% Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  17 / 29 = 55% 
*1st year of intervention.  Excludes grants and natural resource revenue.  Source: (Central 
Statistics Organization, 2003; International Monetary Fund, 1999a, 1999b, 2000a, 2000b, 2001, 
2003, 2005b, 2007a, 2007b, 2008a, 2009b, 2009c; Mitchell, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c; World Bank., 
2009)  
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Table 2.9:  Testing the Institutional Capacity Hypothesis with the Human 
Development Index 

State HDI Prediction Outcome Congruity 

Liberia 1993 0.28 Failure Failure Congruous 

Rwanda 0.31 Failure Failure Congruous 

Mozambique 0.31 Failure Success Incongruous 

Congo 1999 0.35 Failure 
Mitigated 
Failure 

Congruous 

Burundi 0.38 Failure 
Shallow 
Success 

Incongruous 

Central African 
Replublic 

0.38 Failure Failure Congruous 

Liberia 2003 0.43 Failure 
Shallow 
Success 

Incongruous 

Ivory Coast 0.48 Failure 
Mitigated 
Failure 

Congruous 

Haiti 1993 0.48 Failure Failure Congruous 

Haiti 2004 0.53 Success 
Shallow 
Success 

Congruous 

Nicaragua 1989 0.57 Success 
Shallow 
Success 

Congruous 

Guatemala 0.62 Success 
Shallow 
Success 

Congruous 

Namibia 0.66 Success Success Congruous 

El Salvador 0.66 Success 
Shallow 
Success 

Congruous 

Kosovo 0.80 Success 
Shallow 
Success 

Congruous 

Croatia 0.81 Success Success Congruous 

13 / 16 = 80 % 

Source:  (United Nations, 2009) 
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Table 2.10:  Testing the Economic Environment Thesis 
Case GDP per capita* Prediction Result Accuracy 
Congo 1999 $239 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Sierra Leone $404 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Burundi $483 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Afghanistan $507 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Central African 
Republic $568 

Failure Failure 
Accurate 

Haiti 2004 $674 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

South Korea $683 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Liberia 2003 $697 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1960 $748 Failure Failure Accurate 

Rwanda $758 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 1993 $801 Failure Failure Accurate 

Angola $853 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Somalia $907 Failure Failure Accurate 

Cambodia $937 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Iraq $1,023 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Mozambique $1,080 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast $1,129 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993 $1,193 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 $1,255 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Japan $1,346 Success Success Accurate 

Nicaragua $1,499 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Austria $1,725 Success Success Accurate 

El Salvador $2,142 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Kosovo $2,166 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

West Germany $2,217 Success Success Accurate 

Italy $3,039 Success Success Accurate 

Namibia $3,364 Success Success Accurate 

Bosnia $3,390 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Guatemala $3,670 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Croatia $5,699 Success Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  22 / 30:  70% 
*1st year of intervention.  1990 Constant Dollars.  Source:  (Maddison, 2009) 
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Table 2.11:  Testing the Economic Environment Thesis 

Case Previous high 
GDP per capita Prediction Result Accuracy 

Burundi $723 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Congo 1960 $776 Failure Failure Accurate 

Congo 1999 $823 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Afghanistan $878 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Cambodia $935 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 
Central African 
Republic 

$943 Failure Failure Accurate 

Rwanda $1,057 Failure Failure Accurate 

Sierra Leone $1,162 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Haiti 1993 $1,268 Failure Failure Accurate 

Haiti 2004 $1,268 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Somalia $1,420 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 $1,459 Failure Failure Accurate 

Liberia 2003 $1,508 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Liberia 1993 $1,508 Failure Failure Accurate 

South Korea $1,619 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Angola $1,789 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Mozambique $1,873 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast $2,041 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

El Salvador $2,715 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Japan $2,874 Success Success Accurate 

Nicaragua 1989 $3,349 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Italy $3,505 Success Success Accurate 

Bosnia $3,737 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Namibia $3,825 Success Success Accurate 

Guatemala $4,005 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Austria $4,217 Success Success Accurate 

Kosovo $5,011 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

West Germany $6,084 Success Success Accurate 

Iraq $6,756 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Croatia $7,351 Success Success Accurate 

Predictive accuracy:  22 / 30:  70% 
Source:  (Maddison, 2009) 
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Table 2.12 Testing the Democratic Heritage Thesis 

Case Previous High 
Polity2 Score Prediction Result Accuracy 

Congo 1999 8 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Angola 7 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Afghanistan 7 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Mozambique 6 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Rwanda 5 Failure Failure Accurate 

Cambodia 5 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Haiti 1915 3 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Croatia 3 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Dominican Republic 3 Failure Failure Accurate 

Iraq 3 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 3 Failure Failure Accurate 

South Vietnam 3 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Burundi 1 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Italy 1 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Japan 1 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Haiti 1993 2 Failure Failure Accurate 

Cuba 1906 3 Failure Failure Accurate 

Liberia 1993 4 Failure Failure Accurate 

Ivory Coast 4 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Liberia 2003 4 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Guatemala 5 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Central African 
Republic 5 

Success Failure 
Inaccurate 

El Salvador 6 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Sierra Leone 6 Success Success Accurate 

West Germany 6 Success Success Accurate 

Haiti 2004 7 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Somalia 7 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Austria 8 Success Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  17 /  29 = 59% 
Source:  Polity IV dataset, (Marshall, 2009). 
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Table 2.13:  Testing the Democratic Heritage Thesis 
Case Index Prediction Result Accuracy 

Haiti 1915 285.00 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Iraq 237.00 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Rwanda 160.00 Failure Failure Accurate 

Nicaragua 1927 132.00 Failure Failure Accurate 

Angola 112.00 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

Mozambique 108.00 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Dominican Republic 72.00 Failure Failure Accurate 

Congo 1999 26.00 Failure Mitigated Failure Accurate 

South Vietnam 24.00 Failure Failure Accurate 

Croatia 15.00 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Nicaragua 1989 6.00 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Afghanistan 4.08 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Italy 1.00 Failure Success Inaccurate 

Cambodia 0.83 Failure Shallow success Inaccurate 

Burundi 0.75 Failure Shallow Success Inaccurate 

Sierra Leone 1.09 Success Success Accurate 

Liberia 2003 1.23 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Liberia 1993 1.35 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Somalia 2.52 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Ivory Coast 4.00 Success Mitigated Failure Inaccurate 

Haiti 1993 4.67 Success Failure Inaccurate 

West Germany 6.46 Success Success Accurate 

Haiti 2004 7.00 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Guatemala 8.00 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Austria 8.00 Success Success Accurate 

Cuba 1906 15.00 Success Failure Inaccurate 

Central African 
Republic 25.00 

Success 
Failure 

Inaccurate 

El Salvador 42.00 Success Shallow Success Accurate 

Japan 77.00 Success Success Accurate 

Predictive Accuracy:  15 / 29:  52% 
Source: Calculations from Polity IV dataset, (Marshall, 2009) 
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Table 2.14:  Testing “Security First” and “Liberalization First” 

   Congruity with 

State Strategy Outcome Lib. First Security First 

Namibia Liberalization Success Yes No 
Nicaragua 1989 Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Angola Liberalization Mitigated Failure No Yes 
El Salvador Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Cambodia Liberalization Shallow success Yes No 
Mozambique Liberalization Success Yes No 
Somalia Liberalization Failure No Yes 
Haiti 1993 Liberalization Failure No Yes 
Liberia 1993 Liberalization Failure No Yes 
Rwanda Liberalization Failure No Yes 
Bosnia Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Croatia Liberalization Success Yes No 
Guatemala Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Central African 
Republic 

Liberalization Failure No Yes 

Kosovo Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
East Timor Liberalization Shallow success Yes No 
Congo 1999 Liberalization Mitigated Failure No Yes 
Ivory Coast Liberalization Mitigated Failure No Yes 
Liberia 2003 Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Haiti 2004 Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Burundi Liberalization Shallow Success Yes No 
Cuba 1898 Security Failure Yes No 
Cuba 1906 Security Failure Yes No 
Haiti 1915 Security Shallow Success  Yes 
Dominican 
Republic 

Security Failure Yes No 

Nicaragua 1927 Security Failure Yes No 
Italy Security Success No Yes 
Austria Security Success No Yes 
West Germany Security Success No Yes 
Japan Security Success No Yes 
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South Korea Security Mitigated Failure Yes No 
Congo 1960 Security Failure Yes No 
South Vietnam Security Failure Yes No 
Iraq Security Mitigated Failure Yes No 

 
21 / 34 = 

61.7  
13 / 34 = 38.2 

 

 

Table 2.15:  Chi-squared tests of congruence test results 

Hypothesis  Test 

Expected 
Value of 

H0 
Observed 

Value X2 P 
1 Troops:Population 20 22 0.20 0.65 
1 Troops:SqKm 20 26 1.80 0.18 
2 Int $ Asst. 17 20 0.67 0.41 
3 Duration 20 19 0.05 0.82 

4 
Security 
Environment 20 26 1.80 0.18 

5 Govt Revenue 16 17 0.05 0.82 
5 HDI 9 13 1.90 0.17 
6 GDP per capita 17 22 1.71 0.19 
6 Prev High GDP 17 22 1.71 0.19 
7 Polity2 16 17 0.05 0.82 
7 Democracy Index 16 15 0.08 0.78 
8 Liberalization First 19 21 0.24 0.63 
9 Security First 19 13 1.84 0.18 
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Cross-Tabulation Tables 

Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Combat deaths during intervention, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
Combat deaths during intervention, ordinal 

Total 

Less than 

1,000 deaths 

Between 1,000 and 

50,000 deaths 

Between 50,000 and 

250,000 deaths 

More than 

250,000 deaths 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 4 0 3 2 9 

% within Combat deaths 

during intervention, ordinal 

18.2% .0% 75.0% 100.0% 30.0% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 2 0 1 0 3 

% within Combat deaths 

during intervention, ordinal 

9.1% .0% 25.0% .0% 10.0% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 8 2 0 0 10 

% within Combat deaths 

during intervention, ordinal 

36.4% 100.0% .0% .0% 33.3% 

Success Count 8 0 0 0 8 

% within Combat deaths 

during intervention, ordinal 

36.4% .0% .0% .0% 26.7% 

Total Count 22 2 4 2 30 

% within Combat deaths 

during intervention, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 16.545a 9 .056 

Likelihood Ratio 18.508 9 .030 

Linear-by-Linear Association 9.279 1 .002 

N of Valid Cases 30   

a. 13 cells (81.3%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

.20. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric -.462 .109 -3.207 .001 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

-.612 .124 -3.207 .001 

Combat deaths during 

intervention, ordinal 

Dependent 

-.372 .116 -3.207 .001 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Combat deaths prior to intervention, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
Combat deaths prior to intervention, ordinal 

Total 

Less than 

1,000 deaths 

Between 1,000 and 

50,000 deaths 

Between 50,000 and 

250,000 deaths 

More than 

250,000 deaths 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 0 2 0 1 3 

% within Combat deaths prior 

to intervention, ordinal 

.0% 28.6% .0% 12.5% 14.3% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 1 0 0 1 2 

% within Combat deaths prior 

to intervention, ordinal 

50.0% .0% .0% 12.5% 9.5% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 1 2 4 1 8 

% within Combat deaths prior 

to intervention, ordinal 

50.0% 28.6% 100.0% 12.5% 38.1% 

Success Count 0 3 0 5 8 

% within Combat deaths prior 

to intervention, ordinal 

.0% 42.9% .0% 62.5% 38.1% 

Total Count 2 7 4 8 21 

% within Combat deaths prior 

to intervention, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15.656a 9 .074 

Likelihood Ratio 16.908 9 .050 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.007 1 .316 

N of Valid Cases 21   

a. 16 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is .19. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .230 .199 1.156 .248 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.227 .195 1.156 .248 

Combat deaths prior to 

intervention, ordinal 

Dependent 

.233 .204 1.156 .248 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Duration, ordi nal 

Crosstab  

 Duration, ordinal 

Total Less than 3 years Between 3 and 7 years More than 7 years 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 

Failure Count 5 4 2 11 

% within Duration, ordinal 33.3% 40.0% 18.2% 30.6% 

Mitigated Failure Count 1 1 3 5 

% within Duration, ordinal 6.7% 10.0% 27.3% 13.9% 

Shallow Success Count 5 3 4 12 

% within Duration, ordinal 33.3% 30.0% 36.4% 33.3% 

Success Count 4 2 2 8 

% within Duration, ordinal 26.7% 20.0% 18.2% 22.2% 

Total Count 15 10 11 36 

% within Duration, ordinal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 3.272a 6 .774 
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Likelihood Ratio 3.170 6 .787 

Linear-by-Linear Association .000 1 .985 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.39. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric -.011 .140 -.080 .936 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

-.012 .147 -.080 .936 

Duration, ordinal Dependent -.011 .133 -.080 .936 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * GDP per capita  in 1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
GDP per capita in 1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

Total 

Extreme Poverty (GDP 

per capita <$750) 

Medium Poverty ($750 < 

GDP per capita < $1500) 

Low Poverty (GDP 

per capita > $1500) 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 2 5 0 7 

% within GDP per capita in 

1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

22.2% 41.7% .0% 23.3% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 2 3 0 5 

% within GDP per capita in 

1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

22.2% 25.0% .0% 16.7% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 4 2 4 10 

% within GDP per capita in 

1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

44.4% 16.7% 44.4% 33.3% 

Success Count 1 2 5 8 

% within GDP per capita in 

1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

11.1% 16.7% 55.6% 26.7% 

Total Count 9 12 9 30 

% within GDP per capita in 

1990 constant dollars, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 11.750a 6 .068 

Likelihood Ratio 14.726 6 .023 

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.358 1 .037 

N of Valid Cases 30   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.50. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .331 .127 2.576 .010 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.350 .134 2.576 .010 

GDP per capita in 1990 

constant dollars, ordinal 

Dependent 

.314 .122 2.576 .010 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Government eff ectiveness, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 Government effectiveness, ordinal 

Total Less than -1.5 Between -1 and -1.5 Greater than -1 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 

Failure Count 0 1 0 1 

% within Government effectiveness, ordinal .0% 25.0% .0% 8.3% 

Mitigated Failure Count 1 0 1 2 

% within Government effectiveness, ordinal 25.0% .0% 25.0% 16.7% 

Shallow Success Count 3 2 2 7 

% within Government effectiveness, ordinal 75.0% 50.0% 50.0% 58.3% 

Success Count 0 1 1 2 

% within Government effectiveness, ordinal .0% 25.0% 25.0% 16.7% 

Total Count 4 4 4 12 

% within Government effectiveness, ordinal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.286a 6 .638 
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Likelihood Ratio 5.716 6 .456 

Linear-by-Linear Association .179 1 .672 

N of Valid Cases 12   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is .33. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .132 .209 .626 .532 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.125 .200 .626 .532 

Government effectiveness, 

ordinal Dependent 

.140 .220 .626 .532 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Government rev enue as percentage of GDP, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
Government revenue as percentage of GDP, ordinal 

Total 

Less than 10 

percent 

Between 10 and 15 

percent 

More than 15 

percent 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 2 4 1 7 

% within Government revenue as percentage 

of GDP, ordinal 

16.7% 50.0% 10.0% 23.3% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 3 0 1 4 

% within Government revenue as percentage 

of GDP, ordinal 

25.0% .0% 10.0% 13.3% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 6 1 4 11 

% within Government revenue as percentage 

of GDP, ordinal 

50.0% 12.5% 40.0% 36.7% 

Success Count 1 3 4 8 

% within Government revenue as percentage 

of GDP, ordinal 

8.3% 37.5% 40.0% 26.7% 

Total Count 12 8 10 30 

% within Government revenue as percentage 

of GDP, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 10.221a 6 .116 

Likelihood Ratio 11.482 6 .075 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.451 1 .228 

N of Valid Cases 30   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.07. 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .200 .127 1.570 .116 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.209 .134 1.570 .116 

Government revenue as 

percentage of GDP, ordinal 

Dependent 

.191 .121 1.570 .116 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * International development assistance, per year per capita, 

2009 constant dollars, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 

International development assistance, per year per capita, 2009 constant 

dollars, ordinal 

Total 

Less than $50 per 

person per year 

Betrween $50 and $100 

per person per year 

More than $100 per 

person per year 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 3 3 1 7 

% within International 

development assistance, ordinal 

27.3% 27.3% 12.5% 23.3% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 3 1 1 5 

% within International 

development assistance, ordinal 

27.3% 9.1% 12.5% 16.7% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 2 3 5 10 

% within International 

development assistance, ordinal 

18.2% 27.3% 62.5% 33.3% 

Success Count 3 4 1 8 

% within International 

development assistance, ordinal 

27.3% 36.4% 12.5% 26.7% 

Total Count 11 11 8 30 

% within International 

development assistance, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 5.665a 6 .462 

Likelihood Ratio 5.549 6 .476 

Linear-by-Linear Association .353 1 .553 

N of Valid Cases 30   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.33. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .073 .143 .511 .609 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.077 .152 .511 .609 

International development 

assistance, per year per 

capita, 2009 constant dollars, 

ordinal Dependent 

.069 .136 .511 .609 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Presence or ab sence of organized political violence. 

Crosstab  

 
Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

Total No violence At least 1,000 battle deaths 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 5 6 11 

% within Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

20.8% 50.0% 30.6% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 2 3 5 

% within Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

8.3% 25.0% 13.9% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 9 3 12 

% within Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

37.5% 25.0% 33.3% 

Success Count 8 0 8 

% within Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

33.3% .0% 22.2% 

Total Count 24 12 36 

% within Presence or absence of organized political 

violence. 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 8.202a 3 .042 

Likelihood Ratio 10.445 3 .015 

Linear-by-Linear Association 6.996 1 .008 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 5 cells (62.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

1.67. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric -.403 .112 -3.356 .001 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

-.531 .145 -3.356 .001 

Presence or absence of 

organized political violence. 

Dependent 

-.325 .096 -3.356 .001 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Ratio of troop s to civilian population, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
Ratio of troops to civilian population, ordinal 

Total 

Less than 10 troops 

per 10,000 civilians 

Between 10 and 50 troops 

per 10,000 civilians 

More than 50 troops 

per 10,000 civilians 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 3 5 3 11 

% within Ratio of troops to 

civilian population, ordinal 

25.0% 38.5% 27.3% 30.6% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 3 1 1 5 

% within Ratio of troops to 

civilian population, ordinal 

25.0% 7.7% 9.1% 13.9% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 5 3 4 12 

% within Ratio of troops to 

civilian population, ordinal 

41.7% 23.1% 36.4% 33.3% 

Success Count 1 4 3 8 

% within Ratio of troops to 

civilian population, ordinal 

8.3% 30.8% 27.3% 22.2% 

Total Count 12 13 11 36 

% within Ratio of troops to 

civilian population, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.320a 6 .633 

Likelihood Ratio 4.504 6 .609 

Linear-by-Linear Association .391 1 .532 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.53. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .095 .129 .739 .460 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.100 .135 .739 .460 

Ratio of troops to civilian 

population, ordinal 

Dependent 

.091 .123 .739 .460 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Ratio of troop s to land mass, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 
Ratio of troops to land mass, ordinal 

Total 

Less than 3 troops per 

100 sqkm 

Between 3 and 50 troops 

per 100 sqkm 

More than 50 troops 

per 100 sqkm 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 5 4 2 11 

% within Ratio of troops to 

land mass, ordinal 

41.7% 26.7% 22.2% 30.6% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 3 1 1 5 

% within Ratio of troops to 

land mass, ordinal 

25.0% 6.7% 11.1% 13.9% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 2 8 2 12 

% within Ratio of troops to 

land mass, ordinal 

16.7% 53.3% 22.2% 33.3% 

Success Count 2 2 4 8 

% within Ratio of troops to 

land mass, ordinal 

16.7% 13.3% 44.4% 22.2% 

Total Count 12 15 9 36 

% within Ratio of troops to 

land mass, ordinal 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 8.277a 6 .219 

Likelihood Ratio 7.828 6 .251 

Linear-by-Linear Association 2.544 1 .111 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 11 cells (91.7%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is 1.25. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .246 .152 1.613 .107 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.260 .161 1.613 .107 

Ratio of troops to land mass, 

ordinal Dependent 

.234 .145 1.613 .107 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Statebuilding Strategy 

Crosstab  

 Statebuilding Strategy 

Total Security First Liberalization First 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 

Failure Count 6 5 11 

% within Statebuilding Strategy 42.9% 22.7% 30.6% 

Mitigated Failure Count 2 3 5 

% within Statebuilding Strategy 14.3% 13.6% 13.9% 

Shallow Success Count 2 10 12 

% within Statebuilding Strategy 14.3% 45.5% 33.3% 

Success Count 4 4 8 

% within Statebuilding Strategy 28.6% 18.2% 22.2% 

Total Count 14 22 36 

% within Statebuilding Strategy 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 4.046a 3 .257 
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Likelihood Ratio 4.322 3 .229 

Linear-by-Linear Association .594 1 .441 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 6 cells (75.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

1.94. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .103 .161 .638 .523 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.130 .203 .638 .523 

Statebuilding Strategy 

Dependent 

.085 .133 .638 .523 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * Type of confli ct preceding intervention. 

Crosstab  

 
Type of conflict preceding intervention. 

Total 

Liberation 

struggle 

Civil 

war 

Interstate 

war 

Mix of civil with interstate 

and/or liberation 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 
O

pe
ra

tio
n 

Failure Count 1 9 0 1 11 

% within Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. 

25.0% 42.9% .0% 25.0% 30.6% 

Mitigated 

Failure 

Count 1 2 1 1 5 

% within Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. 

25.0% 9.5% 14.3% 25.0% 13.9% 

Shallow 

Success 

Count 1 8 1 2 12 

% within Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. 

25.0% 38.1% 14.3% 50.0% 33.3% 

Success Count 1 2 5 0 8 

% within Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. 

25.0% 9.5% 71.4% .0% 22.2% 

Total Count 4 21 7 4 36 

% within Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. 

100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 15.635a 9 .075 

Likelihood Ratio 16.196 9 .063 

Linear-by-Linear Association 1.062 1 .303 

N of Valid Cases 36   

a. 14 cells (87.5%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count is 

.56. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .198 .135 1.474 .141 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.220 .152 1.474 .141 

Type of conflict preceding 

intervention. Dependent 

.180 .123 1.474 .141 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Outcome of Statebuilding Operation * UN Human Devel opment Index, ordinal 

Crosstab  

 UN Human Development Index, ordinal 

Total Less than .4 Between .4 and .6 Above .6 

O
ut

co
m

e 
of

 S
ta

te
bu

ild
in

g 

Failure Count 3 1 0 4 

% within UN Human Development Index, ordinal 50.0% 20.0% .0% 25.0% 

Mitigated Failure Count 1 1 0 2 

% within UN Human Development Index, ordinal 16.7% 20.0% .0% 12.5% 

Shallow Success Count 1 3 3 7 

% within UN Human Development Index, ordinal 16.7% 60.0% 60.0% 43.8% 

Success Count 1 0 2 3 

% within UN Human Development Index, ordinal 16.7% .0% 40.0% 18.8% 

Total Count 6 5 5 16 

% within UN Human Development Index, ordinal 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

 

 

 

 

Chi-Square Tests  

 

Value df 

Asymp. Sig. (2-

sided) 

Pearson Chi-Square 7.498a 6 .277 
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Likelihood Ratio 9.883 6 .130 

Linear-by-Linear Association 4.373 1 .037 

N of Valid Cases 16   

a. 12 cells (100.0%) have expected count less than 5. The minimum expected count 

is .63. 

 

 

Directional Measures  

 

Value 

Asymp. Std. 

Errora Approx. Tb Approx. Sig. 

Ordinal by Ordinal Somers' d Symmetric .483 .197 2.405 .016 

Outcome of Statebuilding 

Operation Dependent 

.494 .204 2.405 .016 

UN Human Development 

Index, ordinal Dependent 

.472 .194 2.405 .016 

a. Not assuming the null hypothesis. 

b. Using the asymptotic standard error assuming the null hypothesis. 
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Regression Results 

 

Ordinary Least Squares Bivariate Linear Regression Results 

Variable B  T Sig Adj. R2 

Combat deaths during intervention -.000002452 -2.45 .021 .147 
Combat deaths prior to intervention .0000003695 1.664 .112 .081 
Duration .002 .527 .602 -.021 
GDP per capita, 1990 constant dollars .000 .2828 .009 .194 
Government effectiveness .446 .992 .345 -.001 
Government revenue, % of GDP 3.651 1.98 .058 .091 
Highest GDP per capita prior to intervention .000 2.866 .008 .199 
Development Assistance -.001 -.720 .478 -.017 
Polity2 Score, highest prior to intervention .013 .295 .770 -.034 
Presence/Absence of violence -1.083 -2.914 .006 .176 
Troop:Population ratio 11.975 1.161 .254 .01 
Troops:SqKm ratio .193 1.928 .062 .072 
Statebuilding Strategy .305 .766 .449 -.012 
Type of Conflict .246 1.032 .310 .002 
HDI 3.614 2.547 .023 .268 
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Ordinal (Ordered Logit) Bivariate Regression Results 

Variable Parameter Estimate Sig Pseudo R2 
McFadden 

Combat deaths during intervention -.00002889 .024 .168 
Combat deaths prior to intervention .000002515 .170 .119 
Duration .003 .681 .002 
GDP per capita, 1990 constant dollars .001 .016 .099 
Government effectiveness 1.237 .271 .049 
Government revenue, % of GDP 6.262 .072 .05 
Highest GDP per capita prior to intervention .001 .009 .098 
Development Assistance -.002 .450 .008 
Polity2 Score, highest prior to intervention .021 .752 .001 
Presence/Absence of violence -1.830 .010 .079 
Troop:Population ratio 27.61 .166 .022 
Troops:SqKm ratio .430 .053 .052 
Statebuilding Strategy .455 .464 .005 
Type of Conflict .362 .337 .010 
HDI 8.412 .020 .153 
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Bivariate Binary Logistic Regression Results 

Variable Parameter Estimate Sig Exp(B) Nagelkerke R2 

Combat deaths during intervention .000 .190 1.000 .467 
Combat deaths prior to intervention .000 .479 1.00 .096 
Duration .004 .572 1.004 .012 
GDP per capita, 1990 constant dollars .002 .043 1.002 .347 
Government effectiveness .624 .640 1.866 .028 
Government revenue, % of GDP 9.940 .099 20734.372 .181 
Highest GDP per capita prior to intervention .000 .086 1.000 .168 
Development Assistance -.002 .629 .998 .010 
Polity2 Score, highest prior to intervention .052 .485 1.053 .023 
Presence/Absence of violence -1.986 .013 .137 .236 
Troop:Population ratio 18.570 .435 1.161E8 .029 
Troops:SqKm ratio .395 .227 1.484 .090 
Statebuilding Strategy .847 .225 2.333 .055 
Type of Conflict .333 .438 1.394 .023 
HDI 11.546 .054 103405.902 .466 
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Multivariate Regressions on State Failure Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .608) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = 1) Binary Logit (N. R2 = 1) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
GDP per capita .000 .287 .876 .407 -.002 .610 -.025 .976 1.0 
Govt Rev. -6.658 -.568 -1.859 .100 -147.740 .099 -832.424 .000 .997 
Polity2 -.169 -.835 -3.284 .011 -4.566 .061 -17.434 .000 .997 
Violence -2.141 .648 -3.303 .011 -55.963 .064 -237.831 .000 .998 
HDI 3.286 .464 1.111 .299 142.289 .084 729.519 . .999 
 
Multivariate Regressions on State Failure Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .254) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .228) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .541) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
GDP per capita .000 .309 1.403 .179 .001 .106 .002 1.002 .196 
Govt Rev. -1.964 -.171 -.633 .535 -4.399 .534 -13.762 .000 .302 
Polity2 -.096 -.485 -1.752 .098 -.295 .049 -.460 .632 .163 
NoViolence 1.821 -.789 2.385 .029 4.482 .031 7.428 1682.669 .887 
Interaction 1.285E-5 .002 .008 .994 .001 .883 -.001 .999 .887 
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Multivariate Regressions on Statebuilder Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = -.015) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .057) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .092) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Troops:Population 16.194 .288 1.347 .189 65.797 .192 55.787 1.69E24 .355 
$ Int. Asst. -.002 -1.79 -.897 .378 -.004 .298 -.003 .997 .493 
Duration -.001 -.038 -.171 .866 -.005 .614 -.008 2.3 .25 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statebuilder Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .063) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .171) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .311) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Troops:Population 28.619 .509 2.121 .044 425.803 .038 512.956 5.9E222 .077 
$ Int. Asst. .001 .147 .554 .585 -.002 .746 -.001 .999 .862 
Duration .002 .068 .308 .761 -.002 .883 -.010 .990 .469 
Interaction -.001 -.586 -1.779 .087 -.008 .042 -.008 .992 .070 
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Multivariate Regressions on Security Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .171) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .093) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .246) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -1.038 -.429 -2.759 .009 -1.758 .014 -1.937 .144 .016 
Troops:Population 8.436 .138 .886 .382 21.698 .268 13.302 2.139 .127 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Security Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .173) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .114) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .271) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
NoViolence .839 .346 1.985 .056 1.259 .477 1.505 4.506 .109 
Troops:Population -20.868 -.340 -.699 .490 -74.055 .477 -63.793 .000 .629 
Interaction 32.612 .521 1.035 .308 109.588 .310 89.746 .433 .284 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Economic Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .166) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .103) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .246) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
GDP per capita .000 .477 2.708 .012 .001 .020 .002 1.002 .062 
$ Int. Asst. 9.942E-5 .008 .044 .965 -.001 .827 -.001 .999 .795 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Economic Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .132) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .109) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .349) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
GDP per capita .000 .502 1.997 .057 .001 .068 .002 1.002 .194 
$ Int. Asst. .001 .046 .144 .887 .003 .729 .001 1.001 .911 
Interaction -3.074E-7 -.054 -1.45 .886 -2.537E-6 .572 .000 1.000 .817 
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Multivariate Regressions on Institutional Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .052) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .052) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .193) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Govt. Revenue 3.378 .353 1.850 .077 6.106 .082 10.693 44028.368 .131 
$ Int. Asst. 8.09E-5 .002 .038 .970 -.001 .856 .002 1.002 .649 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Institutional Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .038) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .081) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .330) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Govt. Revenue 5.344 .559 1.754 .093 14.039 .060 .650 1.916 .934 
$ Int. Asst. .002 .137 .546 .590 .003 .520 -.004 .996 .591 
Interaction -.012 -.291 -.810 .426 -.042 .210 -.916 .400 .435 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Political Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = -.071) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .003) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .023) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Polity2 .014 .045 .307 .761 .023 .726 .052 1.053 .486 
Liberalization -.112 .470 -.238 .814 -.255 .713 .002 1.002 .998 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Political Variables with Interaction 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .057) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .088) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .118) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Polity2 .407 1.794 2.150 .041 1.025 .035 .660 1.934 .195 
Liberalization -.056 -.023 -.126 .901 -.596 .453 -.102 .903 .908 
Interaction -.220 -1.779 -2.130 .043 -.536 .034 -.329 1.383 .658 
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Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .379) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .182) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .512) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -1.141 -.484 -3.049 .005 -2.185 .013 -2.175 .114 .031 
GDP per capita .000 .283 1.781 .086 .001 .107 .001 1.001 .148 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .406) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .200) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .434) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -1.163 -.494 -3.279 .003 -2.440 .006 -2.558 .077 .011 
PreHighGDPpercapita .000 .322 2.137 .042 .000 .055 .000 1.000 .275 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .313) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .182) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .589) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -.963 -.355 -1.382 .19 -1.711 .290 -21.042 .000 .999 
HDI 2.353 .366 1.426 .177 5.857 .129 7.162 .089 .403 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .282) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .228) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .589) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
NoViolence 4.94 1.821 .831 .422 112.098 .000 18.782 1.436E8 1.000 
HDI 14.865 2.315 .797 .441 323.957 .000 .000 1.000 1.000 
Interaction -12.615 -3.021 -.674 .513 -318.528 . -21.203 .000 1.000 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .379) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .182) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .512) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -1.120 -.476 -3.081 .005 -2.312 .009 -2.378 .093 .019 
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Troops:Land .064 .113 .685 .500 .237 .365 .386 .584 1.471 
PreHighGDPpercapita .000 .276 1.657 .110 .000 .145 .000 1.000 .452 
 
Multivariate Regressions on Statistically Significant Variables 
 OLS Linear (Adj. R2 = .157) Orindal Logit (Ps. R2 = .088) Binary Logit (N. R2 = .512) 
 B Stnd. B T Sig Est. Sig. B Exp(B) Sig. 
Violence -.858 -.343 -1.786 .085 -1.520 .090 -1.878 .153 .080 
GovtRevenu 2.001 .192 1.000 .326 3.351 .367 4.715 111.567 .418 
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Chapter 3:  States and State Failure 

So far I have spoken of “the state” and of processes of political change and political 

development as if they were unproblematic.  In fact these concepts touch on some of the oldest 

and most enduring questions of political theory and political science.  Building weak states 

presupposes a notion of what a “state” is.  More so, building states inevitably involves norms 

about what a state should be.  What statebuilders think a state is and should be will strongly 

influence how they go about building them.  Additionally, beliefs about what causes political 

change also affect the strategies statebuilders use to build states.  In order to build a state, 

statebuilders must first answer:  What is the state?  What is a failed state?  Before I can 

formulate a theory of how international actors rebuild failed states, I first need to clarify what I 

mean by “the state,” and “state failure.”  I need to make explicit some notions about how states 

grow, change, and decay. 

In this chapter I demonstrate that there are enduring themes about the nature of statehood 

and political change throughout the history of political thought.  The same themes are present in 

20th Century political science.  I describe each of these themes and note their antecedents in both 

political theory and political science.  Each theme emphasizes one aspect of statehood, which in 

turn implies a typology of state failure.  In the next chapter I show how each theme suggests a 

theory of statebuilding.  I synthesize these enduring themes to formulate a theory of the state, 

political change, and statebuilding.  (I summarize the themes in Table 4.1 at the end of this 

chapter). 

This chapter is necessary because it fills a gap that conventional theories of international 

statebuilding leave unaddressed.  Conventional theories are formulated at the level of foreign 
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policy rather than political philosophy; their main variables tend to be specific levers and tools 

available to a policymaker, such as troops and money.  As I have demonstrated, those tools are 

not the only variables that affect the outcome of an international statebuilding operation.  We 

must understand how those tools interact with preexisting dynamics—political, cultural, and 

economic—at work within failed states, which requires a study of domestic conditions within 

failed states and theories about how states change. 

There are entire disciplines devoted to these questions.  This chapter will not address the 

full range of literature on all these questions because this is not a dissertation on political 

development or comparative politics.  This chapter is intended only as a survey of some of the 

major themes in political theory and comparative politics about statehood, democracy, and state 

failure that are relevant for international statebuilding operations. 

What is the State? 

The legal definition of statehood provides no insight into the nature of the state.  Article 1 

of the Montevideo Convention of the Rights and Duties of States (1933) says that “The state as a 

person of international law should possess the following qualifications: a) a permanent 

population; b) a defined territory; c) government; and d) capacity to enter into relations with the 

other states.”  The state is legally sovereign:  it is independent, does not derive its authority from 

a higher institution, and is the sole supreme authority within its jurisdiction.  The Montevideo 

definition simply shifts the locus of ambiguity from state to government and does not help 

illuminate the latter. 

Max Weber’s universally-cited definition in his 1918 lecture Politics as a Vocation is that 

“a state is a human community that (successfully) claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of 
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physical force within a given territory.”  The power of Weber’s definition is that he includes 

several aspects of statehood:  legitimacy, coercion, and relation to human affairs.  The problem 

with Weber’s definition is that, narrowly interpreted, stand-alone police and military forces could 

qualify as states.  That is plainly not what Weber intended, but it suggests that in Weber’s 

attempt to isolate the hard core or essence of the state, he unnecessarily omitted other aspects of 

statehood, such as the delivery of public goods and the mechanism by which states advance a 

successful claim to legitimacy.  Weber was not the first to advance a definition of the state, and 

in our contemporary reliance on his definition we have lost sight of other dimensions of 

statehood. 

Political theorists have offered a variety of responses to the question.  In this section I 

review the most prominent and influential answers and show how they continue to be reflected in 

20th Century political science.  I argue that there are five aspects or dimensions of statehood.  

The state is 1) a coercive force, 2) a theory of justice, 3) a provider of goods and services, 4) a 

part of economic production and distribution, and 5) a tool for human flourishing. 

A Coercive Force 

 The state wields physical force to defend itself and enforce its rule.  The state’s coercive 

power is its most distinctive and universally-acknowledged role.  In emphasizing the state as a 

coercive force, Weber is anticipated by the classical Christian tradition begun by St. Paul and 

Augustine, and by Thomas Hobbes. 

 Christian thinkers, starting with St. Paul and Augustine, argued that the state is God’s 

secular instrument to restrain the wicked and uphold temporal order.  Christian thought about the 

state’s coercive power starts with its understanding of human nature and its cosmology.  
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According to the Bible, mankind is sinful, fallen, and prone to do evil.  “The LORD saw how 

great man's wickedness on the earth had become, and that every inclination of the thoughts of his 

heart was only evil all the time,” (Genesis 6:5).  The state exists in this life to restrain and punish 

man’s worst behavior and allow civilization to continue despite the ineradicable presence of sin.  

The state must use force because it cannot expect men to act altruistically.  Thus Paul wrote in 

Romans 13:4-7 “[The ruler] is God's servant, an agent of wrath to bring punishment on the 

wrongdoer…This is also why you pay taxes, for the authorities are God's servants, who give 

their full time to governing.  Give everyone what you owe him: If you owe taxes, pay taxes; if 

revenue, then revenue; if respect, then respect; if honor, then honor.”  The state’s coercive role is 

central to its purpose and essence, as understood by Christian cosmology.  Christian thinkers 

drew a sharp distinction between the sacred and secular realms based on Jesus’ injunction to 

“Give to Caesar what is Caesar’s and to God what is God’s,” (Matthew 22:21).  Augustine 

developed this motif into his idea of the City of God and the City of Man as distinct spheres, 

both with legitimate claims on human life.  Within the City of God, God provides the Holy Spirit 

to regenerate human souls, enabling them to act according to His will without compulsion.  

Within the City of Man, by contrast, God provides the state to compel order among sinners by 

force.  The City of Man requires force because it is an external, worldly order.  The state “does 

not seek to make men truly good or virtuous,” like the City of God.  “Rather it is interested in 

[man’s] external actions.”  Because it is concerned with compelling behavior from sinful human 

beings, the state is a “coercive order, maintained by the use of force and relying on the fear of 

pain as its major sanction for compliance to its commands,” (Deane, 1963, p. 177ff).  Christians 

defined the state’s coercive power as the only way to provide order within the sinful, rebellious, 

and violent City of Man. 
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Thomas Hobbes drew much the same link between the state, coercion, and violence in his 

1651 work Leviathan, with a different justification.  He conceived of human nature in nearly 

biologically deterministic terms, arguing that human behavior is driven by inner passions and 

senses and is entirely self-regarding and egoistic.  Absent the restraining force of the state and 

left in an apocryphal state of nature, human life would be a war of all against all.  “During the 

time men live without a common power to keep them all in awe, they are in that condition which 

is called war, and such a war as is of every man against every man.”  In the state of universal 

war, civilization and human flourishing is impossible:  there is “no arts, no letters, no society” 

but instead “continual fear and danger of violent death” and human life is “solitary, poor, nasty, 

brutish, and short.”  The state is the sovereign to whom man gives up his rights in exchange for 

an end to the brutal state of nature.  The commonwealth is “one person, of whose acts a great 

multitude, by mutual covenants one with another, have made themselves every one the author, to 

the end he may use the strength and means of them all, as he shall think expedient, for their 

peace and common defense.”  Hobbes stresses the absolute sovereignty of the state, including in 

its use of violence within and without its realm (Hobbes, 1994 [1651], pp. 76, 109). 

The classical Christian and Hobbesian view of the relation of the state to violence was 

continued in the 20th Century by Reinhold Niebuhr.  Niebuhr recapitulates the Christian notion 

that mankind is innately selfish, or driven by the “egoistic impulse.”  As a result, human beings 

engaged in politics seek their own private gain; they are not unbiased, neutral observers 

considering policy with objective rationality for the good of the whole.  Rather, “society is in a 

perpetual state of war” between competing factions and “the root of imperialism is therefore in 

all self-consciousness.”  Politics cannot be founded on perfect rationality, spiritual development, 

or moral progress.  Justice is established, if at all, only through “the assertion of power against 
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power.”  Justice “requires a measure of coercion.”   Coercion is “a necessary instrument of social 

cohesion.”  The most we can hope for is to chose carefully the “ends and purposes for which 

coercion is used” rather than to hope for “the elimination of coercion and conflict.”  Coercion is 

a necessary and essential function of the state.  (Niebuhr, 1932, pp. 19, 42, 31, 129, 179, 234). 

 The state’s identity as a coercive actor is so central and obvious that it is not seriously 

contested in political thought; on the contrary, there is perhaps a tendency to overemphasize the 

coercive role of the state.  Charles Tilly expressed this aspect of statehood most powerfully by 

arguing, in effect, that the state is nothing but the exercise of coercion on a mass scale.  Tilly 

argued that the state can be seen simply a protection racket writ large.  “Since governments 

themselves commonly simulate, stimulate, or even fabricate threats of external war and since the 

repressive and extractive activities of governments often constitute the largest current threats to 

the livelihoods of their own citizens, many governments operate in essentially the same ways as 

racketeers.”  State making is thus “our largest example of organized crime.”  Governments are 

distinguished from criminals, if at all, because they are able to deploy violence “on a larger scale, 

more effectively, [and] more efficiently.”  Tilly goes so far as to distinguish war-making from 

state-making simply by the location of the state’s enemies:  war-making is eliminating external 

enemies while state-making is eliminating internal enemies.  The two were related:  successful 

war-making required the development of extractive capacities to collect resources for war; those 

capacities in turn required the elimination of internal rivals to clear the way for successful 

extraction.  Thus, war-making caused state-making, or, in his famous and oft-quoted phrase, 

“Wars made states, and vice versa.”  In disputed territories where the difference between 

“internal” and “external” is ambiguous, the distinction between making war and making states 

disappears entirely (an insight, interestingly, consistent with counterinsurgency theory).  He 



153 

 

argued in part from historical evidence:  “coercive exploitation played a large role in the creation 

of the European states,” (Tilly, 1985, 1992).  As we will see with the rest of our discussion about 

the nature of the state, Tilly overstates his argument by downplaying the role of other factors in 

statehood; my purpose in discussing his work here is to demonstrate that thinkers as diverse as 

Niebuhr and Tilly nonetheless agree that coercion is the central feature of the state. 

A Theory of Justice 

The state reflects beliefs about legitimacy and justice, and thus is a cultural and historical 

actor.  Weber did not say, as he is often misquoted as saying, that the state is the institution with 

the monopoly on the use of force.  He said it was the human community that successfully 

claimed the legitimate monopoly on the use of force.  He did not explain how the successful 

claim to legitimacy operated.  The state claims legitimacy by invoking a theory of justice 

(implicitly or otherwise) that justifies its actions, coercion, and existence.  Claiming legitimacy 

in the exercise of political, legal, and military authority necessarily involves appealing to norms 

about right and wrong ways to exercise that authority—in other words, a theory of justice.  As 

the embodiment of that theory, the state is a carrier of public norms about justice and legitimacy.  

The state and its officers can engage in symbolic action to acknowledge, appeal to, honor, or 

denigrate norms of justice in ways that are recognizable and significant to its citizens, and such 

symbolic action is crucial to the state’s claim to legitimacy.  Theories of justice thus underpin the 

state’s legitimacy:  norms legitimize power.  The state makes its claim to legitimacy in the 

cultural, religious, ideological, and historical context of the population over whom it seeks to 

exercise sovereignty.  The claim is successful if the notion of justice appealed to is shared by 

people whose support the state requires.  The state is thus an historical and cultural actor, and 
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attention to history, culture, and beliefs thus are central to the state’s ability to make a successful 

claim to legitimacy.  In a society in which there is disagreement about these norms, the state’s 

legitimacy is in question.  In these cases the state often becomes a target of competition between 

groups who intend to capture the state to implement their beliefs about justice at the expense of 

rivals’ views. 

The ideological content of the state was one of the earliest recognized features of 

government, but remains one of the most contentious.  Political thinkers disagree about what 

justice is—or whether there is any fixed, objective content to the idea of justice at all—and 

therefore disagree about the relationship between beliefs about justice and the state’s legitimacy.  

In the last section we saw that diverse thinkers agreed that coercion was at the heart of the 

definition of the state, but they justified it by widely differing criteria from the will of God to the 

social contract (to no justification at all, in Tilly’s case).  My purpose here is not to determine the 

content of justice, or to adjudicate between rivals claims of justice, but to note that because the 

state invokes a theory of justice and carries public norms about justice, it is a cultural and 

ideological entity as well as a coercive one, and its cultural identity is what legitimizes its 

coercive role. 

Edmund Burke gave classical expression to the idea that the state should be the natural 

outgrowth of a people’s religion, beliefs, and traditions, which in turn undergird, legitimize, and 

give strength to the state.  “Religion is the basis of civil society…man is by his constitution a 

religious animal,” and the church establishment is “the foundation of [the] whole constitution.”  

Burke postulated the ultimate independent variables are spiritual.  “Our civilization [has] 

depended for ages upon two principles[:]  the spirit of a gentleman, and the spirit of religion.”  

Burke also argued that education is key to the state’s maintenance.  “Barbarism with regard to 
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science and literature, unskilfullness with regard to arts and manufactures, would infallibly 

succeed to the want of a steady education…and thus the commonwealth itself would, in a few 

generations, crumble away.”  Finally, Burke argued that tradition is the stuff from which 

government grows.  “Convention must limit and modify all the descriptions of constitution 

which are formed under it.  Every sort of legislative, judicial, or executory power are its 

creatures.”  Tradition is also the means by which government survives and is transmitted from 

generation to generation.  “By a constitutional policy, working after the pattern of nature, we 

receive, we hold, we transmit our government and our privileges, in the same manner in which 

we enjoy and transmit our property and our lives.”  Government is thus founded on and 

legitimized by religion, education, and tradition, for Burke.  The three compliment, reinforce, 

and overlap with one another.  Education teaches about religion and tradition; religion reinforces 

the authority of education and tradition; and the tradition is one of moral and intellectual 

seriousness (Burke, [1790] 1987, pp. 172-173, 182, 188, 190, 192, 195). 

George Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel took the argument to its extreme and argued, in effect, 

that the state was nothing but a natural outgrowth of people’s beliefs, especially their religion.  

He argued that religion and culture (he seems to use the two concepts interchangeably) undergird 

the state, suggesting that states must govern and draw its notion of justice from the wider culture 

to remain legitimate.  “The general principle which manifests itself and becomes an object of 

consciousness in the State—the form under which all that the State includes is brought—is the 

whole of that cycle of phenomena which constitutes the culture of a nation.” 

Religion is the sphere in which a nation gives itself the definition of that which it regards 
as the True…The conception of God, therefore, constitutes the general basis of a people’s 
character.  In this aspect, religion stands in the closest connection with the political 
principle…On this account it is that the State rests on Religion…The form of Religion, 
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therefore, decides that of the State and its constitution.  The latter actually originated in 
the particular religion adopted by the nation. 
 
As he says later, “only in connection with this particular religion, can this particular 

political constitution exist; just as in such or such a State, such or such a Philosophy or order of 

Art.”  Hegel argued that the state is part of an integrated whole with its associated people, 

culture, history, philosophy, and art.  “[T]he constitution adopted by a people makes one 

substance—one spirit—with its religion, its art and philosophy, or, at least, with its conceptions 

and thoughts—its culture generally.”  To attempt to isolate the state for analysis, discussion, or 

change is to misunderstand how the State grows organically from its culture. “A State is an 

individual totality, of which you cannot select any particular side, although a supremely 

important one, such as its political constitution; and deliberate and decide respecting it in that 

isolated form.”  The state, including its claim to legitimacy and its theory of justice, must be 

drawn from the wider culture.  Thus he warns against efforts to “invent and carry out political 

constitutions independently of religion,” because the state, as he argued, rests on religion.  Hegel 

is thus skeptical of attempts by theoreticians to establish blueprints for political development.  

“The inquiry into the best constitution is frequently treated as if not only the theory were an 

affair of subjective independent conviction, but as if the introduction of a constitution recognized 

as the best—or as superior to others—could be the result of a resolve adopted in this theoretical 

manner; as if the form of a constitution were a matter of free choice, determined by nothing else 

but reflection.”  (Hegel, [1837] 1956, pp. 45-46, 50-52). 

 Political scientists increasingly recognize that “culture matters” for explaining political 

behavior (Huntington & Harrison, 2000), although we need further research to identify which 

beliefs correlate with which outcomes; how to define and measure beliefs and culture; and what 
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causal mechanisms link culture with politics.  Some recent conceptual developments illustrate 

how the impact of people’s beliefs and culture on political behavior can be operationalized and 

illustrate the mechanism operating between beliefs and political legitimacy.  For example, 

“social capital,” or the presence of trust, norms, and predictability in relations among people, 

makes collective action easier (Coleman, 1988).  Applied to statehood, common beliefs about 

justice are a form of social capital which a state can tap to stake its claim to legitimacy; the 

absence of such commonality will make it harder for a state to be perceived as legitimate.  

Similarly, social behavior is often marked by “path dependence,” or the repetition of past action 

into the future because repeating behavior imposes decreasing costs and generates increasing 

returns while new behavior involves higher costs of imagination, leadership, institution change, 

learning, and habit-formation (Pierson, 2000).  States can adapt their claims to legitimacy and 

theory of justice to existing paths of dependence to increase their chances of staking or retaining 

a successful claim.  In these and other ways, the state is a cultural and historical actor to make its 

claim to legitimacy successful. 

Interlude:  What is Democracy? 

 This dissertation is not primarily about how to build democracies, but about how to build 

states.  Building democracies is at most a subset of the problem of building states; a functioning 

state, after all, is an (oft-overlooked) prerequisite to a democratic state (Linz & Stepan, 1996).  

Policymakers have sometimes proceeded straight to building a democratic state without first 

looking at whether there is a state that can become democratic.  Scholars have occasionally 

overlooked the broader problem of statebuilding, or conceived of democracy and its prerequisites 

so broadly that it incorporates all aspects of statehood, awkwardly making statebuilding a subset 
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of democracy-building instead of the other way around.  “Almost all normatively desirable 

aspects of political life, and sometimes even of social and economic life, are credited as 

definitional features of democracy:  representation, accountability, equality, participation, 

dignity, rationality, security, freedom – the list goes on,” (Przeworski, Alvarez, Cheibub, & 

Limongi, 2000, p. 14).  However, most failures of statebuilding do not fail because democracy 

failed, but because the state did.  In only a few cases has an international statebuilding operation 

resulted in a functioning, stable, but undemocratic state.  The Dominican Republic after 1924, 

Nicaragua after 1933, South Korea after 1953, and Cambodia after 1992 come closest to that 

model, but their failures were due as much to chronic and pervasive government weakness or 

poor civilian control of the military as to a failure of democracy.  For the converse cases, 

successful international statebuilding operations include a successful democratization as only one 

aspect of the overall operation. 

 But because I have focused on liberal international statebuilding, I must necessarily touch 

on democracy, democratization, and international support to democracy abroad.  As with other 

fields, there are entire subfields and literatures dedicated to these questions that I cannot review 

exhaustively.  Ronald Dahl’s Polyarchy is the classic statement on democracy and 

democratization.  He argued that the democracy is a combination of a high level of public 

contestation and a high degree of inclusiveness.  The first criterion means that politically 

empowered citizens must be able to compete and express loyal opposition.  The second means 

that political empowerment must be extended to as much of the population as possible.  

Contestable politics without inclusiveness is a competitive oligarchy.  Inclusiveness with 

competition is an inclusive hegemony.  Democracy (or “polyarchy”) is the confluence of both 

criteria (Dahl, 1971).  Dahls’ emphasis on contestation echoes, and is echoed by, other classic 
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definitions of democracy.  Democracy is “the selection of leaders through competitive elections 

by the people they govern,” (Huntington, 1991, p. 6).  Democracy is “that institutional 

arrangement for arriving at political decisions in which individuals acquire the power to decide 

by means of a competitive struggle for the people’s vote,” (Schumpeter, 1976, p. 269).  

Democracy is “a regime in which those who govern are selected through contested elections,” 

(Przeworski et al., 2000, p. 15). 

 What these definitions miss is the function such contestation and inclusiveness play in 

composing a state’s statehood.  States do not hold elections in order to be more efficient at 

stewarding their revenue (elections are expensive).  The do not provide the opportunity to vote 

primarily as a public good or a service.  And they do not hold elections to increase public 

security (elections can be unruly and, even, violent).  Democracy is fundamentally a mechanism 

for legitimizing the state.  Democracy is a theory of justice that claims the state is legitimate if it 

opens its decisions to be questioned, debated, and shaped by politically active citizens 

(contestation), and if it permits as broad a portion of the population as possible to be politically 

active (inclusiveness).   

 For the purposes of this dissertation, I view democracy primarily as a feature of the 

second component of statehood:  democracy is a legitimizing theory of justice, the one currently 

favored by international statebuilders (and, it seems, most post-conflict societies).  As with any 

legitimizing theory of justice, democracy also shapes what kind of goods the state provides.  And 

arguably, part of democracy’s worldwide appeal is its success in safeguarding the state’s 

humanity.  But the main function of public contestation, inclusive participatory decision-making, 

elections, representative institutions, and majoritarian rule is to enhance the state’s claim to 

legitimacy. 
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A Contractor for Goods and Services 

The state does not limit itself to exercising coercion for defense and internal order and 

making claims about justice.  It also performs other functions which it claims are public goods—

an aspect of statehood omitted from Weber’s definition.  The state provides goods to bolster its 

claim to legitimacy and respond to its supporters’ needs in what amounts to a contractual 

relationship, an exchange of goods for support.  Under the umbrella of “public goods,” states do 

a dazzling variety of things beyond providing order and defense.  States make rules, adjudicate 

disputes, build public infrastructure and administer common resources.  Richer sates also try to 

improve their citizens’ economic opportunity, provide them with access to health and education 

services, protect and enhance cultural and natural resources, conduct scientific research and 

development, and promote general welfare.  There is no set or fixed menu of functions a state 

performs or goods it provides that characterizes all states.  The functions that states perform and 

the goods that are considered legitimately “public” change over time and vary across cultures.  

The constant, underlying theme is that the state performs functions and provide goods to secure 

and retain support from people, which means the functions performed and goods provided have 

to be the sort that the state’s supporters want and believe are rightly provided by the state.  

Because the state’s claim to legitimacy has to be shared by people whose support it needs, the 

kind of functions it performs and goods it provides must be responsive to its supporters’ 

expectations and needs.  There is a reciprocal exchange between the state and its supporters:  it 

performs functions and provides goods which it claims are just; in return people who share its 

conception of justice and benefit from its services support the state’s claim to legitimacy and 

provide it with manpower and resources.  The performance of functions and provision of goods 

is how a state enacts its claim to legitimacy and demonstrates its theory of justice.  There is a 
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contract, explicit or implicit, between state and citizen, to exchange public goods for support and 

legitimacy. 

 In 1689 John Locke gave classic expression to the theory of the state as a social contract 

in his Second Treatise on Government.  Hobbes had made use of the concept earlier, but in his 

thought it was less of a contract between citizen and state than a surrender agreement by the 

former to the latter, a grant of absolute sovereignty in return for an end to the state of nature.  

Locke develops the concept of the contract further and suggests the contract can involve the 

state’s provision of other goods to the citizens than simply an end to universal war.  “Those who 

are united into one body, and have a common established law and judicature to appeal to, with 

authority to decide controversies between them, and punish offenders, are in civil society one 

with another.”  He argued that the state originates in a contract among individuals to ensure 

mutual protection and, importantly, property guarantees and reciprocal rights.  He did not believe 

the state of nature was bellum omnium contra omnes, and so he did not emphasize as much as 

Hobbes the role of the state in saving humanity from anarchy.  He founded the state not merely 

on its coercive role, but on its role in preserving property and adjudicating disputes.  “The great 

and chief end, therefore, of men’s uniting into common-wealths, and putting themselves under 

government, is the preservation of their property,” a category into which Locke subsumed “lives, 

liberties, and estates.”  Property was insecure in the state of nature not because of universal war 

(or not only because of it), but because there were no rules for regulating contracts, no judges to 

adjudicate disputes, and no police power to enforce agreements.  The state came into being to 

provide these goods, including guaranteeing the basis for commercial life, ensuring fair process 

at trials, and providing legal protection for property rights. The provision of these goods, in turn, 
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is the reason citizens agree to be subordinate to the state and recognize its legitimacy (Locke, 

1980 [1690], pp. 47, 66). 

Most citizens of most states in history were never asked to agree to a social contract.  

Immanuel Kant attempted to provide a global foundation for the contract that did not require 

actual agreements in history, stemming from his understanding of human nature, rationality, and 

freedom.  He argued that human beings are defined by our capacity for reason.  Acting in 

accordance with reason is to be free from the constraints of passion and animal instinct.  Kant 

equated freedom with morality, such that we do not have the moral freedom to be unreasonable.  

We are morally obligated to choose rational acts:  morality compels us to be free.  But reason 

and freedom are possible only in civil society.  “The first decision the individual is obliged to 

make, if he does not wish to renounce all concepts of right, will be to adopt the principle that one 

must abandon the state of nature in which everyone follows his own desires, and unites with 

everyone else in order to submit to external, public, and lawful coercion.”  Thus free, rational 

beings are morally obligated to choose civil order over the state of nature and recognize that 

government is legitimate.  He explicitly rejects the notion that man gives up freedom by 

submitting to the state’s coercion.  “We cannot say that men within a state have sacrificed a part 

of their inborn external freedom for a specific purpose; they have in fact completely abandoned 

their wild and lawless freedom, in order to find again their entire and undiminished freedom in a 

state of lawful dependence (i.e. in a state of right), for this dependence is created by their own 

legislative will.”  Whether or not there was an historical, literal agreement to create the state, 

Kant argues that all rational, free, moral men are obligated to agree to the existence and 

legitimacy of the state, and in fact are co-authors of the state’s actions.  In exchange, the state has 

one primary duty.  The laws of reason “oblige every legislator to frame his laws in such a way 
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that they could have been produced by the united will of a whole nation, and to regard each 

subject, in so far as he can claim citizenship, as if he had consented within the general will.  This 

is the test of the rightfulness of every public law.”  Laws must provide the goods and services 

required by the people.  The state is granted legitimate authority to exercise coercion and the 

citizens are given public goods in accordance with reason:  the social contract (Kant, 

[1793/1797] 1991, pp. 79, 137, 140).  Kant’s argument will be important when we consider how 

to apply social contract theory to non-democratic states. 

 In the 20th Century John Rawls advanced the social contract tradition in his 1971 book A 

Theory of Justice.  Rawls posited that justice is defined as the principles of fairness that people 

would choose if ignorant of their own identity and circumstances.  In this “original position” 

behind a “veil of ignorance” rational, self-interested actors would agree to grant each person as 

much liberty as is consistent with an equal degree liberty for all; and to arrange any inequalities 

for the benefit of the least advantaged persons.  The role of the state is to protect liberty and 

provide such “primary goods” as will enable people to use their liberty to pursue their conception 

of the good life.  Primary goods include law and order, education and opportunity, and even self-

respect.  The provision of these goods, including liberty, are the state’s responsibilities under the 

contract agreed to in the original position:  they support the theory of justice chosen by rational 

actors and legitimize the state’s role (Rawls, 1971). 

 Over time social contract theory has come more and more explicitly to be identified with 

democratic, liberal, and majoritarian forms of government.  The connection is understandable:  

elections can be described as a reenactment or renewal of the original contract and a means for 

securing actual, not just hypothetical, consent to the state’s authority.  Democracy is a 

mechanism for consulting people about which services they want, or what theory of justice they 
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favor.  It is a means for continually modifying the terms of the contract.  However, with Kant’s 

argument, it is possible to see a social contract present in any regime.  Other regimes still impose 

a contract—albeit often an irrevocable, unamendable one about which no consultations were 

held prior to its imposition.  For example, theocratic regimes offer spiritual services and military 

regimes offer martial and valorous services to justify their rule, with no reference to elections or 

representation.  Critics may argue that such imposed systems cannot be described as a “contract,” 

which requires consensual agreement.  Kant’s argument, however, provides us with an example 

of how regimes could claim that their rule is legitimized by reference to the truly “rational” or 

“objective” citizens (or only the truly “pious” or truly “patriotic” citizens), and that those citizens 

are the ones to whom the state is responsible.  Such claims are often circular:  the government’s 

rule is legitimate because it is supported by the truly pious citizen; the truly pious citizen is, of 

course, the one who supports the government’s rule.  My point is not to evaluate the credibility 

of such circular claims, but to highlight that all states make such claims, that such claims 

constitute the contract between the state and (at least a subset of) its citizens, and that such 

claims define the type of goods and services the state provides. 

 Political science has focused less on the dynamic of the contract relationship between 

state and citizen and more on the means by which the state delivers on its end of the bargain.  

Goods and services are provided through institutions.  Contemporary political science has thus 

focused on the question of how to design institutions, make them perform their designated 

functions, and give them durability and predictability that outlasts individual people.  Most 

importantly, it has focused on the importance of institutions for stable governance.  For example, 

Samuel Huntington’s seminal Political Order in Changing Societies argued that the state’s 

institutional strength and capacity must be commensurate with the levels of economic 
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development, social mobilization, and political participation in society.  Greater levels of 

development and mobilization lead to greater demands on government; institutions must be 

accordingly capable of meeting those greater demands, or political instability and decay result 

(Huntington, 1968).  In the next chapter I review some more recent work on how rebuilding 

institutions is key for building a state’s capacity to uphold the social contract. 

An Economic Actor 

 The state is an economic actor.  It requires financial and material resources to exist and 

function.  It extracts resources from its citizens, its territory, and from other states.  It taxes and 

regulates the production of food, goods, and services.  The state faces a tension:  it must extract 

resources to survive, but the process of extraction can risk its legitimacy.  People and groups may 

contest the means by which it extracts resources, the amount it extracts, or the distribution of its 

extractive activity across the population.  They may also seek to divert the state’s distribution of 

economic goods for their benefit.  The state’s extractive and economic power, like its cultural 

power, make it a target for competition among groups who try (often successfully) to capture and 

use it for their own economic benefit.  The nature and scope of the state’s economic activity is 

thus often shaped by the type of economy, the influence of economic groups and elites, and the 

general level of prosperity among which it operates.  With such varying influences, the degree of 

states’ involvement in production and consumption, their goals in doing so, and the way they 

goes about economic activity varies considerably across times and cultures.  Because of the 

variety of possible relations between the state and the economy, we cannot define the state’s 

economic dimension with much specificity without sacrificing the broad scope of our 

definition’s applicability.   
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 The state’s role as an economic actor is closely tied to its role as a coercive force and as a 

set of institutions.  The more effective the state is as an economic actor, and the more prosperous 

the society, the more well-funded and capable its security forces and civilian institutions will be.  

In turn, more effective and impartial security forces and civilian institutions will foster a better 

environment for the production and exchange of goods and services and for investment, 

innovation, and trade. 

 The state’s economic nature was recognized early, but attention focused almost entirely 

on how the state reflects the economic interests of some groups in society at the expense of 

others, an issue I do not intend to focus much attention on.  Aristotle described how economic 

groups vying for influence to advance their self-interest shape the state as an economic entity.  

Democrats, whom he defined largely as the non-rich, revolt against oligarchies because they 

believe oligarchies are unequal and they deserve equality.  Oligarchs revolt against democracies 

because they believe the system is inequitable.  The difference between the two is their definition 

of equality:  democrats believe in “arithmetic” equality—one man, one vote—where oligarchs 

believe equity is meritocracy—a man gets as much power and wealth as he can amass.  Their 

different conceptions of justice are, in turn, attributable to their economic station in society.  In 

either case, the roots causes of sedition are “profit and honor.”  He famously concludes that 

regimes based on the middle class are the most stable.  Middle class men are the extreme 

between the greedy and violent rich and the mean, uneducated poor.  Middle class men “are the 

most ready to listen to reason [and] suffer the least from ambition.”  They are secure in 

themselves, do not covet, are not coveted, and are free from the intrigues of other classes.  He 

argues that a society made up only of the rich and poor will be a society of masters and slaves 

based on enmity, not a political community based on equality.  “A state aims at being, as far as it 
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can be, a society composed of equals and peers; and the middle class, more than any other, has 

this sort of composition.  It follows that a state which is based on the middle class is bound to be 

the best constituted.”  Because the state wields economic clout, economic groups compete to 

control the state to make it serve their economic interest.  The economic structure of society 

determines the character of the citizenry and the form of their politics (Politics, Books IV-V). 

 Aristotle’s thought deserves note as among the first sophisticated attempts to describe the 

relationship between political and economic behavior.  I note it for its general character as an 

economic explanation of political outcomes.  I do not include it here from any intention to settle 

the question of which class, if any, the state should most reflect, nor to establish a criteria of 

stateness by which true states reflect certain economic interests but not others.  The emphasis on 

how the state reflects the economic interests of some groups within society at the expense of 

others obscures a simpler point:  the state is necessarily an economic actor; it is shaped and 

influenced by, and shapes and influences in turn, the economic forces of the society over which it 

is sovereign.  The point may appear too obvious to merit much attention, but it is important 

counterbalance to the other dimensions of statehood.  Burke, Hegel, and their present-day 

counterparts underplayed or entirely overlooked the economic dimension of the state in their 

effort to highlight the state’s role as a cultural and historical actor. 

 My point may be best highlighted by looking at this dimension of statehood in isolation, 

as if no other dimension mattered.  That was precisely the contribution of Karl Marx, who took 

the insight that the state is an economic actor to (or perhaps beyond) its logical extreme:  he 

argued that it was nothing but an economic actor, an extension of that class interests which 

underlay the movement of history.  In the Communist Manifesto in 1848, Marx claimed that “the 

executive of the modern State is but a committee for managing the common affairs of the whole 
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bourgeoisie.”  Marx’s co-author, Friedrich Engels, distilled the message of the Manifesto in an 

1883 preface:  “Economic production and the structure of society of every historical epoch 

necessarily arising therefrom constitute the foundation for the political and intellectual history of 

that epoch.”  In an 1846 letter Marx wrote that a “particular state of development in the 

productive faculties of man” yields “a particular form of commerce and consumption;” in turn, 

these result in “a corresponding civil society,” along with “particular political conditions.”  

Political conditions, the terminus of a long chain of cause and effect, are “only the official 

expression of civil society.”  More famously, in his Contribution to the Critique of Political 

Economy comes the oft-quoted passage which not only foreshadows the Manifesto, but gives it a 

more serious grounding in philosophy. 

Legal relations as well as forms of state are to be grasped neither from themselves nor 
from the so-called general development of the human mind, but rather have their roots in 
the material conditions of life…The sum total of [the] relations of production constitutes 
the economic structure of society, the real foundation, on which rises a legal and political 
superstructure and to which correspond definite forms of social consciousness.  The 
mode of production of material life conditions the social, political, and intellectual life 
process in general…With the change of the economic foundation the entire immense 
superstructure is more or less rapidly transformed. 

  

Marx’s formulation of the state as an economic actor is simple, clear, and powerful, and 

has been tremendously influential.  Contemporary political science has sometimes followed 

Marx’s tendency to reduce the state to an expression of supposedly underlying economic 

realities.  In the next chapter I discuss “modernization theory” and early efforts in comparative 

political science to study how states change and grow; many of those early efforts focused 

almost exclusively on economic variables.  Seymour Martin Lipset, a denizen of the movement, 

noted the irony in 1960:  “The association between economic development and democracy has 

led many Western statesmen and political commentators to conclude that the basic political 
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problem of our day is produced by the pressure for rapid industrialization.”  Fix the economy, 

and democracy will follow.  “This view marks the victory of economic determinism or vulgar 

Marxism within democratic political thought,” (Lipset, 1960).  Lipset rightly frowned on the 

“vulgarity” of economic determinism.  It is reductionistic and underemphasizes other aspects of 

statehood.  If Hegel reduced the state to culture, Marx reduced it to economic forces.  Neither is 

a helpful way of looking at statehood in isolation.  But just as it would be wrong to overreact to 

Hegel by turning to Marx, so it would be wrong to overreact against Marx by denying the state’s 

economic dimension altogether.  Marx was neither the first nor the last to highlight the state’s 

relationship to the economy.  (Marx, 1978 [1859], pp. 4-5; Marx & Engels, 1978 [1848]).  For 

our purposes it is important to note that even the thinkers of classical economic liberalism 

acknowledge a role for the state.  The state must at least raise revenue to pay for the army, 

police, and courts to guarantee peace, maintain order, and adjudicate disputes.  State regulation 

that mandates disclosure of information is also consistent with classical economic liberalism 

because free, full, and perfect information is a precondition for a fully competitive and efficient 

market.  

 I conclude that a full definition of the state must account for its identity as an economic 

actor at some level.  On the simplest and least controversial level, it must extract sufficient 

resources to continue functioning, and at least some of the resources it extracts must be put to 

state purposes, not the private purposes of state officials.  In line with Aristotle’s argument, 

successful economic engagement probably also requires heeding the economic interests of 

powerful economic actors, groups, and classes, including the rich and, when considered 

collectively, the middle and working classes—otherwise the state will find itself constantly at 

war with the sources of its own livelihood and the economic interests of its people.  (I do not, 
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however, incorporate a specific delineation of the state’s relationship to each class as part of the 

definition of statehood).  Successful economic engagement should broadly abide by the 

physician’s dictum, “First, do no harm.”  The state as an economic actor should avoid doing 

damage to economic activity.  Historically, states have acted as highly efficient wealth- and 

productivity-destroying institutions through war, theft, incompetence, corruption, or the failure to 

uphold basic order or obey the rule of law—all examples of economic state failure, as I discuss 

below.  Finally, a state may play a role in proactively fostering a positive environment for 

economic activity through its pattern of taxation, regulation, and legislation.  A liberal 

understanding of the state’s economic role will go much further in describing the state’s 

relationship to the economy and the role of a capitalist system; I refrain from doing so because I 

intend to formulate a definition of the state that is as broadly applicable as possible. 

A Means for Human Flourishing 

 I propose a final aspect of statehood.  The state is a tool for serving human life.  The state 

is a human institution, concerned with human affairs, and claims to be dedicated to human good.  

The state is a collection of human beings acting in ways that relate to other human beings.  This 

is not an obvious tautology.  This dimension of statehood is underappreciated, with real results 

for how we think of states and their behavior.  Because the state is fundamentally a human-

regarding institution, its quality can be assessed in part according to how it treats human beings 

and what effect it has on human life.  Including this dimension of statehood is an important 

counterbalance to our discussion of the cultural dimension of statehood.  In our earlier discussion 

about the state as a carrier of public norms about justice, I explicitly refrained from adjudicating 

between competing theories of justice.  I implied that any theory of justice was valid for 
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comprising statehood, and that we cannot condemn some states as failed, illegitimate, or false 

states on the grounds that we disagree with how they claim legitimacy; it was enough that they 

claimed legitimacy, and did so successfully within their realms.  With this dimension of 

statehood—the state as a servant and tool of humanity—I am reestablishing a small place from 

which to make claims about the validity of states, claims with limited criteria (how states treat 

humans) but universal scope.  The ability to make these kinds of claims has important 

implications for our understanding of what causes state failure, our definition of a failed state, 

and the insight that there are different kinds of failed states (as discussed below). 

 Aristotle articulated the classic case for the state as a tool for human good.  He defined 

the state as the association whose aim is the good of human flourishing.  The good of its 

citizens—of all human beings—is to act “in conformity with excellence or virtue,” (Ethics, I:7).  

Politics is the science of this good.  “The end of politics is the best of ends; and the main concern 

of politics is to engender a certain character in the citizens and to make them good and disposed 

to perform noble actions,” (I:9; cf. I:2).  The statesman is to “devote special attention to 

excellence, since it is his aim to make the citizens good and law-abiding,” (I:13).  The good is 

defined as happiness (I:4), which is found in the contemplative life (X:7-8). 

 Aristotle’s conception of the state’s fundamental character as human-regarding was tied 

to his teleological conception of human life and the good.  Later thinkers and statesmen, unable 

to agree on what the purpose and good of human life was, jettisoned teleology as a legitimate 

basis for public philosophy.  In the 20th Century Martha Nussbaum attempted to recast an 

Aristotelian conception of human flourishing, and to use that as a better criterion by which to 

assess development efforts in poor states, without teleological commitments.  Nussbaum 

approached human life and agency with an “internal realist” perspective; that is, a perspective of 
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a human being on human beings, informed by human history and human self-images.  There is 

no attempt at an outside perspective, no reliance on a natural or supernatural order or a purported 

telos of human life, the perception of which is dependent on reason, revelation, or meditation.  

Rather, 

this evaluative inquiry proceeds by examining a wide variety of self-
understandings of people in many times and places.  Especially valuable are 
myths and stories that situate the human being in some way in the universe:  
between the beasts, on one hand, and the gods, on the other; stories that ask what 
it is to live as a being with certain abilities that set it apart from the rest of the 
living beings in the world of nature, and with, on the other hand, certain limits 
that derive from our membership in the world of nature.9 

 

 With this tool, Nussbaum composed a list of central functions that all human beings 

perform, capabilities without the possession of which one is not fully human.  These capabilities 

are the most basic and fundamental outlines or boundaries of human life, some of which are 

“ground floor” capabilities beneath which we are more akin to mere beasts, other of which are 

outer limits beyond which we would be more akin to gods.  She included mortality, health, 

sensations of pleasure and pain (minimizing non-useful amounts of the latter), use of the five 

senses, imagination, cognition, commitment to things and people outside of us, love, the ability 

to show concern, the ability to form a relation to nature, laughter, the singleness of being human, 

and the ability to ‘form a conception of the good’ and to plan one’s life.  Broadly speaking, 

Nussbaum drew the contours of human life around the physical body, social interaction, and 

certain intellectual and emotional operations.  This is intended to be an ‘open-ended’ list, one 

that can be emended by new realizations that come with time and experience - or, for our 

                                                 

9 Martha Nussbaum, “Human Functioning and Social Justice,” in Political Theory, Vol. 20, N. 2, May 1992, pp. 
215. 
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purposes, alternate understandings of our present experience and self-understanding.  

Nussbaum’s intention is explicitly political.  She intends to use the list to measure development 

progress, social justice, and the “quality of life” in poor countries.  “We cannot tell how a 

country is doing unless we know how the people in it are able to function in the central human 

ways.”  Implicit in her political intention is an understanding of what stares are:  states are tools 

for facilitating basic human functioning.  Development is not a matter of increasing GDP per 

capita, which can mask gross inequalities and the effect of money on human functioning, but of 

facilitating better human lives, as defined by the core, universal human functions (Nussbaum, 

1992). 

 The state as a tool for human flourishing is tied to its role as a provider of public goods, 

and in turn to the state’s theory of justice.  The goods it provides often contribute to human good, 

and the promotion of human good is also often (but not always) a part of a state’s claim to 

legitimacy.  The two aspects of statehood are distinguishable, however:  what counts as a public 

good varies across time and cultures; but human needs and human functioning are universal. 

Summary 

 I have argued that there are five enduring themes in political thought about the nature of 

statehood.  The five dimensions of statehood are interrelated.  The provision of public goods 

constitute, in part, the state’s claim to legitimacy and comprise part of its theory of justice.  The 

provision of security and protection of human functioning can be seen as the paramount goods it 

provides.  The state’s economic management is part of its contract with the population.  Because 

these five enduring themes of political thought are interrelated, we can synthesize them to 
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reformulate a definition of the state, building on Weber’s but incorporating other aspects of 

statehood. 

 The state is a human institution that successfully invokes a theory of justice:  (1) to claim 

the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force, the right to expropriate resources and 

perform other functions at its discretion, and sovereign authority to make and enforce rules 

within a given territory and over a given human population, and to serve human life; (2) by 

providing (professedly) public goods to at least some of the population in a contract-like 

exchange:  goods for legitimacy (agreement to its claims).  The kind of goods that the state 

provides are cast in terms of the theory of justice which the state embodies, and the provision of 

just services constitute, in part, the state’s claim to legitimacy. 

 This definition has advantages over other definitions of the state.  Some contemporary 

definitions stress the state’s responsibility to provide specific goods, such as welfare systems and 

education, to the population.  By that standard, almost all regimes in history were failed states 

until the 19th Century.  Others stress the state’s responsibility to respect human rights, a 

definition that would disqualify most regimes until after World War II.  Others neglect the 

human aspect of governance, leading to a disregard for governments’ records of mass atrocities.  

The definition developed in this section is historically flexible while still allowing us to assess 

the quality of statehood in different times and cultures against a common standard. 

 Similarly, many definitions of the state focus explicitly on the “nation-state” or the 

“modern state” or the “industrial state,” as if the very definition of government changed 

according to the extent of territory, temporal location, or socioeconomic circumstances the state 

is associated with.  I have attempted to develop a definition of statehood thin enough to apply 

equally well to great powers, weak states, micro-sovereignties, city-states, and multinational 
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empires; to modern and pre-modern polities; and to industrial and traditional societies (and yet 

thick enough to say meaningful things about when states fail, below).  The dimensions or aspects 

of statehood outlined here could, in theory, be applied to any form of sovereign human political 

authority.  It is not a definition of any particular kind of state.  We need a definition at this level 

of generality in order not to prejudice a theory of statebuilding towards any particular kind of 

state from the outset (although later we will consider unique aspects of building a liberal, 

democratic state). 

What is a Failed State? 

There is little consensus about what constitutes a “failed state,” perhaps unsurprisingly 

considering the prior lack of agreement on what constitutes “the state” in the first place.  As a 

consequence, “state failure” as it is used in the literature is often an underspecified term.  Helman 

and Ratner, whose 1992 article on Saving Failed States set the research agenda for the field, did 

not offer a robust definition of a failed state beyond one which is “utterly incapable of sustaining 

itself” and “simply unable to function as [an] independent entit[y],” (Helman & Ratner, 1992).  

Some scholars use an implicit “know it when you see it” definition.  A failed state is thus one 

that does not uphold public order or deliver basic services to its citizens, and/or one in which the 

rule of law has broken down and private actors exercise coercion with impunity, in which 

economic activity has slowed, halted, or even reversed, in which indicators of human 

development, such as infant mortality, life expectancy, access to water and electricity, and 

literacy are among the worst in the world, and/or one which cannot exercise sovereign authority 

within its territory.  The problem with this is that there are so many criteria, they are so flexible, 

and scholars freely use an “and/or” approach to the criteria, that the number of failed states can 
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be nearly zero, if the criteria are strictly applied, or several scores, if loosely applied.  The 

concept often is stretched so far as to lose its meaning, or restricted so narrowly as to be rarely 

applicable. 

Zartman’s analysis is typical.  Zartman defines the state as “the authoritative political 

institution that is sovereign over a recognized territory,” which he claims incorporates three 

aspects of statehood:  sovereignty, institutions, and coercion.  He then defines collapsed states 

are ones that “can no longer perform the functions required for them to pass as states.”  We 

would expect him to define three types of collapse:  a failure of sovereignty, institutional 

capacity, and security.  Zartman fails, however, to match these attributes of statehood to types of 

failure and collapse.  In fact he notes that a state can collapse from paralysis, territorial 

insecurity, loss of symbolic power, loss of legitimacy, socioeconomic failure, and breakdown of 

good governance, law, and order.  Zartman does not draw a clear line from what a state is to how 

states fail.  He resorts to listing many bad things that happen in and to weak and failing states, 

and offers his list as a definition.  It is unclear from Zartman’s definition which states count as 

collapsed or why (Zartman, 1995). 

Einsiedel does not advance the argument beyond Zartman’s analysis.  He defines the state 

from three viewpoints:  as a social contract, a coercive force, and a legal entity.  Like Zartman, 

he fails to link his definition of the state to types of state failure.  He reviews and rejects attempts 

to construct a typology of state failure, and offers a definition that state failure is “a continuum of 

circumstances that afflict states with weak institutions—ranging from states in which basic 

services are neglected to the total collapse of governance.”  Einsiedel’s definition captures the 

considerable ambiguity surrounding the concept of state failure without clarifying it.  What his 
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definition gains in generality it loses in underspecification:  it is neither operationalizable by 

scholars nor usable by policymakers (Eisiedel, 2005). 

Gros advances the argument by offering a typology of state failure.  He begins by 

adopting an incorrect version of Weber’s definition (omitting, like others, that the state 

successfully claims the monopoly on the legitimate use of force).  He adds that contemporary 

states also attempt to provides a range of services, so that states today are also institutions that 

perform extractive, regulatory, and redistributive functions.  He then defines state failure as the 

failure to uphold the social contract, understood largely as the delivery of security and public 

goods.  He rightly avoids measuring stateness against the standard of Western public goods, 

noting that would automatically categorize poor states as failed, even if they are well-governed.  

There is a spectrum of weakness, failure, and collapse along which states can be measured.  He 

identifies five types of state according to the degree of their failure:  anarchic, phantom, anemic, 

captured, and aborted states.  His analysis is an advance on Zartman’s and Eisiedel’s, but still 

contains difficulties.  His typology of state failure is unrelated to his definition of the state.  As a 

result, he claims to distinguish between degrees of failure, not types of failure based on what 

parts of the state have failed.  But then in his analysis, he begins to make distinctions between 

types of failure, not degree—for example, talking about the difference between states afflicted by 

insurgency and those that are not, or states that are institutionally weak versus those which are 

effective but ruled autocratically.  Ironically, his typology is most convincing when it departs 

from his argument about quantities of failure and addresses these qualitative differences among 

failed states (Gros, 1996).  He also distinguishes between types of failure and causes of failure—

a distinction not always recognized in the literature. 
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Rotberg follows Gros in developing a typology of failed states based on their degree of 

failure.  He distinguishes only three degrees of failure:  weak states, failing states, and collapsed 

states.  His analysis is more consistent in focusing solely on the degree of failure, not the kind of 

failure, and thus is better at illustrating the weakness of that approach.  While helpful, one 

problem with this distinction is that actual failed states rarely fail equally across all institutions 

and sectors of governance; concomitantly, no matter how one defines each level or degree of 

failure, one can usually find exceptional cases of states that appear collapsed by some criteria but 

merely failed by other.  (Rotberg, 2004a). 

An influential attempt to define and measure state failure came from the State Failure 

Task Force, an U.S. Government-funded research project starting in 1994 to assess the causes of 

state failure and help policymakers identify cases.  The Task Force defined four types of state 

failure events—revolutionary war, ethnic war, adverse regime change, and genocide—and 

measured the extent of failure for each case in each type of failure.  The Task Force’s data set 

still represents the largest and most comprehensive effort to operationalize and measure state 

failure, and has helped advance the field considerably.  Of particular note for this dissertation, 

the Task Force differentiates state failure both by degree and by type:  it argues both that there 

are different kinds of state failure and that they fail in different degrees.  However, the Task 

Force focuses almost entirely on violent failure.  Only the “adverse regime change” type of 

failure incorporates variables that measure the collapse of democratic institutions and the growth 

of autocracy.  None of the datasets measure economic performance, the delivery of public goods, 

or regime legitimacy (Marshall, Gurr, & Harff, 2009). 

 In this section I discuss types of state failure.  Drawing on the definition of the state 

developed above, we can more easily see that there are different kinds of state failure.  I discuss 



179 

 

five types of state failure, corresponding to the five dimensions of statehood described above.  

Failed states exhibit extreme levels of violence, injustice, incompetence, privation, or 

barbarity—a failure of, respectively, security, legitimacy, capacity (the social contract), 

economic management, or humanity.  Thus we can distinguish between five types of state 

failure:  anarchic, illegitimate, incapable, unproductive, and barbaric states.  An anarchic state 

is one in which there is no security.  An illegitimate state is one in which the people no longer 

believe the state’s claims about justice; or, a state in which there is massive injustice, as judged 

by the prevailing views of justice in that society.  An incapable state is unable to deliver goods 

and services.  An unproductive state cannot extract sufficient resources.  A barbaric state (or, 

more simply, an evil state) treats its own people as an enemy and systematically degrades basic 

human functioning as a matter of policy.  These types of failure can occur independently or 

(more typically) in combination. 

Combining the three degrees of failure with the five types of failure, we can generate a 

typology of state failure.  I do not intend to describe all fifteen types of failure, much less the 96 

possible combinations of each of the five types of failure at each of the three degrees of failure.  

Rather, I will describe the five extreme types, labeled here as types of “collapse,” with the 

understanding that the prior two types are of the same kind but to a lesser degree.  I will stress 

again that the types of failure are not exclusive of each other.  The five types of failure are not 

five types of failed state so much as five types of failures that happen within states.  Most failed 

states exhibit more than one type of failure (they are both illegitimate and incapable, for 

example).  Therefore, we could in theory construct a large matrix showing all possible 

combinations of five types and three degrees of failure, but such a matrix would be both 

unwieldy and unnecessary.  It is enough to describe that there are different types and degrees of 
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failure, and that different types often happen in tandem.  Haiti in 1915 was anarchic, incapable, 

and poor; it was probably illegitimate; but it was not inhumane.  Haiti in 1993 was still incapable 

and poor, but no longer anarchic.  Croatia in 1996 was recovering from an anarchic situation, but 

struggled with few, if any, other kinds of failure.  States that suffer failure in only one area are 

partially failed.  Afghanistan, as I argue in Chapter 6, was almost unique in that it failed across 

all dimensions of statehood—what we could call “comprehensively failed.” 

 

Table 3.1:  A Typology of Failed States 
 Security Legitimacy Capacity Prosperity Humanity 

Weak Unstable Fragile consensus Minimal 
functioning 

Poor Repressive 

Failing/Failed Violent Widespread 
disenfranchisement 

Partial 
functioning 
(some 
collapse) 

Destitute Totalitarian 

Collapsed Anarchic Illegitimate Incapable Unproductive Barbaric 
 

The Anarchic State 

 One way of understanding the different degrees of security failure is to look at the 

different historical pathways by which security breaks down.  There is no single historical 

pathway to security failure, and the different pathways yield different degrees of failure with 

which statebuilders have to cope.  Probably the easiest security failure occurs in new states 

recently freed from imperial control that do not yet have strong security institutions.  New states 

often have just fought a war for independence, have a well-armed citizenry but poor command-

and-control over security forces, and are still developing judicial and correctional institutions.  

However, citizens in a newly independent state agree on the state’s basic legitimacy, often enjoy 

a sense of unity, and are unlikely to fight each other.  In the four cases of statebuilding in newly 
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independent states—Cuba in 1898, South Korea, Namibia, and East Timor—security was in fact 

relatively calm for the statebuilders. 

 The next greater degree of security failure is present in states recovering from civil war, 

the most common type of security failure with which statebuilders have had to cope since the 

Cold War.  Civil war continues to damage a state’s security environment even after organized 

political violence has stopped.  Security forces are often degraded in terms of personnel and 

equipment and too militarized for normal civilian policing.  Civil war and its aftermath provides 

cover for violent criminal activity (the distinction between criminals and insurgents is often a key 

problem for counterinsurgents), and encourages the spread of weaponry throughout society.  

Post-civil war societies typically are home to several heavily armed groups.  Civil wars can 

embitter citizens of a state against one another and make political compromise much more 

difficult.  A culture of impunity towards past war crimes and casual violence and may prevail in 

the absence of strong transitional justice mechanisms, emboldening past perpetrators to commit 

future crimes.  In post-civil war situations, citizens are likely to feel insecure from crime and 

lawlessness, the prospect of renewed fighting, and the presence of well-armed militias nearby.  It 

is not always clear if the war has ended or simply entered a lull. 

 The greatest degree of security failure—what I have called an anarchic failure—is present 

in states with an ongoing civil and/or interstate war.  This category can in turn be further divided 

into cases of ongoing civil war in which international military forces are not targeted by 

combatants, including Angola, Cambodia, Liberia in 1993, Rwanda, the Democratic Republic of 

the Congo in 1999, and Sudan, and cases in which they are—the absolute least favorable security 

environment for statebuilding—such as in Iraq, Afghanistan, the Democratic Republic of the 
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Congo in 1960, South Vietnam, Nicaragua in 1927, Haiti from 1918 to 1920, and Somalia.10  

States in the midst of an ongoing war have all the security failures of states recovering from war, 

with the additional difficulty of continued violence. 

I have argued that we can distinguish between the degrees of security failure by reference 

to the historical circumstances which led to the failure.  There are at least three important 

qualifications to add to this characterization.  First, it is not clear how states defeated in interstate 

war fit into this schematic.  Second, it is not clear that the relationship between historical 

conditions and the security environment is straightforward.  Third, it is not always clear to locals 

or international actors which situation they are in at the time an intervention begins. 

First, states defeated in interstate war present a unique situation.  Historically, most states 

defeated in interstate war and targeted for a statebuilding mission, including Germany, Japan, 

and Italy, have presented a permissive security environment to statebuilders in that locals did not 

violently resist the occupiers.  Security remains fragile:  the destruction of its own security forces 

renders the state unable to provide security at home; at the same time the state’s defeat erodes its 

legitimacy and can embolden domestic opponents to move against the regime (Fazal, 2004).  But 

in these cases, there is no civil war and no organized resistance to the victorious power.  

However, statebuilders in these cases can face a different kind of security challenge:  upholding 

basic law and order.  States defeated in interstate war may experience a complete breakdown of 

                                                 

10 There is another hypothetical category:  statebuilding in the midst of an interstate war without an overlapping civil 
war.  The category is a null set.  Italy and South Vietnam are the only cases that might be considered statebuilding 
operations in the midst of an interstate, not civil, war.  However, in Italy statebuilders only operated in the areas of 
liberated Italian territory; they never attempted statebuilding in areas still contested by the interstate war.  The 
security environment for the statebuilders in Italy was thus quite permissive.  The nature of violence in Vietnam was 
complex, involving an interstate conflict between the United States and South Vietnam against North Vietnam; to 
the extent that it also involved violence from indigenous South Vietnamese insurgents, it was indeed a civil war 
among the Vietnamese people, and thus fits the civil war model. 
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public order.  The military has been defeated and delegitimized, and police may be simply 

unwilling or unable to enforce order for a time after the regime’s defeat, as apparently happened 

in Iraq in 2003.  In those situations the security environment turns rapidly from permissive to 

anarchic.  Thus, we are unable to say that states defeated in interstate war present a clear type of 

security failure for statebuilders.  On the one hand locals defeated in interstate war may be 

resentful and thus less likely to cooperate with an occupier; on the other if locals are convinced 

of the totality of their defeat they will accept the occupier as the only available agent of 

reconstruction (Edelstein, 2004, 2008). 

 Second, it is not always clear how local perceptions influence the security situation.  For 

example, locals might be especially welcoming of statebuilders who arrive to help in the 

aftermath of a liberation struggle for independence against an imperial power.  On the other 

hand, some may resent an international statebuilding mission as an infringement on their newly 

won and jealously-guarded independence, as was partly the case in Cuba in 1898 or perhaps East 

Timor.  In the case of a state defeated in interstate war, some locals might be resentful of the 

occupying power and inclined to resist, as was the case in Iraq.  Others may be resigned to the 

presence of the occupier as the only way of restoring their country, as appeared to be the case in 

West Germany and Japan.  Citizens in a state recovering from, or in the midst of, a civil war are 

especially prone to react in diverse ways to an international intervention depending on whether 

they believe the international actors are neutral or, if not, whose side they are on.  The variety of 

ways in which locals can potentially respond to international actors should caution us from 

reading off the security situation from the historical circumstances too readily. 

Third, it is not always clear if a civil war has conclusively stopped or merely stalled.  The 

choice and actions of local and international actors can affect whether or not war recurs (an 
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example of how it is the interaction between international and local actors that determines the 

trajectory of statebuilding operations).  The historical situation continues to evolve once the 

intervention begins.  The clear implication for international statebuilders is that they must 

continuously evaluate the security situation even after an intervention begins to monitor the true 

extent of security failure and be prepared to rapidly change their security strategy accordingly.  

All states in which international statebuilding operations were attempted experienced massive 

security failures prior to the intervention (except Haiti in 1993 and Iraq).  But in some cases 

anarchy continued during the intervention (such as the in the Democratic Republic of the Congo 

in 1960, Angola, and Afghanistan), while others saw relative order restored quickly (such as in 

West Germany, Bosnia, and Namibia).  Whether or not security failure continues during an 

international statebuilding operation is a crucial variable for statebuilders.  A mismatch on this 

dimension of statebuilding almost guarantees failure, as happened in Liberia in 1993, Angola, 

and Rwanda. 

I am not arguing that categorizing security failures by reference to the historical pathways 

is inaccurate or unfruitful, but that there are additional variables that affect how the historical 

pathways themselves affect the outcome of a statebuilding operation.  Specifically, the causal 

mechanism linking historical circumstances to security environment is the beliefs of local actors.  

Locals may be more or less willing to cooperate with, or fight against, international statebuilders 

depending on a range of factors, of which the circumstances that brought the security failure 

about in only one.  In designing a strategy of statebuilding (as discussed in the next chapter), 

statebuilders therefore cannot adopt a preset template based only on the historical circumstances 

which triggered the security failure, but also on the degree and consistency of organized political 

violence which they observe on the ground.  In addition to heeding the historical conditions, 
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statebuilders should also measure a state’s degree of anarchy by its violent crime rate; political 

assassinations; size, capability, and loyalty of its security forces; size and capability of any rebel 

or insurgent forces; public support for insurgency; number of battle deaths; duration of civil war 

or insurgency; percentage of population controlled by rebels or insurgents; and other factors. 

Table 3.2:  Security Failures 
Degree of Failure Historical Cases 
Weak – Unstable 
Newly independent states 
Security forces minimally capable 
Combatants cooperative with DDR 

South Korea 
Namibia 
East Timor 
Cuba 1898 
Croatia 
Italy 
 
 

Failed – Violent 
Recent civil war 
Security forces incapable, underpaid, 
untrained 
Widespread, overt, organized 
criminality 
 

Haiti 2004 

Ivory Coast 

Burundi 

Liberia 2003 

El Salvador 

Guatemala 

Nicaragua 1989 

Bosnia 

Austria 

Mozambique 

Japan 

West Germany 

Central African Republic 
Cuba 1906 

Dominican Republic 

Haiti 1993 

Kosovo 
Lebanon 
 

 

Collapsed – Anarchic 
Ongoing war  
Combatants resistant to DDR 
 
 

Haiti 1915 

Cambodia 

Somalia 

Angola 

Congo 1960 

Liberia 1993 
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Sudan 
Rwanda 

South Vietnam 

Afghanistan 

Congo 1999 

Iraq 

Nicaragua 1927 

Sierra Leone 
 
 

 

The Illegitimate State 

 In the illegitimate state people stop believing the state’s claims, or no longer agree with 

the state’s theory of justice:  its claim to legitimacy is no longer successful, in Weber’s terms.  

There are two ways the claim to legitimacy could fail.  The state might appeal to norms of justice 

that are no longer accepted by the wider society.  Or the state’s appeal to widely-accepted norms 

may not be credible if its claim is inconsistent with its actions.11  In either case, citizens in the 

illegitimate state no longer identify with it.  They are no longer willing to invest in its success or 

                                                 

11 In keeping with my effort to demonstrate the roots of political science in political theory, it is worth noting that 
Plato advanced the first theory of state failure as the loss of legitimacy.  In The Republic, Book VIII, Plato describes 
how a regime loses legitimacy when citizens stop believing in the basis for its existence.  In his schematic, the 
aggregation of citizens’ inclinations and beliefs gives rise to the character of the state.  A timocracy—a regime 
governed by norms of honor and martial virtue—loses legitimacy because timocrats “will burn with a secret lust for 
gold and silver, hiding them away in the private treasuries…They will build walls around their houses, making them 
into clandestine love nests,” (548a).  Sons raised in a society that honors honor above all realize that money can buy 
the appearance, rewards, or show of honor, “and so the lovers of victory and honor finally become lovers of money 
and profit,” (551a).  The love of honor cannot sustain itself, nor can a society founded on it, so timocracy loses its 
legitimacy and degenerates into oligarchy.  Oligarchy, in turn, is two cities, “a city of the rich and a city of the poor.  
Dwelling together side by side, they never cease plotting against one another,” (551d), and “when the poor are 
victorious…a democracy emerges,” (557a).  Democracy emerges from class conflict, but that conflict itself is due to 
a prior psychological fact:  the oligarchy never had legitimacy with the poor.  Finally, as democratic liberty grows 
more and more unrestricted, people lose their belief in the legitimacy of the state’s coercive role:  “the souls of 
citizens [are] so hypersensitive that they cannot bear to hear even the mention of authority,” (562c-563e).  Even 
democracy loses its legitimacy because citizens no longer believe the state has the right to restrict liberty.  
Democracy degenerates into anarchy or tyranny:  the state has failed. 
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align themselves with its efforts or identify with its claims.  There is widespread disenchantment 

with the state.  A civil war or insurgency—types of security failure—usually stems from a prior 

failure of legitimacy among part of the population.  A consistent and steady failure to provide 

services can gradually undermine the state’s legitimacy, while ethnic cleansing or genocide—

what I call a barbaric failure, below—can destroy it much more quickly.  

This type of failure is harder to measure and often shows up only retrospectively with 

other types of failure.  We can measure the loss of legitimacy directly through public opinion 

polling—which is usually unavailable in failing states—or, anecdotally, through incidents of 

civil disobedience, media reports, local editorials (if allowed), sermons, reports from refugees, 

expatriates, emigrants, and civil society groups, and through the growth of alternative sources of 

power.  Indirectly, we can measure a loss of legitimacy through proxy variables, most of which 

are associated with the other dimensions of statehood. 

 This types of state failure encompasses failures of democracy.  States that invoke 

democracy as their legitimizing theory of justice become illegitimate if they restrict the types of 

people who are allowed to participate in politics, the means of peaceful public contestation, or 

both.  Democratic states loose legitimacy if they ban certain groups—such as an ethnic or 

religious minority—from full citizenship, censor the press, control information, deny free 

expression and free association, ban candidates from office, or simply do not hold or respect the 

outcome of elections. 

Table 3.3:  Legitimacy Failures 
Degree of Failure Historical Cases 
Weak – Fragile Consensus 
Agreement on basis of legitimacy 
in place and holding. 
Civil society supportive of 
agreement. 

Cuba 1898 
South Korea 
Namibia 
East Timor 
Croatia 
Italy 
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Haiti 2004 
El Salvador 
Guatemala 
Nicaragua 1989 
 
 

Failed – Widespread 
disenfranchisement 
Agreement not yet in place. 
Agreement in place but parties 
unwilling or unable to implement 
some provisions. 
Some civil society actors 
unsupportive of agreement. 

Cuba 1906 
Haiti 1915 
Dominican Republic 
Austria 
Mozambique 
Cambodia 
Angola 
Haiti 1993 
Central African Republic 
Kosovo 
Ivory Coast 
Burundi 
Liberia 2003 
 

Collapsed  
No agreement on basis of 
legitimacy. 
Actors incapable of holding 
elections. 
Civil society not consulted. 
 
 

Bosnia 
Japan 
West Germany 
Somalia 
Congo 1960 
Liberia 1993 
Sudan 
Rwanda 
South Vietnam 
Afghanistan 
Congo 1999 
Iraq 
Nicaragua 1927 
Sierra Leone 
 
 

 

The Incapable State 

 The incapable state is incapable of upholding its part of the social contract.  It is unable to 

deliver the sort of goods which its supporters expect.  Because the contract is often mediated 

through institutions that perform functions and provide goods, the incapable state is 
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characterized by weak or collapsed institutions that lack the equipment, training, skilled 

personnel, or leadership to function. 

 For most modern states, this type of failure is much easier to measure than a legitimacy 

failure.  Most modern states aspire to provide their citizens with a package of goods ranging 

from welfare, education, and health care to infrastructure, housing, and electricity.  Their failures 

show up clearly in the statistics of social and human development; these same statistics often 

serve as benchmarks of progress (or regress) for development, statebuilding, and foreign 

assistance programs.  Institutional failure thus is correlated with low literacy, low school 

enrollment rates, low life expectancy, low levels of access to roads, electricity, water, and 

sanitation, high rates of disease and mortality, and other familiar indicators.  We can also 

measure a state’s ability to extract revenue from the economy, as a percentage of GDP, as I did 

in Chapter 2. 

 But international statebuilders should be careful before assuming that the public goods 

provided by secular, industrialized, rich states are the only ones that matter.  Not all states aspire 

to provide the same package of goods.  Other public goods are less tangible.  For example, 

Afghanistan, even after the Taliban, constituted itself as an “Islamic Republic” and continued to 

pay imams and mullahs from the public treasury:  Afghans expected the state to play a role 

providing spiritual services.  Other states may aspire to provide a sense of nationhood or unity 

for their people, or to promote local and indigenous culture against global influences.  Such 

services may in fact be more important to the legitimacy of some states than modern 

infrastructure or reliable retirement insurance.  Measuring these aspects of the social contract are 

harder. 

Table 3.4:  Capacity Failures 
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Degree of Failure Historical Cases 
Weak – Limited Functioning 
Institutions minimally 
functioning 

Nicaragua 1989 
Namibia 
Japan 
Croatia 
Bosnia 
 

Failed – Partial Functioning 
Some institutions non-functional 

Rwanda 
Cuba 1898 
Mozambique 
El Salvador 
Cuba 1906 
Austria 
Italy 
Congo 1960 
Burundi 
Kosovo 
Haiti 1993 
South Korea 
South Vietnam 
Dominican Republic 
Nicaragua 1927 
Haiti 1915 
Iraq 
 

Collapsed – Incapable 
Most/all institutions non-
functional 
 
 
 

Afghanistan 
Liberia 1993 
Congo 1999 
East Timor 
Sudan 
Angola 
Sierra Leone 
Central African Republic 
Haiti 2004 
Cambodia  
Guatemala 
Liberia 2003 
Somalia 
West Germany 
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The Unproductive State 

The unproductive state has failed in its role as an economic actor.  An economic state 

failure can take a number of different forms.  The unproductive state may be unable to extract 

enough resources to function because of institutional decay, general privation, or a failure to 

enforce tax compliance or collect customs revenue.  The state then falls into a vicious cycle:  the 

poorer it is, the less able it is to enforce its writ and collect further resources.  The unproductive 

state may be unable or unwilling to use its resources for their intended purposes because of 

massive corruption.  It may do proactive harm to broader economic forces by fostering—through 

war, confiscation, or maladministration—a society-wide economic failure characterized by rent-

seeking and resource-looting rather than the production and exchange of goods and services. 

Perhaps the smallest form of economic state failure is that which occurs separately from 

(or prior to) war.  For example, the unproductive state may inadvertently encourage the atrophy 

of productive forces in society through excessive reliance on natural resources or international 

aid for revenue—the “rentier state” (Beblawi, 1990; Beblawi & Luciani, 1987).  A state that 

relies on natural resources or international aid to deliver generous subsidies to powerful 

supporters need not encourage production and exchange of goods and services.  It also lacks the 

incentive to tax its citizens; without taxation, the state is less likely to be held accountable by 

citizens or feel beholden to them.  The state’s primary constituency becomes the operators of the 

resource-extraction industry or international donors instead of the people of the state.  In this 

scenario—which has played out often enough that scholars coined the term “resource curse” to 

describe it—a primary economic link between state and society is broken and the two grow 

increasingly isolated from one another (M. Ross, 2003; M. L. Ross, 1999).  States over-reliant on 

natural resources prone to looting by criminal groups present a failing, but not completely 
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collapsed, economic environment.  They may have an above-average GDP but cannot translate 

gross wealth into productivity, higher standards of living, or reliable revenue because of poor 

diversification, corruption, a weak rule of law, or a lack of redistributional social programs.   

A greater and more common type of economic state failure in states targeted for 

international statebuilding is the destruction of normal economic life and distortion of economic 

incentives caused by war.  As I noted in the literature review in Chapter 1, war can create a 

specific type of economic state failure.  By destroying infrastructure and suspending the rule of 

law, war undermines the basis for production and commerce.  In place of normal economic 

activity, war creates alternate economic incentives—for example, in smuggling, the arms trade, 

private security services, unregulated labor markets, and privatized or criminalized governance 

services (Cramer, 2009).  These dynamics are often exacerbated in states with large amounts of 

natural or easily lootable resources, such as oil (Angola, Sudan, Iraq), diamonds (Sierra Leone, 

Liberia), timber, or poppy (Afghanistan).  Such resources make it easier for armed groups to 

finance themselves and carry on fighting even after normal economic activity has slowed.  Once 

vested in an economy of looting and illicit trade, armed groups tend to resist a return to peace 

and the end to their sources of prosperity that peace brings.  By lowering the cost of fighting and 

raising the cost of peace, lootable resources tend to lengthen the duration wars and entrench the 

power of ex-combatants after a return to peace.  Such resources can even play a role in the onset 

of (or reversion to) a civil war.  Groups with grievances can invoke a supposedly unfair 

distribution of natural resource wealth as a triggering mechanism for their cause and, if they 

capture the resource, to fund their cause (Fearon, 2004, 2005; Lujala et al., 2005).  Nonetheless, 

states devastated by war typically do not have completely collapsed economic environments.  

Reconstruction can be easier and more straightforward than in states with more complicated 
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forms of economic failure.  War artificially dampens economic life; the return of peace typically 

brings a sharp economic boom.  Italy grew by more than 30 percent in 1946; Afghanistan by 

more than 28 percent in 2002, and Sierra Leone by more than 20 percent in 2002.  (The presence 

or absence of such a boom can in fact be an indicator if war has indeed stopped or merely 

paused).  In addition, at least some economic recovery is a simple matter of rebuilding 

infrastructure destroyed by war, such as roads, power grids, and water facilities. 

Finally, economic state failure can take the form of massive economic underperformance, 

manifested in widespread, extreme poverty and privation separate from—though often 

exacerbated by—the effects of war or the resource curse.  Some states simply fail to allow 

citizens any meaningful opportunity to produce goods, earn a living, or participate in economic 

activity—opportunity that would otherwise exist with a minimally competent or even indifferent 

state.  This type of failure is not simple poverty, which is not a straightforward form of state 

failure:  Botswana is the prime example of a poor but stable and functioning state.  Rather, I am 

arguing that the denial of economic opportunity that would otherwise exist is a form of state 

failure.  Traditional societies with economies that are primarily pastoral or subsistence 

agriculture are not failed states (although it is doubtful any purely “traditional society” exists any 

longer).  States that try and fail to transition to industrial economies are:  they are typically mired 

with large, unemployed, unskilled urban populations uprooted from rural areas who have few 

economic prospects and become an outright burden and even a threat to the state.  Agriculture is 

no longer sufficient to sustain either the state’s needs or individuals’ aspirations, but industry is 

underdeveloped and stagnant.  This sort of economic state failure is often the result of long-term 

state weakness, shallow human and social capital, poor education, corruption, inept or negligent 

regulation, or simply a general social and institutional unpreparedness for economic 
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transformation.  (These causes are often, though not necessarily, coupled with and worsened by 

war or resource-dependency).  Haiti’s endemic poverty, which does not result from civil war or 

the resource curse, is an example of this form of economic state failure. 

To some extent, we can measure economic state failure by reference to some of the same 

indicators that we use to measure a state’s institutional capacity.  Measures of life expectancy, 

infant mortality, literacy, and access to power, water, and communications indicate both the state 

of government institutions and the basic resources citizens have to engage in economic activity.  

In addition, we can measure economic opportunity by looking at GDP per capita and the 

percentages of GDP and of government revenue comprised by natural resource extraction.  We 

should also look at qualitative measures, such as indications of illicit economic activity such as 

smuggling, corruption, and the cartelization of lucrative industries by warlords or organized 

criminal gangs. 

Table 3.5:  Productivity Failures 
Degree of Failure Historical Cases 
Weak – Limited Productivity 
Insecurity 
 

Italy 
Namibia 
Croatia 
Bosnia 
Guatemala 
 
 

Failed – Partial Productivity 
War damage 
Lootable resources 

Iraq 
Mozambique 
Ivory Coast 
Liberia 1993 
Cuba 1898 
El Salvador 
Cuba 1906 
Austria 
Congo 1960 
Burundi 
Kosovo 
South Vietnam 
Dominican Republic 
Nicaragua 1927 
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Haiti 1915 
Japan 
Nicaragua 1989 
West Germany 
Kosovo 
 

Collapsed – Unproductive 
Endemic, pervasive 
underperformance 
 
 

Afghanistan 
East Timor 
Angola 
Sierra Leone 
Central African Republic 
Haiti 2004 
Haiti 1993 
Cambodia  
Liberia 2003 
Somalia 
South Korea 
Congo 1960 
Congo 1999 
Rwanda 
 
 

 

The Barbaric State 

 Finally, and perhaps most contentiously, the barbaric state actively seeks to undermine 

human good.  The clearest expression of the barbaric state is one that deliberately murders its 

own citizens.  It makes ethnic cleansing or genocide state policy, as was the case with Nazi 

Germany, Khmer Cambodia, Rwanda under the Interhamwe, Milosevic’s Serbia, and an 

unfortunately long list of other regimes.  A lesser degree of barbarism is present in states that 

seek to undermine human good by means short of murder.  For example, the barbaric state bans 

not only certain speech and expression (nearly all states regulate speech to some degree), but 

attempts to criminalize and punish mere thoughts and beliefs (expressed or not), tries to compel 

belief in an official ideology, and regulates the conception of the good that citizens are allowed 

to have, as is the case with non-benevolent theocracies such as Iran.  The barbaric state prohibits 
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or severely restricts and controls education, as the Taliban did.  The barbaric state typically 

combines totalitarianism with murder. 

 This may be a controversial criterion by which to measure state failure because people 

and governments disagree about what constitutes human good.  However, as our previous 

discussion noted, we can formulate a minimum, least-common-denominator universal definition 

of human life and human flourishing.  Governments that promote, or at least do not harm, the 

minimal bases of human life retain a crucial aspect of what it means to govern a human 

community.  Governments that deliberately and systematically murder their own citizens, for 

example, are simply not governing by any reasonable definition of the word.  Critics may object 

that I am making a normative judgment without providing justification for where these norms 

come from or why they can be applied universally to governments across times and cultures.  I 

reply that, first, my judgment need not be normative.  It can be justified as a simple matter of 

vocabulary:  murdering is not governing.  But second, without explicating a full theory of ethics 

(which is beyond the scope of this dissertation), I argue that some activities cannot be described 

neutrally.  Some facts—e.g., genocide—necessarily convey values.  Social science is not more 

insightful if it aspires to a fictional objectivity even between good and evil:  it is simply less 

relevant to how real humans live and make decisions (Strauss, 1950, Ch. 2).  Lastly, this 

dissertation aspires to be relevant for policymakers, who must make regular value judgments as a 

part of their normal duties; they do not live or work in a value-neutral world.  I argue that 

including this type of failed state is valid regardless of one’s stance on liberalism.  However, 

even if not, this dissertation is about liberal statebuilding and aims to be of use to liberal 

statebuilders, so there is no tension in including a value on human life as part of our 

understanding of statehood. 
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 Including this as a criterion of state failure reinforces that states fail in different ways, and 

there are different kinds of failed states.  Highly murderous regimes can in fact be quite effective 

at what they do and retain a high degree of monopoly on the use of force.  A subset of the 

population may even view murder or genocide as a legitimate service—the service of “ethnic 

cleansing.”  That does not obligate us to recognize the legitimacy of such a state, or even to call 

it a state at all.  I very much intend this criterion to function as a “standard of civilization” by 

which to judge the fitness of some regimes to be recognized as legitimate governments 

(Donnelly, 1998; Gong, 1984).  As Augustine rhetorically asked, long before Charles Tilly:  

“Remove justice, and what are kingdoms but gangs of criminals on a large scale?” (The City of 

God, Book IV, Ch. 4).  Today we might ask: remove a concern for human life, and what are 

statesmen but successful war criminals? 

Table 3.6:  Humanity Failures 
Degree of Failure Historical Cases 
Weak – Negligent 
Government unable or 
unaccustomed to protecting 
human rights 
 

Namibia 
Guatemala 
Mozambique 
Cuba 1898 
Cuba 1906 
Haiti 2004 
Haiti 1993 
Somalia 
 
 

Failed – Repressive 
Past history of mutual war crimes 
and ethnic cleansing, ongoing 
culture of impunity and 
recriminations 
Current trend towards repression 

Italy 
Croatia 
Bosnia 
Ivory Coast 
Liberia 1993 
El Salvador 
Austria 
Congo 1960 
Burundi 
South Vietnam 
Dominican Republic 
Nicaragua 1927 
Haiti 1915 
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Nicaragua 1989 
East Timor 
Angola 
Sierra Leone 
Central African Republic 
Cambodia  
Liberia 2003 
South Korea 
Congo 1960 
Congo 1999 
 

Collapsed – Barbaric 
Totalitarianism 
Genocide 
 
 
 

Afghanistan 
Iraq 
Rwanda 
West Germany 
Japan 
Cambodia 
Kosovo 
 
 
 
 

 

 

The Dynamics of State Failure During Statebuilding 

 State failure has a self-reinforcing dynamic.  State failure sharpens the security dilemma 

at a personal level.  It makes it harder for actors to reach mutual agreement on a theory of justice 

to legitimize collective action.  By increasing selfishness and eroding norms and trust, it also 

undermines the basis of institutional functioning and economic activity.  Finally, at its worst, 

state failure rewards force and encourages raw coercion as a matter of course. 

 The vicious cycle affects the behavior of actors within a failed state.  For example, war 

damage changes economic incentives and encourages illicit smuggling and looting.  It also 

shortens the time horizon within which actors calculate the costs and benefits of their choices:  
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immediate gains and losses far outweigh distant ones because of actors’ uncertainty about their 

circumstances or even their survival in the medium and long term.   

 The insight is generalizable:  all types of state failure increase uncertainty, shorten 

decision-making time horizons, impose higher costs on cooperation and higher benefits on the 

pursuit of self-interest.  Importantly, this dynamic continues to hold even after an international 

statebuilding operation is initiated.  Local actors form beliefs and make choices regarding the 

international actors from within the vicious dynamic of state failure.  They rarely unanimously 

bandwagon with the outside power to cooperate with the statebuilding program.  Rather, they 

approach the statebuilding program by examining how their interests will be affected by it, and 

choosing whether to cooperate with, co-opt, obstruct, or fight the outside power accordingly.   

 This aspect of state failure is underexamined in the literature.  As I reviewed in Chapter 

1, Doyle, Johnstone, and Orr argue that statebuilding is an “obsolescing bargain,” in which 

outside power have maximum leverage just prior to an intervention when they can still withhold 

investing resources without loss and when local actors are readiest to agree to conditions to 

secure international support.  After an intervention begins, the outside power becomes more 

invested in ensuring success, and therefore is less and less able to extract itself, while local actors 

are more and more emboldened to use outside resources for their own gain (Doyle, Johnstone, & 

Orr, 1997).   

 Following a similar logic, Barnett and Zurcher argue that there are four possible 

dynamics of statebuilding:  cooperative, co-opted, captures, and conflictual.  They argue that co-

opted statebuilding is the likeliest outcome because local, state, and subnational elites all get to 

claim a victory.  In co-opted statebuilding, state and subnational elites agree to perform the rites 

of statebuilding ceremonially in exchange for the continued flow out outside resources; 
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statebuilders agree to provide resources and claim incremental successes in exchange for leaving 

the basic structures of society more or less intact (Barnett & Zurcher, 2009). 

 These concepts help describe the dynamics of state failure during a statebuilding 

operation, but they do not exhaust the range of possible problems.  Local actors’ pursuit of self-

interest at the expense of statebuilding goals can lead to co-optation and conflict, but it can also 

lead to free-riding.  There is a moral hazard implicit in international statebuilding:  outside actors 

are attempting to do what a failed state apparently could not.  Local actors can then become 

insulated, for a time and to varying degrees, from the risks of governing, providing security, 

taxing, administering public services, or being accountable for the state’s performance.  With 

decreased risk but increased potential rewards from the statebuilding operation, they may choose 

to free-ride on the operation. 

 What determines local actors’ choices?  What causes some to cooperate, some to try to 

co-opt, some to free-ride, and others to fight?  I propose to apply balance of power theory to the 

dynamic among local actors and between local and international actors to generate insights about 

what influences locals to cooperate with, free-ride on, or fight against international statebuilding 

efforts.   

 In its original formulation, Hanz Morganthau proposed that states must consciously work 

to increase their power, or ally with other powers, to balance against competitors’ accumulations 

of power, to survive, and to advance their interests in a world populated by selfish and 

untrustworthy actors (Morgenthau, Thompson, & Clinton, 2006).  Kenneth Waltz countered that 

balances tend to form regardless of actors’ intentions because of the self-help nature of the 

anarchical international system (Waltz, 1979).  Paul Schroeder modified Waltz’s argument by 

pointing out that, historically, states have also tried to hide from, transcend, or join (bandwagon 
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with) threats, depending on their domestic situation (Schroeder, 1994)—similar to Schweller’s 

notion that actors’ balancing choices depend on their constructed identities.  “Lions” are 

hegemons that balance to preserve the status-quo; “lambs” are weaker status-quo states that 

bandwagon with the hegemon.  They balance against “wolves,” who aspire to systemic 

hegemony, and “jackals,” weak and discontent states who bandwagon with wolves for profit 

(Schweller, 1994).  Schroeder’s and Schweller’s arguments have something in common with 

Walt’s theory that state’s balance against perceived threats, not concentrations of material power 

(Walt, 1987), in that all three argue actors’ balancing choices depend on their perceptions, 

positions, and identities. 

 Balance of power theory helps generate insights for the dynamic among actors in an 

international statebuilding operation.  State failure is the status quo in the context of an 

international statebuilding operation.  Local and international actors approach the conditions of 

state failure and statebuilding with different perceptions, positions, and identities.  International 

actors are a revisionist power because they seek to change the conditions of state failure.  

Warlords, black marketers, arms smugglers, organized criminal syndicates, and others who 

benefit from the conditions of failure will seek to preserve the status quo.  They are likely to 

perceive the statebuilding operation as a threat to their interests and adopt a basically unfriendly 

stance towards international actors.  The footprint and duration dilemmas are especially sharp 

with respect to status quo powers. 

 Statebuilders’ problems are not limited to status quo powers who oppose the statebuilding 

program.  Statebuilders can also run into difficulties when bandwagoners free-ride on 

international resources.  Local actors who advocate for reform, such as local democrats, loyalists 

of a regime in power prior to a civil war, and technocrats are likely to perceive the statebuilding 
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program as consistent with their interests.  They are likely to adopt a basically friendly stance 

towards the statebuilder and bandwagon with—even freeride on—international statebuilders.  

The statebuilders’ provision of resources can encourage locals to withhold theirs, further 

undermining the development of the state.  Local security forces can become risk-averse because 

they can rely on the protection of more well-armed and better-trained international security 

forces.  Bureaucracies and other government institutions may actually degenerate further because 

they develop a destructive dependency on donor aid and outside consultants.  Local investors and 

entrepreneurs may wait to see how economic opportunities are reshaped by donor activity before 

committing their own money and time, in which case donor aid does not prime the pump so 

much as it becomes the well.  In a sense, statebuilders face another form of the footprint and 

duration dilemmas with local allies:  the larger footprint and longer duration, the greater the risk 

not of opposition, but apathy and moral hazard. 

 A crucial distinction for statebuilders is whether a majority sectarian group is a 

revisionist or a status quo power.  In Iraq the majority Shia population was a revisionist power 

because it had been out of power under the Ba’athist regime and thus effectively bandwagoned 

with the U.S.-led Coalition, while the minority Sunnis opposed it.  In Afghanistan ethnic 

minority groups who had opposed the Taliban, including the Tajik and Hazara, bandwagoned 

with the statebuilding operation, while much of the counterinsurgency campaign was designed to 

keep as much of the plurality Pashtun population as possible from defecting and joining the 

insurgency to regain lost status.  A statebuilding operation in which a majority group is a status 

quo power is not impossible—the UN seems to have managed the Serb population in Kosovo, 

for example—but is surely easier when they are revisionist. 
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 I have argued that local actors’ basic disposition towards a statebuilding operation—

friendly or unfriendly—is a function of their identities, positions, and perceptions.  But 

describing their basic disposition does not yet answer the most crucial questions.  Within a basic 

friendly disposition, locals still have a range of possible behaviors, some helpful for the 

statebuilding program and some not.  What causes some actors to cooperate instead of freeride?  

Similarly, within a basically unfriendly disposition, actors can chose degrees of opposition to 

statebuilders.  What causes some to obstruct instead of oppose violently?  I will argue in the next 

chapter that those choices are at least partly a function of the statebuilder’s strategy and its 

appropriateness to the conditions of state failure.  Statebuilders who do too much—whose 

strategy is too intensive for the failed state’s needs—incentivize freeriding.  Statebuilders who do 

too little impose few costs on opposition to the statebuilding program and generate few benefits 

from it, thereby emboldening opposition and risking defection from local allies. 
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Synopsis 

Table 3.2:  Philosophies of Statebuilding 

Aspect of 
Statehood Thinker 20th Century 

Thinker 

Theory of 
Political 
Change 

Cause of State 
Failure 

Theory of 
statebuilding 

Coercive 
Augustine 
St. Paul 

Charles Tilly War 
Conquest, defeat, or 
civil war 

Security first 
Occupation 
Army, police 
training 

Cultural 
Ideological 

Plato 
Hegel 
Burke 

Samuel 
Huntington 

Change in 
beliefs, habits.  
Growth of civil 
society 

Loss of legitimacy 

Education 
Strategic 
Communications 
civil society 

Economic 
Aristotle 
Marx 

Seymour 
Lipset 

Modernization 
Theory 

Poverty, 
underdevelopment, 
or class conflict 

Reconstruction, 
Development 
International aid 
Economic 
liberalization 

Functional 
Locke 
Kant 

John Rawls 
New Social 
Contract 

Weak institutions 
Broken contract – 
failure to deliver 
services 

Institutionalization 
first 
Capacity 
development 
Change in type of 
service delivered 

Human Aristotle 

Martha 
Nussbaum  
Alasdair 
MacIntyre 
Charles 
Taylor 

Evolution in 
understanding 
of human needs 

Inhumane 
governance 

Human security 
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Chapter 4:  Strategies of Statebuilding 

 Strategy is “the art of a commander-in-chief” and a “plan for successful action” in 

circumstances of “competition or conflict,” according to the Oxford English Dictionary.  

According to the U.S. Army, “Strategy is the art and science of developing and employing armed 

forces and other instruments of national power in a synchronized fashion to secure national or 

multinational objectives,” (United States Army, 2001, pp. 2-4).  Or more broadly, according to 

the Department of Defense, strategy is “a prudent idea or set of ideas for employing the 

instruments of national power in a synchronized and integrated fashion to achieve theater, 

national, and/or multinational objectives,” (Department of Defense, 2009a).  “Prudent” is 

the operative word in the last definition:  strategy is practical wisdom that guides actions to 

achieve defined results.  Simply put, strategy is about problem-solving.  It is a plan for 

harnessing resources and executing action to achieve a desired goal. 

As I reviewed in the first chapter, scholars have debated three or four broad possible 

strategies of statebuilding characterized by the relative priority placed on security, liberty (or 

legitimacy), capacity, or civil society.  I tested the “security first” and “liberalization first” 

hypotheses in Chapter 2.  A “security first” strategy is one in which international actors’ primary 

area of activity is training, equipping, and administering the security sector.  A “liberalization 

first” strategy is one in which the international actors observe the security sector and focus on 

civilian efforts, including observing or administering elections and encouraging economic 

reform.  Because all the cases I examine in this study are cases of liberal statebuilding, 

international actors in all cases aim at elections and economic liberalization to some extent.  I 

therefore distinguish “liberalization first” from “security first” based on the priority actors placed 
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on liberalization compared to the extent of statebuilders’ involvement in the security sector.  The 

less their involvement in the security sector, the more their strategy is effectively “liberalization 

first” (or rather, “liberalization only”).  In other words, I treat the “liberalization first” strategy as 

the default when I find no evidence of international actors involved in rebuilding or 

administering the security or governance sectors. 

There are several problems with the debate between the strategies as currently 

formulated.  First, my tests from Chapter 2 suggests that neither “security first” nor 

“liberalization first” were appropriate strategies for all cases in the dataset.  Intuitively, it is 

unlikely that there is any one strategy that would:  there is so much variance among the cases that 

it would be surprising to discover one basic emphasis—whether on security, institutions, 

elections, or civil society—that worked for them all.  Paris more or less admits as much in the 

midst of his argument for the “institutionalization first” approach.  He reviews cases in which 

“liberalization first” appeared to work, such as Croatia, Mozambique, and Namibia, and admits 

that those cases of statebuilding resulted in a success.  He explains that those successes were 

possible in part because of a different security situation in those countries than in most other 

post-Cold War UN operations—which is an admission that “liberalization first” is not a failing 

strategy in all cases, but only in cases with certain characteristics (Paris, 2004).  Paris does not 

explore this insight in detail, but it leads us to ask:  what sets of circumstances in failed states 

demand different strategies of statebuilding?  The last chapter was an attempt to begin to answer 

this question, and in this chapter I build on Paris’ insight to describe different strategies of 

statebuilding that are appropriate under different conditions. 

However—and this is the second main problem with the current debate over strategies of 

statebuilding—it is not clear that the categories “security first,” “institutionalization first,” or 
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“liberalization first” are a useful way of defining the possible types of strategy.  As I discussed in 

Chapter 2, in attempting to test the existing hypotheses about strategy, I found that many of the 

cases of international statebuilding do not fit neatly into the broad strategies currently in use in 

the literature.  The actual strategies used in cases of statebuilding rarely adhere to scholars’ 

categories.  Many scholars have tried to capture the insight, discussed in my literature review, 

that in statebuilding, everything must be done, done quickly, and done well.  Placing a priority on 

security can sacrifice statebuilders’ legitimacy if it is not coupled with a viable civilian strategy.  

Focusing exclusively on elections can be impractical if public order threatens to break down.  

Focusing on institutions overlooks the importance of legitimacy-building exercises like elections.  

The mix or balance among the various emphases should vary case by case depending on the 

circumstances that hold in different states.  The question should not be which aspect of 

statebuilding to focus on to the exclusion of the others, but how to balance all aspects.  Defining 

the types of statebuilding strategies by reference only to one dimension of statehood almost 

guarantees an imbalanced, short-sighted, or cookie-cutter strategy—regardless of whether it is a 

security-first strategy, an institutionalization-first strategy, or a liberalization-first strategy.  This 

suggests that the scholarship on international statebuilding needs a different framework for 

defining the different types of statebuilding strategies actually used by international statebuilders.  

I attempt to develop such a framework in this chapter. 

 In this chapter I first review an older body of literature from comparative political science 

about how states grow and are built.  I derive lessons from this body of literature relevant for 

developing a theory of international statebuilding.  I then outline a theory of international 

statebuilding.  I argue that international statebuilding operations are successful if they are 

tailored to the type and degree of state failure in the state being rebuilt.   
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Lessons from Comparative Politics 

 After World War II the European empires began to liquidate their colonies, creating 

scores of new, poor states.  Statesmen in the newly-independent developing states, and political 

scientists and economists in the developed world, sought with new urgency to answer the 

questions:  “How do poor states become rich?” and “How do traditional societies become 

democracies?”  The research program had as its goal the discovery of means by which poor, 

unstable, and/or autocratic states could turn into rich, peaceful democracies.  It assumed there 

were “stages of economic growth” (Rostow, 1959) and political development that could be 

discovered, described, explained, and implemented as a matter of policy.  The resulting body of 

“modernization theory” and research on “political development” were long-running research 

programs in the field of comparative political science in the 1950s and 1960s, and led to a 

discussion of “democratic transitions” in the 1970s and 1980s.  The literature was addressing 

similar questions that international statebuilders are asking today.  International relations 

scholars and international statebuilders are thus not the first to ask how to build states.  There has 

been surprisingly little cross-polinization between the two fields.  In this section I will review 

major themes from comparative political science that are salient to our discussion.  This is not 

intended as an exhaustive literature review, but a selection of influential concepts that can be 

applied to international statebuilding. 

 The political development literature was initially optimistic and focused almost 

exclusively on economic variables:  the implicit assumption was that economics drive politics.  

Scholars noted the high correlation between prosperity and democracy in the rich Western states 

and argued (or, perhaps, hoped) that correlation meant causation.  Economic liberalization and 

rising prosperity would bring urbanization, growing literacy, and eventually expanding political 
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participation (e.g. Deutsch, 1961; Lerner, 1958; Lipset, 1959, 1960).  Seymour Martin Lipset 

summarized the gist of these thinkers arguments as the belief that the “elements of modernization 

are functionally interdependent.”  The elements of modernization include “urbanization, literacy, 

voting rates, media consumption and production, and education” as well as overall economic 

growth.  By arguing that they are interdependent scholars meant that countries on the path of 

development face a “need for co-ordinated changes in all of these variables.”  In other words, all 

good things go together, and in the quest for development, a society cannot have too much of any 

one.  Instead of asking about how to sequence or pace development, modernization theory 

implied countries should develop quickly and simultaneously in all sectors.   

 Scholars subsequently noted that the data did not support the contention that economic 

growth caused democracy.  Instead, economic growth actually seemed to be a source of 

instability and political danger because it unleashed new social forces and empowered new elites 

while threatening established structures (Huntington, 1968; Olson, 1963).  They argued that 

some goals of development were incompatible:  rising prosperity also increased inequality; 

greater democracy led to instability.  Some argued that the conflicts could be overcome if 

development goals were pursued in the correct sequence (Binder, 1971), for example by 

strengthening political institutions before liberalizing the economy.  Additionally, scholars began 

to question the assumption that economics caused political outcomes in a linear and 

unidirectional relationship.  Some began to look at cultural variables, such as the ethnic 

composition of a society (Geertz, 1973; Lijphart, 1977 Ch. 10), or at the role of institutions 

(Huntington, 1968; March & Olsen, 1984).  Still others cast doubt on the idea that there was a set 

path of progression from poor to rich, autocracy to democracy by describing enduring regimes 

types—such as “bureaucratic authoritarianism”—that did not fit into the modernization 
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schematic (O'Donnell, 1973).  Robert Packenham argued that, contrary to the assumptions of 

modernization theory, change and development are not necessarily easy; social, economic, and 

political development may be at odds with each other; radicalism and revolution may contribute 

to development and democracy, not harm them; and states often need to concentrate on 

increasing their power, not diffusing it (Packenham, 1973).  Some scholars argued that the key 

variable was not the political or economic situation within poor, weak states at all, but their 

dependency on a global economic system outside of their control (Cardoso & Faletto, 1979). 

 Others sought to “bring the state back in” to their analysis as an independent variable and 

an autonomous actor (Evans et al., 1985; Nordlinger, 1981; Skocpol, 1982).  The effort to “bring 

the state back in” as an autonomous actor helped establish a related research program focused 

more narrowly on how regimes transitioned to democracy.  Scholars noted that causation did not 

always flow from economics to politics, which opened up a wide range of new possible paths of 

transition to theorize about.  Nor was it certain than there was just one specific path to be 

discovered:  there may be many roads to democracy, and different factors may be important to 

growing democracy at different times and within different parts of society (Rustow, 1970).  

Scholars continued to disagree in ensuing years about the relationship between economic 

systems and political systems.  Some argue that capitalism and private property are prerequisites 

to democracy (Berger, 1993).  Other argue that capitalism can be dangerous:  economic 

stabilization and liberalization programs cause recessions, inequality, and losers (Przeworski, 

1993), which are destabilizing for democracy. 

 Dahl still offers one of the most thorough and convincing explanations for the emergence 

of democracy.  He argued that democracy requires a system of mutual guarantees for both 

government and opposition to engender the trust necessary for peaceful competition and transfer 
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of power.  Democracy is most likely to emerge successfully from a peaceful, evolutionary 

process that gradually transforms a previously-legitimate regime into a legitimate democracy; 

wars and revolutions make democratic consolidation harder.  Social and economic power should 

be diffused throughout society, rather than concentrated; and there appears to be a minimal 

subsistence threshold of economic development below which democracy is highly unlikely to 

work.  Class and cultural homogeneity is an advantage; if (as is more likely) there are subcultural 

cleavages, democracy works best if no subculture constitutes a majority, if cleavages do not run 

across regional lines, and if no subculture is permanently out of government.  Especially relevant 

for international statebuilding, Dahl argued that democracy is more likely if any foreign control 

is weak and temporary (Dahl, 1971). 

 Dahl’s argument remains influential, but is not without critics.  Przeworkski argued that 

the study of transitions had some general methodological problems.  He argued that social, 

economic, and institutional conditions are only constraints on what is possible in a given 

historical situation, not determinants of outcomes. Studies like Dahl’s which focused on the 

external conditions could only be probabilistic, and could not definitively explain transition 

outcomes.  Individual choices, and the strategic situation in which they are made, matters too.  

Transitions do not happen simply when one regime loses legitimacy, but when another possible 

regime gains more legitimacy than the present one.  As a result, game theoretic analyses that 

model the costs and benefits actors’ face in a non-democratic regime contemplating transition to 

democracy shed some light on transition outcomes.  Actors face considerable uncertainty about 

the future in a democratic regime.  Institutions that permit uncertainty about policy outcomes 

without threatening the interests of key actors and groups—such as an effective justice system 
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administering the rule of law impartially—are thus crucial to a successful transition (Przeworski, 

1986). 

 More recently, Carothers, echoing some of Rustow’s arguments, cast doubt on the 

validity of the entire “transition paradigm.”  The political development and transitions research 

programs implicitly assumed that as countries moved away from traditional society or autocracy, 

they must necessarily be moving towards democracy; that political development was a definable 

process that unfolded in a discoverable, set sequence; and that statebuilding and democracy-

building are mutually reinforcing activities.  Carothers argued that these assumptions are 

incorrect.  There is no set sequence of development or change.  It is chaotic and, so far, 

unpredictable.  Political change is not always or inevitably in the direction of more democracy; 

countries move to towards greater autocracy or towards anarchy too.  Democratization can hurt 

statebuilding by unleashing massive social change before institutions are in place to channel and 

contain it (Carothers, 2002). 

 The enduring urgency of the questions that motivated the political development and 

modernization research programs—how do poor states grow rich? How do autocratic states grow 

free?—and the continued lack of consensus on the answers guarantees the enduring influence of 

those programs.  Long after scholars criticized modernization theory for being simplistic and 

deterministic, an echo of modernization theory achieved a second life in the “Washington 

Consensus” of the 1990s—an informal accord among rich donor nations, the World Bank, and 

the International Monetary Fund that prescribed free trade, fiscal conservatism, and economic 

liberalization for poor states seeking modernization and development.  Indeed, the end of the 

Cold War, the terrorist attacks of 2001, the renewed international interventionism that happened 

in the wake of both events have pressed the questions home again and given new life to half-
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century-old academic writings (Gilman, 2003).  A recent effort to revise modernization theory 

argued that beliefs and expectations are the missing variable between socio-economic 

development and democratic politics.  As people are liberated from a subsistence existence and 

grow prosperous and economically empowered, they are able to care about immaterial values, 

like political liberty.  Their newfound economic influence allows them to pursue these 

aspirations.  Thus, economic development causes a change in beliefs and expectations, which 

causes a pursuit of political liberty:  a sequence of human development (Inglehart & Welzel, 

2005). 

 What implications does this substantial body of literature hold for international 

statebuilding?   

1. No single variable—economics, culture, institutions, elites, elections, beliefs, etc.—

explains how countries become rich, peaceful, and democratic.   

2. Causation is not unidirectional.  There is no simple relationship between economic and 

politics, culture and politics, etc. 

3. Some variables, such as economic growth, can both help and hurt the goals of democracy 

and peace at the same time because of the complexity of the system in which they 

operate. 

4. If there is a discoverable, set sequence along which societies must travel to become rich, 

peaceful, and democratic, no scholar or policymaker has yet made a persuasive case for 

one.  More than likely, there is no set sequence.  There are probably many roads to 

democracy, peace, and prosperity, depending on local conditions. 
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 These lessons have largely not been learned in the literature (or practice) of statebuilding.  

The literature on statebuilding has re-trod the path that the literature on political development 

traveled a half-century ago.  As discussed in chapter one, some scholars advocate a 

“liberalization first” approach, which was widely implemented in some of the first post-Cold 

War international statebuilding operations.  The liberalization-first approach is an echo of 

Lipset’s and Lerner’s initial argument that economic development causes political 

development—that “all good things go together.”  Paris’ argument that institutionalization 

should precede liberalization is, at root, an argument about sequencing, on which the literature 

on political development has reached no consensus.  Some scholars’ current focus on ethnic 

cleavages in the cause of civil wars was anticipated by Lijphart and others decades ago.  We 

could multiply examples of how the current literature on international statebuilding is going over 

ground covered already in the literature on comparative politics. 

Strategies of Statebuilding 

 So far in Chapters 3 and 4 I have defined what a state is and what a failed state is.  I have 

also derived some cautionary lessons about theories of statebuilding from the related literatures 

on political development and democratic transitions.  In this section I begin to outline my 

argument about what causes success or failure in an international statebuilding operation. 

 I have repeatedly summarized my argument by saying that international actors’ strategy 

must be tailored to the conditions on the ground in the state being rebuilt.  I am not using 

“strategy” in any rarified or technical way.  I am simply arguing that the stuff international actors 

do must be responsive to the conditions they encounter.  My review of the literature on political 

development lends at least an initial plausibility to my theory.  My theory is not reliant on a 
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single variable.  I consult a wide range of variables that define the conditions on the ground, the 

statebuilding strategy, and the match or mismatch between them.  I do not assume there is a set 

sequence that must be followed:  I am arguing precisely that there is no single strategy or 

template that applies to all statebuilding scenarios.  I recognize that causation does not flow one 

way:  I argue that the statebuilding strategy must be responsive to local conditions—the 

relationship between strategy and conditions needs to be dynamic and two-way.  A change in 

conditions or a change in strategy will change the outcome of the statebuilding effort. 

 I operationalize “strategy” by observing a basic choice international actors have to make 

about how they will go about improving governance in another state.  Statebuilders face a basic 

choice about their level of effort or the degree of invasiveness and administrative control they 

will assume.  Statebuilders can choose to:  1) monitor, observe, and encourage reform; 2) build 

things and train and equip people; or 3) administer, control, or assume executive authority for 

operations.  I refer to these as, respectively, an Observer Strategy, a Trainer Strategy, and an 

Administrator Strategy.  (I subsume resources—troops, money, and time—into strategy.  

Resources are what enact a strategy; a high degree of resources, coupled with research about how 

those resources are used, can indicate what strategy is being employed, while a lack of resources 

can indicate if official strategy statements are simply rhetoric or not).  Statebuilders adopt one of 

the three strategies in each of the five dimension of statehood discussed in the previous chapter.  

We can develop a typology of strategies of statebuilding showing the interaction between the 

three approaches and the five dimensions.  I do not expand this to show all possible 

combinations because such a matrix is both unwieldy and unnecessary.  My point is that a 

statebuilding strategy is composed of the statebuilders’ approach to each of the five dimensions 

of statehood, and the approach can occur at any level of intensity. 



216 

 

 

Table 4.1:  A Typology of Strategies of Statebuilding 
 Security Legitimacy Capacity Economy Humanity 

Observe 
and 
Encourage  

Traditional 
Peacekeeping, 
monitor ceasefire 

Monitor 
elections, 
press, sermons, 
etc. 

Monitor public 
administration 
reform 

Monitor 
budget, 
encourage 
transparency 

Monitor 
human rights 

Train and 
Equip 

Security 
Assistance 

Civil society 
empowerment 

Technical 
assistance 

Technical 
assistance 

Civil society 
empowerment 
Technical 
assistance to 
commission or 
tribunal 

Administer 
and 
Control 

Peace 
enforcement, 
combat 
operations, 
military 
government 

Nation 
Building 

International 
Administration 

International 
Administration, 
customs 
receivership 

Regime 
change 
Purge of 
former regime 
elements 

 

 The matrix above resembles the typology of failed states from Chapter 3 by design.  With 

these matrices, my argument is simple:  the strategy of statebuilding should correspond to the 

type and degree of state failure.  “Because not all states fail in the same way, there can be no 

overarching  formula for rescuing them,” (Gros, 1996, p. 466).  The more broken any dimension 

of statehood is, the greater intensity of effort international statebuilders will have to make in that 

area.  Statebuilders should apply attention, resources, and effort to the parts of the state that are 

broken, and should apply more efforts the more broken the state is.   

 Operationalizing strategy this way has several advantages.  By disaggregating 

statebuilding into the five dimensions of statehood, we better see the necessity of constructing a 

well-rounded strategy that takes into account all ways in which the target state has failed.  That 

does not mean all aspects of a strategy fit neatly into a harmonious whole.  Some aspects of a 

statebuilding strategy may exist in tension with other aspects.  Fostering a process for 

relegitimizing the state—for example, by elections—can be disorderly and even destabilizing.  
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Prompting economic growth can be socially disruptive and tax the capacity of weak institutions 

struggling to keep up.  The time- and labor-intensive process of rebuilding institutional capacity 

can take resources away from quicker and more immediate programs, like humanitarian relief.  

But the fact that there is tension among the goals is not cause for simply jettisoning some in 

order to focus on others, or to relegate some goals to a later date in the name of “sequencing.”  

The misguided effort to find a master sequence of statebuilding, as I argued in chapter 2, is a 

recipe for a lopsided strategy, institutional delay, and a high risk of failure.  Statebuilding 

necessarily must involve a strategy geared to address failures in all five dimensions of statehood, 

even with tensions among them.  The art of statescraft, as applied to statebuilding, means living 

with tensions and enabling skilled administrators to reconcile them on a day-to-day basis based 

on the realities on the ground. 

 Another advantage of operationalizing strategy this way is that by categorizing strategies 

by their level of intensity, we see that the footprint and duration dilemmas, discussed in Chapter 

1, are not unique to military deployments and may be relative to the degree of need in the target 

state.  I agree with Edelstein’s argument that larger, more invasive military forces deployed for 

longer periods of time may incur local resentment, outstay their welcome, or provoke locals to 

stop cooperating with the mission.  On the other hand, smaller forces with less ambitious 

mandates may be less effective at accomplishing statebuilding goals (Edelstein, 2009).  I extend 

that insight to all aspects of a statebuilding strategy.  A large presence of international civilians, a 

more invasive statebuilding mandate, the establishment of an international transitional 

administration, international control over reconstruction planning, or international control over 

transitional justice all face the duration and footprint dilemmas.  The closer international 
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statebuilders come to an Administrator strategy, and the more dimensions of statehood in which 

it adopts an Administrator strategy, the more acute the footprint and durations dilemmas become. 

 However, the footprint and duration dilemmas may be mitigated if the Administrator 

strategy is justified by the degree of state failure in the target state.  Edelstein argued that 

statebuilding and occupation are more likely to succeed if locals feel the need for the 

international help.  I agree, and extend that insight to all areas of statebuilding.  Locals are likely 

to be more welcoming of international administration the more broken their state’s institutions, 

economy, and mechanisms of legitimacy are, or the more barbaric a former regime was.  I do not 

argue that statebuilders are able to escape the duration and footprint dilemmas completely, but I 

argue that the variable I have identified—the match between strategy and circumstances—helps 

explain how those dilemmas can be mitigated. 

 Similarly, we can better see how the dynamic of power balancing between local and 

international actors is affected by the match or mismatch between statebuilding strategy and 

degree of state failure.  Statebuilders are revisionist powers who threaten the interests of 

warlords, illicit smugglers, and other status quo powers but encourage bandwagoning and 

freeriding from like-minded but weak reformers and local democrats.  An overbearing 

statebuilding strategy may provoke the worst behavior from both groups.  Statebuilders who do 

too much—who adopt a strategy that is more invasive than necessary, e.g., an Administrator 

strategy when only an Observer strategy is called for—are more likely to provoke a backlash 

from status quo powers.  They are also more likely to enable freeriding from local revisionist 

powers who would otherwise have the incentive and means to do for themselves what the 

international actors are doing.  An overbearing strategy hastens the dynamic of the footprint and 
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duration dilemmas, risking backlash and freeriding from local opposition and local allies, 

respectively. 

 By contrast, statebuilders also run a risk at the other end of the spectrum if they 

implement a strategy that is not intensive enough for the degree of state failure.  If they adopt an 

Observer strategy when a Trainer strategy would be more appropriate, or if they adopt an 

appropriate strategy but fail to implement it with sufficient resources, they can embolden status 

quo powers to mount a resistance against a weak international presence.  They can also prompt 

local allies to defect and bandwagon with (or simply surrender to) status quo powers if the 

international actors do not appear to have the competence, will, or resources to implement an 

effective statebuilding program. 

 In the following sections I describe strategies of statebuilding for each of the five 

dimensions of statehood. In each dimension, I describe strategies of statebuilding in each of the 

three ascending levels of invasiveness:  Observer Strategy, Trainer Strategy, and Administrator 

Strategy.  I trace the processes by which the recommended strategy addresses the dynamics of 

the corresponding type and degree of state failure. 

Rebuilding Security 

 Rebuilding security is a basic sine qua non of statebuilding.  In this section I describe the 

Observer, Trainer, and Administrator strategies of rebuilding security.  I argue that the different 

strategies are appropriate in different situations, depending on the degree of security failure in 

the target state.  In the previous chapter I described how different historical pathways to security 

failure generally lead to different degrees of failure.  Newly independent states emerging from 

imperial rule and states conclusively defeated in interstate war represent the easiest security 
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environment.  States emerging from civil war represent a harder security environment.  And 

states in the midst of an ongoing civil war represent the most difficult security environment (in 

which international military forces were targeted by combatants represent the most challenging 

subtype).   I also argued that because the causal mechanism linking historical circumstances to 

security outcomes—local perceptions—is also affected by other factors, and because it is not 

always clear if a war had ended or not, that statebuilders should also examine the degree and 

consistency of any ongoing political violence to determine the extend of security failure. 

Observer Strategy.  Permissive security environments—probably most common in newly 

independent states emerging from imperial rule—are marked with tension and uncertainty, but 

not widespread or systematic violence.  In these cases international statebuilders can adopt a 

relatively straightforward strategy.  International military forces, as a trusted, neutral, third party, 

can observe the security situation, facilitate communication between actors (locals and former 

imperial forces), design and oversee confidence-building measures, verify compliance with a 

ceasefire, and oversee disarmament and demobilization.  The presence of a trusted international 

force as an honest broker in this environment can reduce risk by increasing information and 

predictability in the security situation.  The international deployment in Namibia is an example 

of a well-calibrated monitoring mission—including following the South African police force to 

observe their activities—in an unstable security environment that contributed to successful 

statebuilding. 

Trainer Strategy.  States emerging from civil war present a more challenging security 

environment.  Typically parties have agreed to a ceasefire but may not be able to enforce 

complete compliance within their ranks.  Security forces are unable (or unwilling) to provide 

security and ex-combatants turned into criminal forces threaten the state’s stability.  These cases 



221 

 

are distinguished from anarchic failures because there is no longer (or not yet) a state of war:  the 

overall level of organized political violence has fallen to the point that peaceful political 

bargaining and economic reconstruction can resume.  In this environment, the most successful 

security strategy would, in addition to the normal observer functions, encompass the full range of 

what the UN calls security sector reform and what the U.S. military calls security assistance.  

Security sector reform, according to UN Peacekeeping Operations:  Principles and Guidelines, 

includes efforts to restructure, reform, and train police and military forces, strengthen the 

national judiciary and penal system, promote legal and judicial reform, and support legislative 

development (United Nations, 2008).  Security assistance, according to the U.S. Amry’s Field 

Manual 3-0:  Operations, is providing equipment and training to foreign militaries, including 

through foreign military sales, the International Military Education and Training program, and 

arms exports (United States Army, 2001).  Rebuilding security services involves training, 

equipping, and even paying new soldiers and policemen, reforming the management and 

oversight of the security services, and (what seems to be often missing) strengthening the armed 

forces’ loyalty to the state.  Along with technical assistance to civilian administration, these 

statebuilding programs are labor intensive and expensive.  Strong and sustained donor 

commitment are required for successful security assistance and security sector reform.  Security 

sector reform and security assistance help strengthen the security institutions of the state, 

consolidate a ceasefire, and allow political and economic reconstruction to move forward. 

The statebuilding operations in Nicaragua (1989), El Salvador, Mozambique, and 

Guatemala are examples of post-Cold War UN security sector reform in countries recovering 

from civil war that resulted in at least shallow successes.  Those missions involved disarming 

militias, observing ceasefires, and encouraging reform.  They generally deployed less than 5,000 
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troops (up to 6,500 in Mozambique), or less than 10 per 10,000 civilians.  They also tended to be 

among the shortest statebuilding operations, averaging less than two years.  The mandates of 

international forces most closely resembled traditional UN peacekeeping operations; they edged 

over into international statebuilding operations because of their role overseeing elections, 

repatriating refugees, and monitoring disarmament and demobilization.  The UN has 

subsequently incorporated increasingly substantial security sector reform efforts into recent 

missions, including in Bosnia, Kosovo, and Timor Leste.  There are several other examples of 

international security assistance that effectively built up local security forces and reversed a 

security failure that were at the same time overall failures of international statebuilding because 

of a failure to rebuild the state’s legitimacy or capacity, or strengthen civilian rule over the armed 

forces, demonstrating that successful statebuilding requires an effective strategy across multiple 

dimensions of statehood, not just the security dimension.  The United States trained security 

forces and imposed stability on Dominican Republic and Nicaragua (1927) only to watch the 

local security forces seize power and establish dictatorships under Rafael Trujillo and Anastasio 

Somoza, respectively.  More recently (and successfully) the British successfully turned around 

the failing mission in Sierra Leone in part by establishing an International Military Advisory and 

Training Team (IMATT) to train Sierra Leonean security forces (see chapter 5), and U.S. efforts 

to accelerate the training of the Afghan National Security Forces (ANSF) after 2006 have 

significantly improved the chances of at least a shallow success there (see chapter 6).   

Administrator Strategy.  States in the midst of an ongoing war present the most 

challenging security environment for international statebuilders—what I have called an anarchic 

security failure.  In these cases, international statebuilders typically intervene in an ongoing civil 

war in an attempt to stop the war and build the conditions for sustainable peace.  The 
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intervention sometimes becomes an occasion for interstate war between the international actor 

and one of the parties to the local conflict.  (In rare cases anarchic failure takes the form of a 

simple interstate war in which an outside power seeks to effect regime change and subsequently 

build a new state in place of the old; anarchy can swiftly resolve into peaceful occupation if the 

war concludes decisively).  If the international community attempts a statebuilding operation in 

an anarchic environment, it must simultaneously undertake security sector reform and be willing 

and able to administer the security sector:  until new local security forces are capable, 

international forces must assume responsibility for enforcing public security.  The deployment 

must be large, well-armed and –resourced, and, as I argue below, willing to choose sides and 

undertake offensive operations, including foreign internal defense and counterinsurgency 

operations.  It must either have a credible local partner or be willing to impose a military 

government or transitional administration. 

The international community has failed in nearly every case in which it has attempted a 

statebuilding operation in an anarchic security environment, including in Nicaragua (1927), the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (both 1960 and 1999), South Vietnam, Angola, Somalia, 

Rwanda, Liberia (1993), and Iraq.  In the five post-Cold War UN operations (Angola, Somalia, 

Rwanda, Liberia, and the Congo in 1999) failure was a straightforward result of an inappropriate 

mandate backed by too few soldiers:  failure was directly attributable to a wrongheaded security 

strategy.  The degree of state failure was greater than the degree of the ensuring statebuilding 

operation:  international actors were not ambitious enough.  As a result, local status quo actors 

faced low penalties for opposing the statebuilding operation and high costs for cooperating.  

They predictably moved against the operation (not by fighting international soldiers, but simply 

by reneging on agreements and renewing violence).  Local allies remained weak and unable to 



224 

 

implement the statebuilding program on their own without more robust international support.  In 

those operations the UN generally deployed a force with a peacekeeping mandate and attempted 

to remain neutral.  It deployed about the same number of troops, or troops-per-civilians, as it did 

in the successful observer missions, deploying less than 10 per 10,000 civilians in all cases but 

Somalia—an obviously inadequate strategy considering the comparatively worse security 

environment.  The missions also tended to be nearly as short-lived as the earlier successful 

observer missions, when they would have needed to spend much more time to make progress on 

the comparatively harder security situation.  In all five cases the UN did not attempt to revise its 

strategy or, in the cases of Angola and Rwanda, made only token efforts at revision that did not 

fundamentally alter the strategy of intervention. (Successful revision is possible, as I demonstrate 

in my case studies of Sierra Leone and Afghanistan). 

In the other cases of statebuilding in an anarchic environment, the international 

community came closer to deploying an adequate security strategy, but failed because its efforts 

were too little or too late, and because of an inadequate civilian strategy.  The United States 

effectively contained the Sandino rebellion in Nicaragua in 1933 (and, as I argue above, also 

trained competent security forces), but failed to shore up the legitimacy of the Nicaraguan state 

or invest in the capacity of the civilian control over the military, and its statebuilding effort was 

undone by the rise of the Somoza dictatorship three years after withdrawal.  The UN’s failure in 

the Congo in 1964 fell along similar lines, as General Mobutu seized power in 1965.  The U.S.-

trained Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) was more capable at the end of the Vietnam 

War than at the beginning, and by some accounts was able to hold its own during the North 

Vietnamese offensives in 1972, but the U.S. failed to invest in the South Vietnamese 

Government’s legitimacy.  It largely abandoned democratization after 1967 and failed to address 
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widespread corruption and incompetence in the South Vietnamese Government.  The United 

States (eventually) tamped down the insurgency in Iraq in 2007 and the Congolese Civil War 

eventually petered out during the United Nations mission there, but both missions failed to 

prevent humanitarian atrocities that occurred on their watch. 

There are only three cases—all marginal—of possible successes in an anarchic security 

environment.  The United States effectively defeated the Second Caco revolt in Haiti from 1918 

– 1920.  Coupled with relatively effective civilian administration and supervised elections, Haiti 

enjoyed just over a decade of peace after the U.S. withdrawal.  The United Nations deployed 

almost 16,000 troops to Cambodia in 1992 to oversee elections and administer a transitional 

administration.  Despite the Khmer Rouge’s ongoing insurgency, elections were held and 

fighting eventually stopped.  Scholars are divided on whether the Cambodian intervention was a 

success because of the erosion of democratic liberties since the mid-1990s.  Finally, I argue in 

Chapter 6 that Afghanistan is an emerging shallow success and that the international community 

is likely to diminish the Taliban insurgency. 

Generally, it appears that statebuilders come closer to success in anarchic environments if 

they are not mandated to maintain neutrality:  that is, if they are willing to take sides and engage 

in military operations to enforce peace.  For example, the UN attempted to remain neutral in 

Angola, Rwanda, and Liberia, and was consequently ill-postured to respond when spoilers 

resorted to violence.  In other cases, including Iraq, Afghanistan, Nicaragua (1927), Sierra 

Leone, statebuilders took sides.  They did not succeed in every case, but arguably made better 

progress in the security situation.  It is also noteworthy that failure appears more often a result of 

too-modest an approach to the security situation.  Statebuilders rarely commit the error of being 

too aggressive.  Even Germany and Japan, extreme outliers in the number of troops deployed and 
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degree of control exercised by the occupation governments, did not provoke local opposition or 

insurgencies.   

Iraq would seem to be an example of an aggressive security strategy that provoked local 

opposition.  However, the perception that the Coalition adopted an overbearing posture in Iraq 

likely stems more from the circumstances surrounding the beginning of the operation (invasion 

and forced regime change), not the conduct of the statebuilding operation itself.  If the 

statebuilding operation (as opposed to the military campaign that preceded it) was implemented 

with more troops, not fewer, and the CPA had tools to enforce order, it may have preempted the 

collapse of civil order, accelerated reconstruction, and prevented, or at least mitigated, the 

growth of the insurgency.  Much of the later opposition perhaps was not provoked by an overly-

aggressive strategy during the statebuilding operation as by the circumstances of its initiation 

followed by its ensuring weakness. 

This discussion illustrates aspects of my main argument.  It is simply not true that 

statebuilding operations always needs more troops and more time.  Several missions have 

succeeded quickly with few troops, but only when they took place in a permissive security 

environment:  resources are not a single, master variable.  And contrary to critics who argue that 

the security environment is the key variable, we also saw that in other cases the international 

community came close to meeting the demands of even an anarchic environment, but still failed 

because of inadequacies in other aspects of their strategy.  The match between strategy and 

circumstance across all five dimensions of statehood is the key variable. 

 

Table 4.2:  Matching Security Strategy to Degree of Security Failure 
Degree of Failure Strategy of Statebuilding 
Weak – Unstable Observe 
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Newly independent states 
Security forces minimally capable 
Combatants cooperative with DDR 

Deploy peacekeeping force 
Monitor ceasefire 
Facilitate DDR  
Monitor security forces 
 

Failed – Violent 
Recent civil war 
Security forces incapable, underpaid, 
untrained 
Widespread, overt, organized 
criminality 
 

Train/Equip 
Provide Security Assistance 
Train/Equip local security forces 
Embed international with local forces 

Collapsed – Anarchic 
Ongoing war  
Combatants resistant to DDR 
 
 

Administer 
Deploy Peace Enforcement force 
Execute combat operations and Foreign 
Internal Defense 
Establish Military government / 
Transitional Authority 

 

Rebuilding Legitimacy:  Is it Possible? 

 Rebuilding a state’s legitimacy is perhaps the thorniest issue in statebuilding, and I will 

accordingly spend more time discussing it.  I have argued that a state’s claim to legitimacy 

necessarily takes places in that state’s cultural and historical context, and that successful claims 

to legitimacy must be framed in terms that appeal to indigenous concepts and ideals.  

International efforts to build legitimacy directly blurs the distinction between statebuilding and 

nation-building—building a sense of community and nationhood—an exercise even more fraught 

with difficulties than statebuilding.  As we will see, statebuilders typically rely on more indirect 

measures to encourage and facilitate legitimacy-building processes.  More to the point for this 

dissertation, liberal international statebuilding is explicitly an effort to build states legitimized by 

democracy.  The effort raises several questions:  Can democracy succeed anywhere, in any 

culture, or is it limited to “western” societies and their offshoots?  How does democracy come 

about?  What are the prerequisites to its success?  How does democracy relate to indigenous 
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forms of legitimacy?  Most importantly for our purposes, how can outsiders give support to a 

state becoming democratic?   

 First, can democracy succeed outside of Europe and the Americas?  The empirical 

evidence is straightforward and overwhelming:  democracy is more likely in Europe and the 

Americas, but it emphatically does exist and function elsewhere.  In 2008, 24 states outside of 

Europe and the Americas had a polity2 score of 7 or higher, including Benin, East-Timor, 

Kenya, Lebanon, Madagascar, Mali, Sierra Leone, Turkey, Zambia, Botswana, Ghana, 

Indonesia, Lesotho, the Philippines, South Korea, Senegal, the Solomon Islands, Comoros, India, 

South Africa, Japan, Mauritius, Mongolia, and Taiwan.  The Polity IV Project excludes states 

with a population of less than 500,000, excluding some 30 states.  Among those, at least nine 

more are non-western states rated “free” by Freedom House in 2009, including Tuvalu, Nauru, 

Palau, the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Kiribati, Sao Tome and Principe, Vanuatu, and Samoa.  

All told, there are 33 non-western democracies in the world, or about 31 percent of the 105 states 

in Africa and Asia and accounting for 35 percent of democracies worldwide.  Democracy is more 

likely in Europe and the Americas, which account for about 65 percent of democracies in the 

world, but it can without doubt exist and function elsewhere.12  I belabor this point because, 

although it may sound like a truism to scholars, it is still not widely accepted by policymakers. 

Table 4.3:  Democracy in the World 
 Total States Democratic States** Percentage 

Europe and Americas* 88 62 70.1 

                                                 

12 An unexplored connection may exist between the size of a polity and its likelihood of democracy.  Anecdotally, it 
seems that a disproportionately large number of small states are democratic.  Because international relations 
theorists tend to exclude microsovereignties from their studies—exemplified by the Policy IV project—they have 
overlooked the association.  I hypothesize that democracy lowers the cost of statehood by eliminating the need to 
enforce a given theory of justice, censor the press, screen public officials, or field a large domestic intelligence 
capacity.  Elections can be expensive, but are not as costly as tyranny.  Small states with few resources find it easier 
to exist as a democracy. 
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Africa and Asia 105 33 31.4 
Total 193 95 49.2 
*Includes the Caribbean, Australia, New Zealand, Russia, and Cape Verde. 
**Polity2 score of 7 or higher, or rated “free” by Freedom House. 

 

 Second, how does democracy come about?  As discussed above, there is a large literature 

on democratic transitions which is largely inconclusive (complicated by the fact that in the 

research, some scholars are writing more about democracy as a facet of “modernization,” others 

are writing about democracy and statebuilding, and still others are writing about democratization 

in the wake of civil war).  Dahl’s thought, reviewed above, offers the classic contemporary 

statement about how democracies grow.  In addition, we might note in passing, for example, that 

Przeworski argues that democracy lasts when it offers the major political forces in society a truly 

fair chance to compete, such that it evokes self-interested and spontaneous compliance with the 

rules of the game; but that such an arrangement is increasingly difficult in times of economic 

transformation (Przeworski, 1991).  Rueschemeyer, et al, argue that democracy depends on three 

balances of power:  a balance among classes, between state and society, and among surrounding 

states.  In addition, political parties are crucial for consolidating democracy (Rueschemeyer, 

Huber, & Stephens, 1992).  Linz and Stepan argue that consolidated democracies are supported 

by robust civil society, political society, the rule of law, a functioning bureaucracy, and 

economic society (Linz & Stepan, 1996).  Przeworski, et al, argue that democracy is more likely 

to survive in affluent societies; but that even without affluence, education and a balance of power 

between competing groups can shore up democracy’s prospects (Przeworski et al., 2000).  Boix 

argues that democracy is more likely in societies with low income inequality, high capital 

mobility, and a balance of power between major groupings in society (Boix, 2003).   
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 This is only a tiny representative sample of the enormous literature on the causes of 

democracy.  Huntington lists 27 different variables that different scholars have argued contribute 

to democracy or democratization, including a high level of wealth, Protestantism, a British 

Imperial heritage, ethnic homogeneity, income equality, a market economy, high levels of 

literacy, occupation by a pro-democratic foreign power, and ethnic heterogeneity (Huntington, 

1991).  Huntington suggests, and the literature increasingly has agreed, that democratization is 

the result of many causes, that no single factor explains the advent of democracy in all places at 

all times, that there are different causes in different countries, and that there are many possible 

roads to democracy.  He then argues that the “third wave” of democratization from 1975 to 1990 

was caused by five variables:  authoritarian governments were increasingly viewed as 

illegitimate because of poor performance; the economy grew dramatically in the decades prior to 

1975, raising expectations and literacy; the Catholic Church reformed, introducing a spirit of 

openness in many countries; external actors, including the U.S. and Europe, were increasingly 

focused on democracy and human rights; and the pattern of democratization was easily 

transmitted because of advances in communications technology. 

 Third, if there is no single cause of democracy, can we identify typical prerequisites that 

must be in place before democracy can take root?  The problem with the discussion about the 

prerequisites for democracy is that so many of the alleged prerequisites are not unique to 

democracy:  they are prerequisites for competent statehood of any type.  For example, it is often 

noted that democracies are more common among rich states.  Scholars argue that greater levels 

of prosperity make democracy easier to consolidate.  However, it is likely that greater levels of 

prosperity make almost any form of government easier to consolidate because the state will have 

more resources with which to enforce its writ and provide goods.  Similarly, strong institutional 
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capacity within the machinery of government is said to help democracy because strong 

institutions contribute to political stability, which in turn promotes democracy.  Again, 

institutional capacity and political stability probably would help reinforce whatever regime is in 

power and can benefit from competent institutions.  The question of prerequisites becomes 

insightful when we ask what prerequisites are unique to democracy, distinct from other 

legitimizing theories of justice.  We can rephrase the question this way:  what conditions make 

people more likely to believe that democracy, and not another theory of justice, legitimizes the 

state?  Notably, the question is about beliefs, and thus about culture.  The unique prerequisites 

for democracy are about what people believe and the availability of cultural resources (e.g., 

social capital) to enact those beliefs.   

 Huntington (1991) goes so far as to say that the connection between people’s beliefs and 

democracy is so clear and strong as to constitute a near-tautology, and he calls for more 

explanation.  But it is not clear why he thinks a variable with so much explanatory power is 

inadequate.  Rather, we should draw out the causal mechanism that ties beliefs, habits, and 

culture to democratic outcomes.  Research on civic culture is relevant in this context.  Robert 

Putnam, in his pioneering study on Making Democracy Work, argued that “civic-ness,” “civic 

virtue,” or “civic community” helps foster democracy.  He described civic community as a type 

of human association marked by civic engagement, political equality, solidarity, trust, tolerance, 

and voluntary associations.  At root, he is talking about the “character of the citizens.”  He 

argued that politics flow from the character of the people.  Putnam measured civic-ness with four 

independent variables:  the number of voluntary, non-political associations; the size of the 

newspaper readership; voter turnout at national referenda; and the incidence of preference voting 

(patron-client networks) in general elections.  Taken together, Putnam argued that these variables 
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were sufficient to measure how fully a polity embodies the ideals of engagement, equality, 

tolerance, trust, etc.  Putnam’s variables are best seen as proxies for an underlying reality that 

cannot be measured by social science—the reality Putnam hints at in his reference to citizen’s 

“character.”  Sports clubs don’t make democracy, but they indicate the presence of beliefs, 

habits, and relationships that do (Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993).  A robust civil society and 

habits of association are unique prerequisites for democracy.  Putnam’s argument makes intuitive 

sense:  if democracy is rule by the people, democracy succeeds where the people have habits and 

beliefs that reflect equality, trust, tolerance, and sociability.  Notably, it is precisely these traits 

which civil wars—a circumstance often preceding international statebuilding operations—tend to 

destroy.  I will take up the question about how (or whether) outsiders can build such habits in the 

next section. 

 Lastly, how does democracy relate to other forms of legitimacy?  Building democracy is 

not the only way to rebuild a state’s legitimacy, even if international statebuilders sometimes 

seem to think so.  Legitimacy comes from accepted theories of justice as articulated by 

influential groups or people over whom the state seeks to exercise authority, including religious 

and academic groups, tribes and clans, businessmen, investors, and entrepreneurs, unions, trade 

guilds, professional associations, media, farmers’ groups, and non-governmental organizations.  

In short, legitimizing theories of justice to which the state makes an appeal can come from the 

entire range of actors encompassed by the term “civil society.”  (The difficulty with the concept 

of “civil society” is that it exists as a singular entity only in the abstract realm of social science.  

In the particulars of actual cases, there is never an actor self-consciously representing him or 

herself as an agent of civil society, only an actor identified by one of several concrete roles or 

groups that social scientists lump together under the umbrella of “civil society.”)  In many cases, 
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claims about justice are framed as comprehensive claims that exclude other possibilities.  

Theocratic claims are not consistent with libertarian ones, for example.  Democracy is best seen 

as a process by which such claims compete peacefully.  Seen in this light, democracy can be 

consistent with other claims to justice, and can serve simply as a vehicle by which other claims 

about justice are articulated and enacted in the public sphere—which perhaps explains 

democracy’s success in adapting to cultures outside of Europe and the Americas, and the 

readiness with which formerly warring parties almost without exception have looked to 

democracy to rebuild their state’s legitimacy since the Cold War.  The qualification is that other 

theories of justice have to accept the rules of the democratic game.  Some do not, and accuse 

democracy itself being a comprehensive theory that excludes other possible comprehensive 

theories.  Theocratic claims about justice may bristle at submitting the will of God to a popular 

vote, for example.  The lesson for statebuilders is that the “thicker” democracy is—the more 

invasive and detailed the rules of the game are, the stronger the anti-comprehensiveness is—the 

stronger this criticism can be.  This seems especially true with regard to religious claims:  the 

more strongly democracy implies secularism, the more opposition it will provoke from religious 

groups (Rawls, 1993; Sandel, 1982, 1996).  The “thinner” democracy is, the easier it will be for 

non-western cultures and formerly warring parties to adopt it, and the easier it will be for 

international statebuilders to promote it. 

 Given that democracy is at root a matter of beliefs and culture, can outsiders promote 

democracy, especially in a post-war context?  Can they do anything to foster civil society, civic 

culture, habits of association, and beliefs about justice?  The empirical record demonstrates that 

the answer is yes:  four of the 33 non-western democracies were objects of an international 

statebuilding campaign, and several more achieved independence and democracy following a 
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period of trusteeship or colonial rule by a western power—to say nothing of how some western 

states helped spread democracy within the west.  I belabor this, again, because although it is a 

plainly established fact, it is not widely accepted or believed by policymakers.  A more 

interesting question than “can the West spread democracy?” is “How, under what circumstances, 

at what cost, and by what means, can outside powers foster or promote democracy in another 

state?”   

 Larry Diamond argues bluntly that outsiders cannot “impose a preference for democracy 

where it does not exist,” (Diamond, 1992).  At best, the international community can approach 

the problem only indirectly, by shaping circumstances favorable to local democratic advocates, 

who must be already on the scene before the international community becomes involved.  The 

research and practice of democratization has followed much the same course as the earlier efforts 

towards modernization and development.  Initially, in the 1960s the United States and other 

donors focused heavily on promoting democracy indirectly, by promoting socio-economic 

development.  They believed the claims of modernization theory that democracy is a natural 

outgrowth of economic development and modernization.  After a period of decline in the 1970s, 

fed in part from the failures of the 1960s and the war in Vietnam, democracy assistance became 

prominent again in the 1980s and especially 1990s, this time focusing more on building 

institutions.  Indeed, in many ways it was more accurately seen as governance assistance than 

democracy assistance, as the United States and other donors began to invest in poor state’s 

judicial systems, police forces, legislatures, local and municipal governments, and civilian 

control over the military.  But, again with echoes from the debates on modernization and 

development, democracy assistance was often premised on a “democracy template” which 

assumed, among other things, that there were set stages of political development with autocracy 
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at the bottom and democracy at the top.  As that model has worn away, democracy assistance 

programs have come, in recent years, to acknowledge the role of power in making democracy 

possible; the plurality of paths towards democracy; and the importance of local conditions.  

Nonetheless, democracy assistance remains largely a matter of technical assistance, training, and 

capacity-building programs for a host of institutions, especially electoral authorities, political 

parties, legislatures, judicial institutions, media, and “civil society” groups (Carothers, 1999).  

These types of assistance cannot manufacture civic character where there is none, but they can 

transfer money, technical know-how, and encouragement; provide a safety net that allows 

democratic advocates to take risks with fewer costs; facilitate networks; give locals an 

opportunity to build a storehouse of experience in democratic politics; and tilt the playing field to 

democrats’ advantage.  In other words, international democracy assistance can increase the 

power of local democrats (through money, equipment, and human capital) relative to un-

democratic actors and groups.  This can be a crucial form of assistance, because democracy—

like any other competing theory of justice—must not simply be attractive, but be more attractive 

than other potential theories of justice in order to be adopted, and its advocates and institutions 

must have the power and clout to win in a competition with other theories (Przeworski, 1986).  

Democratization involves adopting new power relationships throughout society, which 

necessarily threatens elites of the previous, undemocratic system, who will naturally resist.  

Outside assistance that increases local democrats’ power makes democratization more likely to 

succeed. 
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Rebuilding Legitimacy:  Programs and Policies 

 In this section I discuss the available programs and policies that an international 

statebuilder can pursue to rebuild an illegitimate state’s legitimacy.  In so doing, international 

statebuilders are also investing in the legitimacy of the intervention itself, which some scholars 

have identified as a key variable for statebuilding operations.  In my view the two—the 

legitimacy of the target state and the legitimacy of the intervention—are closely connected.  The 

legitimacy of the intervention affects efforts to rebuild the legitimacy of the target state.  Locals 

may simply refuse to cooperate with the legitimacy-building programs of an intervention that 

they view as illegitimate—for example, by boycotting elections sponsored by a military 

occupier, as Iraqi Sunnis did in 2005.  The reverse may happen as locals show an eagerness to 

participate in re-legitimizing their state under the auspices of an intervention they believe is 

necessary and legitimate, as for example Afghans did in their 2004 elections.  In turn, the 

legitimacy of the target state can redound to the legitimacy of the intervention.  An intervention 

that was initially viewed as illegitimate (or simply inept) can increase in legitimacy if legitimacy-

building efforts for the target state are successful, as may be the case in Iraq in the later years of 

the U.S. intervention or in Sierra Leone after the British intervention.  And an intervention that 

was initially perceived to be legitimate by locals can be dragged down if the host government 

loses legitimacy, which was part of the downward spiral in South Vietnam.   

 In this section my focus is not on the legitimacy of the intervention so much as on efforts 

to rebuild the legitimacy of the target state—not because the former is unimportant, or because 

the latter is prior, but because there is a clear chicken-and-egg relationship between the two and 

we simply have to pick one for a starting point for analysis.  I start with the legitimacy-building 

programs because it is consistent with the emphasis in this dissertation on strategies of 
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statebuilding.  If we were to approach the problem the other way and start with a discussion of 

the legitimacy of statebuilding interventions, it is unlikely that we could formulate a hypothesis 

of legitimizing interventions that applies across all cases.  At the beginning of an intervention, 

there is a full spectrum of possible ways locals could react to international actors, from 

welcoming to violently opposing.  Some possibilities may be more likely than others depending 

on the historical context, but all possibilities are, in theory, open.  A well-calibrated statebuilding 

strategy, on the other hand, changes material reality on the ground and increases the likelihood of 

a positive relationship between locals and international actors.  A positive relationship increases 

the chances of cooperation, and thus more success.  An ill-matched strategy does the reverse.  

Thus I focus my discussion with strategy. 

 Observer Strategy.  In a state with weak legitimacy, there is a basic agreement on path for 

political reconstruction to which the major parties are adhering.  Such agreements can fall apart 

quickly because of a lack of trust, poor information, or because of the logic of strategic action.  A 

post-conflict peace agreement is a type of prisoners’ dilemma.  Actors take risks when they 

cooperate with a peace agreement because they don’t know if all actors will cooperate, and each 

actor stand to loose if he or she invests resources in a failing process.  Defectors stand to gain by 

hedging against failure, whether or not other’s cooperate, making defection the most rational 

course of action.  International statebuilders change the logic of the situation, even with a 

minimal monitoring mission in which they simply observe and report on compliance with any 

power-sharing or consociational terms of the agreement, implementation of elections, and state-

society relations.  An international civilian monitoring mission increases transparency, 

disseminates reliable information, acts as a trusted, neutral third-party, facilitates communication 

between parties, and adjudicates disputes.  The international intervention reduces the risks of 
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cooperating and the likelihood of failure, thus increasing the incentive to cooperate.  Finally, 

reducing risks, increasing the incentive to cooperate, and providing reliable information are all 

ways of increasing the power of local democrats who are working to implement the agreement 

against spoilers who want to defect.  International observers equip local democrats with better 

information and a more conducive environment in which to work. 

 The interventions in Namibia, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Mozambique are examples of 

successful monitoring missions appropriately calibrated to states with weak but slowly 

consolidating legitimacy.  In those states peace agreements generally held and the parties were 

broadly cooperative.  The international community appropriately did not assume executive 

authority, administer elections, or undertake large civilian training missions. 

 Trainer Strategy.  In some states, an agreement has not yet been reached, or it is in the 

process of falling apart; these are states with failing legitimacy.  Some actors are unable to 

overcome the barriers to peace and are unable or unwilling to implement some provisions of an 

election, despite a clear preference not to return to war.  As opposed to states with collapsed 

legitimacy, actors in these states have the ability to put forward and agree, at least on paper, on 

general principals for re-legitimizing their state; as opposed to states with merely weak 

legitimacy, they are unable or unwilling to fully implement their plan.  In this environment, 

international statebuilders must do more than monitor and report, but do not need to assume 

control of the legitimizing process.  Specifically, statebuilders should become directly involved 

in negotiations over the terms of peace agreements, providing expertise based on prior 

experience with post-conflict agreements.  Statebuilders may need to directly administer 

elections to ensure they happen and are considered free and fair by local actors.  More broadly, 

statebuilders should broaden participation in the peace agreement by empowering civil, for 
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example through funding and training in advocacy.  Because civil society is a key source of 

legitimacy, more active involvement from civil society actors can alter the terms of a peace plan, 

broaden the base of support for it, and increase the likelihood that it will be implemented.  For 

example, warring parties may reach an impasse over who should become the executive of a 

postconflict state.  Religious groups or tribal elders might intervene and work to decentralize the 

government and de-concentrate power away from the executive, which reduces the risks to the 

warring parties if they fail to place their candidate in the office and could help clear the logjam.  

In the language of much of the literature on peace agreements, international statebuilders must 

work to increase local “ownership” of the process. 

 The failed interventions in Cuba uniquely illustrate the importance of legitimacy even in 

isolation from a concurrent security crisis.  The United States adopted an appropriate security 

strategy in both the 1898-1902 and 1906-1909 interventions.  No fighting broke out during the 

interventions and basic public order obtained throughout.  The United States even administered 

elections in each case to reestablish political institutions accepted by the local population.  In the 

first Cuban intervention the U.S. oversaw local elections in May 1900, the election of delegates 

to a constitutional convention in September (the convention itself in November), a presidential 

election in 1901, and legislative elections in 1902.  Cubans appear to have accepted the 

legitimacy of a democratic form of government.  Political parties formed and contested the 

elections.  But what legitimacy the United States built up with elections, it undermined with the 

Platt Amendment, a law imposing a series of restrictions on Cuba that amounted to a violation of 

its sovereignty and denial of its independence (an example of how the legitimacy of the 

intervention and the legitimacy of the target state are tied).  Don Thomas Estada Palma, the 

Cuban President who took office in 1902, was tainted by having to govern within the Platt 
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restrictions and began to rely on the security forces to support his reelection after the United 

States withdrew.  When the Liberal opposition, which advocated immediate repeal of Platt, 

believed, with reason, that there would be no fair elections in 1906, they broke into open revolt.  

Despite both parties’ apparent acceptance of democratic elections as the means to legitimize their 

state, they were unable to fully implement or adhere to the democratic rules of the game, partly 

because of the U.S.’s own short-sighted actions.  Importantly, the security failure was triggered 

by and occurred after the legitimacy failure.  The U.S. security strategy effectively kept the peace 

during the intervention, but its inept actions towards the legitimacy of the Cuban state 

undermined its efforts.  

 The U.S. re-intervened in Cuba in 1906 to put down the revolt and attempt to reestablish 

the political bargain it had brokered in 1902.  The second intervention differed from the first in a 

number of ways.  It was a civilian rather than military government—headed by an American 

Provisional Governor reporting through the War Department’s Bureau of Insular Affairs, not a 

Military Governor reporting to the general staff—but it was direct rule nonetheless.  It was also 

much smaller, involving only 3,000 Marines and soldiers, in contrast to the 45,000 present in 

1898.  The United States also improved its security strategy:  where the first intervention had 

been essentially a monitoring mission, the second intervention undertook to train and equip a 

professional Cuban security force.  The revolt quickly ended and the Cuban parties agreed to 

reestablish the political process, a sign that the legitimacy situation was not completely 

collapsed.  U.S. officials drafted a new electoral code and held presidential elections in 1908, 

which the Liberals won, and U.S. forces departed the next year.  Nonetheless, the second 

intervention was undermined much the same as the first, by a failure of legitimacy.  Revolts 

again erupted in 1912 and 1917, first by disenfranchised black Cuban veterans of the war against 
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Spain, then by Liberals after another dubious Conservative electoral victory.  Despite U.S. 

efforts and Cubans’ acceptance of democratic norms, it was clear that significant segments of the 

Cuban population did not believe the Cuban Government’s claim to democratic legitimacy was 

credible—in the case of Cuban blacks, because the regime was not inclusive enough, and in the 

case of Cuban Liberals, because the regime did not permit meaningful or consequential public 

contestation (Boot, 2002; Langley, 1988; Musicant, 1990). 

 Administrator Strategy.  Some states are simply viewed as completely illegitimate by the 

people who live in them, and no local actors are able or willing to establish a credible way 

forward.  In these cases, international statebuilders, if they decide to attempt a statebuilding 

operation under these extremely unfavorable circumstances, must decree a way forward, even in 

the absence of a formal agreement with local parties.  The strategy is almost necessarily tied to a 

military government or international transitional authority.  This strategy is counterintuitive in 

that it seems to work against the goal of local ownership, which is usually necessary for 

legitimacy.  However, the concern over local ownership is only relevant in cases where there are 

locals willing and able to take ownership of the legitimizing process.  The international 

community cannot give ownership to locals who cannot or will not take it; that is, when 

legitimacy and the means of creating it have completely collapsed. 

 There are very few examples of international statebuilders attempting this strategy of 

statebuilding.  It seems to violate norms of self-determination and state sovereignty.  Notably, 

however, the few examples are of successful interventions.  Following Japan’s unconditional 

surrender that ended World War II, the chauvinistic nationalism and racist imperialism that had 

underpinned the Japanese’s state’s legitimacy for the previous generation was completely 

destroyed, and there were no local actors capable of leading a re-legitimizing process.  The 
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United States proceeded to remake Japan’s political system at will.  U.S. officials wrote Japan’s 

new constitution, and a U.S. General, Douglas MacArthur, governed Japan until 1949.  A 

country with literally no experience with democracy—its previous high polity2 score was 1—

was made into a liberal democracy by fiat.  The Americans’ sole concession to Japanese 

conceptions of legitimacy was to permit their retention of the emperor, but stripped of his 

powers.  The singular exception highlights the otherwise categorically sweeping powers the 

Americans arrogated to themselves in remaking Japan into a democracy.  It is no exaggeration to 

say that the Americans re-shaped local norms to legitimize the Japanese state according to 

democratic theory of legitimacy, and that they were able to do so because there was no 

competing alternative.  The breadth of ambition is only less impressive than the success with 

which democratic Japan has endured for more than six decades.  (Dobbins, 2003; Dower, 1999; 

Wolfe, 1984) 

 Another example of a more troubled, but still successful, internationally-imposed 

legitimizing agreement is the Dayton Accords in Bosnia.  Following the fratricidal civil war in 

Bosnia between Croats, Serbs, and Bosnian Muslims, there was no locally credible means of 

legitimizing a Bosnian state.  NATO, led by the United States, forced the parties to the 

negotiating table following military action in 1995 and left the parties with little alternative to 

signing the Dayton Accords.  Dayton established a multi-ethnic consociational democracy in 

Bosnia enforced by a de facto international executive authority in the Office of the High 

Representative.  The implementation of Dayton and the performance of the High Representative 

have been the subject of much scholarly criticism, but the basic fact remains that Bosnia has 

remained at peace and democratic practice has been ongoing for fifteen years under Dayton and 
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its institutions (Berdal & Economides, 2007; Chesterman, 2004; Dobbins, 2003; Doyle & 

Sambanis, 2006; Durch & Schear, 1996; Fleitz, 2002; Muehlmann, 2009; Paris, 2004). 

 Against these examples of success we can note several of failure in the context of 

completely collapsed legitimacy environments.  The most illustrative is Somalia.  Somalia has 

been without government since the fall of the Barre government in 1991.  Several agreements 

have been signed; none have held.  The international statebuilding intervention there from 1993 

to 1995 failed in part because there was no agreement among warring parties, no transitional 

government with which the international statebuilders could work, and the international 

community did not fill the void by decreeing a path of political reconstruction and establishing 

an international transitional authority.  There was no legitimate claimant to statehood, and the 

statebuilders did nothing to create one.   

Table 4.4:  Matching Legitimacy Strategy to Degree of Legitimacy 
Failure 
Degree of Failure Strategy of Statebuilding 
Weak – Fragile Consensus 
Agreement on political reconstruction 
in place and holding. 
Civil society supportive of agreement. 

Observe 
Monitor elections. 
Monitor compliance with power-
sharing or consociational agreement 
and establishment of transitional 
authority. 
Monitor state-civil society relations. 
 

Failed – Widespread 
disenfranchisement 
Agreement not yet in place. 
Agreement in place but parties 
unwilling or unable to implement some 
provisions. 
Some civil society actors unsupportive 
of agreement. 

Train/Equip 
Give technical assistance to elections. 
Broker talks for power-sharing or 
consociational agreement. 
Give technical assistance to transitional 
authority. 
Train and support civil society actors to 
speak out freely for their views. 
 

Collapsed  
No agreement on political 
reconstruction. 
Actors incapable of holding elections. 
Civil society not consulted. 

Administer 
Establish path of political 
reconstruction by international decree. 
Administer elections. 
Disempower elites of old regimes in 
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favor of reformist elements in civil 
society. 

Rebuilding Capacity  

 Rebuilding weak and failed states’ institutional capacity has received a significant 

amount of attention in recent decades.  I noted in chapter 1 that many scholars’ and 

policymakers’ definition of “statebuilding” was, effectively, institution-building.  Because of the 

close link, and because international organizations like the World Bank have been attempting to 

strengthen weak states’ institutions since at least the 1980s, there is a large amount of work on 

institutional capacity building.  Less noticed is how institutional capacity building fits in with the 

broad project of international statebuilding.  Scholars and policymakers have also neglected the 

relationship between institutional capacity-building and international transitional administration, 

which I view as the same basic activity at different levels of intensity.  In this section I combine 

the discussion of rebuilding the state’s capacity with a discussion about rebuilding the state’s 

ability to extract resources because the relevant strategies of statebuilding are effectively 

identical. 

 Observer strategy.  A state with weak capacity still functions at a minimal level.  In this 

situation, international statebuilders should deploy an observer mission to monitor civilian 

administration and encourage reform.  The international community succeeded in Croatia, 

Namibia, and Nicaragua (1989) despite deploying relatively light civilian monitoring missions to 

those states.  They succeeded because those states needed less help.  The institutions of 

government in Croatia, Namibia, and Nicaragua functioned at a higher level than most post-

conflict, failed, or poor states.  For example, they each collected 30 percent or more of GDP in 
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taxes and had a life expectancy above 60 years.  A light civilian monitoring mission was all that 

was required. 

 Trainer strategy.  A state whose institutional capacity if failing or failed has ceased 

performing some key functions.  Some bureaucracies may have broken down or effectively 

stopped delivering services, while others are still operating.  Skilled personnel are in short 

supply, and equipment is outdated, broken, or unavailable.  In this situation international 

statebuilders should deploy a technical assistance and capacity-building mission.  Technical 

assistance and capacity-building programs traditionally have included efforts to train civil 

servants, provide equipment, and rebuild infrastructure.  More recently, practitioners have noted 

the importance of fostering organizational culture, imparting a sense of mission to civil servants, 

helping management cultivate a “mystique” about their organizations, streamlining procedures, 

executing budgets, facilitating networks of communication, and reorienting institutions to be 

performance- and customer-focused (Hilderbrand & Grindle, 1997).  Of all statebuilding 

activities, this is among the most expensive (aside from the cost of military operations), so this 

strategy requires sizeable and long-lasting donor commitments.   

The current statebuilding operation in Liberia may be an example of a successful 

technical assistance and capacity-building strategy, although it is too early to say with certainty 

how successful it is.  Liberia was wracked by civil war from 1989 to 2003, with only brief pauses 

during the 1990s.  Despite a previous history as one of the better-performing governments in 

Africa, by 2003 it had dropped to the ranks of one of the poorest and least developed.  The 

international intervention that began in 2003 was marked by several notable features.  The UN 

Mission in Liberia’s (UNMIL’s) mandate included provisions to help reestablish a “functioning 

administrative structure at both the national and local levels” and “consolidate government 



246 

 

institutions, including a national legal framework and judicial and corrective institutions, 

(S/RES/1509 (2003)).  The mandate amounted to a fairly strong directive to restore the 

government’s institutional capacity, much stronger on institutional strengthening than the typical 

mandates during the 1990s.  The World Bank established a number of capacity-building projects 

in Liberia, including programs supporting the Liberian Ministry of Finance, the Institution of 

Public Administration, the General Auditing Commission, and the Extractive Industries 

Transparency Initiative (World Bank, 2010).  Donors funded capacity-building and other 

programs with over $1.5 billion in official development assistance between 2004 and 2007:  at 

$120.44 per person per year, it is one of the better-funded international statebuilding operations 

in history.  The UN deployed 455 international civilians as part of UNMIL, a massive number 

for a country of Liberia’s size (Sierra Leone, with a million more people, had almost a third 

fewer international civilians in its UN mission; the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 16 times 

larger in population and 24 times larger in landmass, has only twice the number of international 

civilians).  Partly as a result of international capacity-building efforts, Liberia has shown one of 

the strongest and broadest post-conflict improvements in governance of recent statebuilding 

operations, according to the World Bank’s Governance Indicators.  While still weak, every 

aspect of governance—voice and accountability, political stability, government effectiveness, 

regulatory quality, control of corruption, and the rule of law—has improved since 2003.  Liberia 

leapt from the seventh to the 33rd percentile for control of corruption in that timeframe.  Liberia’s 

success shows what international technical assistance and capacity-building, armed with a proper 

mandate and adequate funds and personnel, can accomplish. 

 Administrator strategy.  An incapable state is one whose institutions have largely ceased 

to function and which does not provide services to the people.  In this situation, breakdown is so 
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widespread and incapacity so pervasive that a technical assistance mission would be ineffective, 

like the proverbial effort to bail out the ocean with a thimble.  If international statebuilders 

embark on a statebuilding effort in an incapable state, they should explore the feasibility of an 

international trusteeship, transitional administration, military government, or temporary 

international executive authority.  The international community is likely to make the most 

progress by directly administering as many of the state institutions as it can, primary as a means 

of providing on-the-job training for locals. 

 We need to distinguish this strategy for rebuilding collapsed capacity from the parallel 

strategy to administer the security sector in anarchic security environments.  In an anarchic 

security environment, international statebuilders must assume responsibility for enforcing public 

security, which may or may not involve establishing a military government depending on 

whether or not there is a local civilian authority with which to partner.  By contrast, in an 

incapable state, international statebuilders must assume responsibility for providing governance, 

which necessarily means assuming functions of sovereignty that the local state cannot perform.  

In this view, international administration of the civilian organs of government can take the form 

of a temporary civilian authority or a military government.  It may be confusing to view a 

military government as part of a strategy to rebuild a state’s civilian capacity, but that is 

precisely what military governments do.  They are not fundamentally about a security strategy, 

but a civilian strategy to get civilian institutions of government functioning again. 

 I also want to emphasize that temporary international authority is simply the logical 

extension of a train-and-equip strategy for states with some partial functioning.  Both involve 

international statebuilders providing resources that the failed or collapsed state lacks:  in the case 

of a merely failed state, it is a lack of training, equipment, money, or certain skills.  In the case of 
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a collapsed state, it lacks everything, including leadership, or what the military calls command 

and control.  Military government and international administration are simply the temporary 

provision of command and control until local capacities are up and running. 

 The international community tends to be hesitant to adopt this option, although there are 

a number of historical examples of it.  Examples of civilian authority include the U.S. authority 

in Cuba in 1906, the Coalition Provision Authority (CPA) in Iraq in 2003, the UN Transitional 

Administration in East Timor (UNTAET) in 1999, the UN Transitional Authority in Cambodia 

(UNTAC) in 1992, the UN Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNAMIK) in 1999, or 

the Office of the High Representative in Bosnia in 1996.  Examples of a military government 

include the U.S. military governments in Cuba in 1898, the Dominican Republic from 1916 to 

1924, and in West Germany, Japan, Italy, and South Korea in 1945.  Interestingly, most of these 

interventions were at least shallow successes.  They also appear to be more difficult to end.  The 

post-World War II occupations lasted longer than the average statebuilding mission, as did the 

interventions in the Dominican Republic, Kosovo, and Bosnia.  Once international actors begin 

providing governance directly, they face two tasks at once:  governing, and training local 

officials to take over governance at the earliest possible time.  The former will take precedence 

over the latter in the crush of day-to-day operations, delaying the transition to local rule.  Locals, 

for their part, may not have a strong incentive to take over from international actors—the 

freerider problem—if they believe the international actors are providing for free what would cost 

locals considerable time and effort to do and if locals see benefit to allowing international actors 

to remain accountable for tough decisions. 

 The operation in East Timor is illustrative.  East Timor vote for independence from 

Indonesia in August 1999.  Indonesian security forces embarked on a campaign of organized 
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violence the next month that destroyed much of the Timorese infrastructure.  East Timor was 

already one of the poorest, least developed societies on earth.  The Indonesians’ departure, 

similar to the Belgian withdrawal from the Congo in 1960 or the American de-Nazification 

program in West Germany in 1946, immediately deprived the state of almost all its most senior, 

skilled, and experienced civil servants and government officials.  Under the circumstances, the 

UN felt it had little choice but to assume the role of the sovereign government of East Timor 

from 1999 to 2002 (again paralleling statebuilders’ actions in the Congo and West Germany, 

among other cases).  According to its mandate (S/RES/1272 (1999)), UNTAET was “endowed 

with overall responsibility for the administration of East Timor” and “empowered to exercise all 

legislative and executive authority, including the administration of justice.”  It was to “provide 

security and maintain law and order throughout the territory of East Timor” and “establish an 

effective administration.”  The UN Special Representative, Sergio Vieira de Mello, ruled by 

decree, reminiscent of Brigadier General Leonard Wood in Havana 100 years previously.  

UNTAET comprised more than 700 international civilians and more than 1,700 local civilians, 

backed by more than 6,200 soldiers.  Parliamentary elections were held in 2001, and the UN 

handed sovereignty over to the new Timorese Government the next year.  Since then the country 

has generally been stable, despite a brief and minor flare-up of violence in 2006.  Another round 

of elections was successfully held in 2007.  The country began its independent life in 2002 with a 

polity2 score of 6, which has since improved to a 7.  Real GDP per capita has grown by 1.75 

percent since 2000.  East Timor remains one of the poorest states in the world, and government 

performance has generally been bad and has not improved, according to the World Bank’s 

governance indicators.  At least one scholar and participant judged that UNTAET made some 

poor decisions early on—overly centralizing control and neglecting Timorese actors and 
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institutions (again the difficulty of governing and training in governance simultaneously)—

which may account for the Timorese Government’s below-par performance.  But considering the 

state’s basic existence and stability, the continuation of democratic practice, and decent 

economic performance, it seems hardly fair to conclude that the UN “built state failure” in East 

Timor (Chopra, 2003).  Rather, UNTAET’s temporary administration may have saved East 

Timor from an even worse outcome. 

 The intervention in the Dominican Republic illustrates how an international 

administration can fail if implemented poorly.  The Dominican Republic was chronically 

unstable, insolvent, and provided little in the way of services to the population.  The United 

States imposed a military government on the Dominican Republic in 1916 to preempt suspected 

European intervention and preserve the U.S. monopoly on the route to the Panama Canal.  The 

military government, backed by only 3,000 Marines, divided the Dominican Republic into 

military districts and assigned a Marine commander to act as the civil governor of the area.  The 

Marine governors administered their area through Marine provost marshals posted in towns and 

villages.  At the national level Marines assumed control of key ministries, and at the local level 

Marines were given powers to investigate, prosecute, and judge crimes against the occupation.  

The U.S. military government “would assume complete control of Dominican finances and 

would supervise law enforcement, the judiciary, and internal administration…[while] the 

ordinary administration of both civil and criminal justice would remain the responsibility of 

Dominican courts and officials,” (Fuller & Cosmas, 1974, p. 25).  American personnel saw to a 

wide range of civilian tasks:  they ensured that “roads [were] built, jails cleaned up, sanitation 

imposed, hospitals updated, taxes overhauled,” (Boot, 2002, p. 170).  In addition, the Marines 

disarmed the population and formed and trained a new constabulary to replace the old army.  If 
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the U.S. imposed a military government on an incapable state, why did the statebuilding effort 

ultimately fail?  Two reasons stand out:  first, the U.S. had an inadequate security strategy—the 

military proved disloyal to the civilian authority—but also the military government itself was 

inadequate.  It did not have a plan to train Dominicans or invest in the Dominican economy.  

Aside from bringing in U.S. Department of Agriculture advisors to teach Dominicans better 

farming techniques, “the Marine brigade in the Dominican Republic had no organized, 

nationwide program for improving the economic and social condition of the people,” (Fuller & 

Cosmas, 1974, p. 59).  And crucially, it also neglected to build the capacity of the Dominican 

government.  The Marines “observed Dominican civil officials in the performance of their 

duties,” and “supervised the Dominican officials responsible for local police, schools, road 

maintenance and other municipal functions,” (Fuller & Cosmas, 1974, pp. 55-56)  The Marines 

“observed” and “supervised,” but did not train, the Dominican bureaucracy.  If the military 

government had invested more in the Dominican economy and the bureaucracy, the military may 

not have felt that it had the support to turn against the civilian government in 1930. 

 Are there examples of when international statebuilders should have established an 

international authority, but refrained?  By most measures, including life expectancy, infant 

mortality, per capita GDP, and government revenue as a percentage of GDP, Liberia, the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo, Angola, Sierra Leone, Haiti, Somalia, and Afghanistan were 

comprehensively incapable states that did not provide services to their populations.  The 

international statebuilding operation in Haiti from 1915 to 1934 was a shallow success, but the 

operation in the same state from 1993 to 1996 was a failure:  in the former operation, the 

statebuilders assumed de facto responsibility for administering civilian governance, whereas in 

the latter they failed to deploy a robust civilian assistance mission, let alone establish a 
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transitional authority.  In Liberia (1993), Somalia, the Congo (1999), and Angola, ongoing 

violence exacerbated the breakdown of civilian governance.  The inadequate military 

deployments were matched by inadequate civilian missions, which together led to some of the 

most spectacular statebuilding failures in history.  Local allies were left with little to no resources 

with which to advance the statebuilding agenda; local opponents face little to no penalty for 

reneging on agreements.  The collapse of those states across multiple dimensions of statehood 

suggest that if the international community was to have succeeded building those states, it should 

have contemplated a civilian transitional authority backed by substantial military force.  I am not 

advocating such a policy so much as saying that such a policy would have been necessary for 

success once the international community chose to undertake a statebuilding mission under 

circumstances of complete institutional breakdown.  An equally defensible position is to argue 

that the international community should not attempt statebuilding operations under those 

circumstances at all. 

 Table 4.5:  Matching Strategy to Degree of Capacity Failure 
Degree of Failure Strategy of Statebuilding 
Weak – Limited Functioning 
Institutions minimally functioning 

Observe 
Monitor civil service and bureaucracy. 
 

Failed – Partial Functioning 
Some institutions non-functional 

Train/Equip 
Provide technical assistance. 
Train civil servants, government 
officials. 
 
 

Collapsed – Incapable 
Most/all institutions non-functional 
 
 
 

Administer 
Establish international transitional 
authority. 
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Investing in Prosperity 

 In the previous chapter I described how failed states can display a variety of symptoms of 

economic failure.  I argued that poverty by itself should not be considered an economic failure, 

but economic underperformance resulting from war, destruction, maladministration, corruption, 

distorted incentives, looting, or overreliance on natural resources should.  Statebuilers’ specific 

programs and policies should be tailored to the unique circumstances of economic failure, but it 

is not my intent to dwell on specific programs and policies—what we might call the tactics of 

statebuilding.  Rather, my focus is on statebuilders’ broader, strategic options.  Should economic 

reconstruction be led by local or by international actors?  That in turn depends on a prior 

question:  do locals have enough resources and expertise, or do they need a temporary injection 

of international money and know-how?   

 Observer strategy.  International statebuilders can successfully adopt an observer strategy 

only states which have experienced very little economic failure, which have ample resources, 

which are already committed to a reform program, and which have the technical expertise to 

implement it.  Few states targeted for international statebuilding fit into this category.  They have 

to have failed dramatically in some other category to draw international attention, but somehow 

escaped the normal economic consequences of such failure.  Croatia in 1996 is a good example.  

Its failures were of security and legitimacy:  Croatian Serbs did not trust the state to guarantee 

their safety during the transition of their areas back to Croatian sovereignty because of the recent 

war, nor did they accept the legitimacy of the Croatian state.  The Croatian economy, however, 

weathered the war well.  GDP per capita was $5,699 (in 1990 constant dollars), the absolute 

highest figure for any state in the first year of a statebuilding operation.  Government institutions 

continued to function well:  the state collected over 37 percent of GDP in revenue that year.  
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Statebuilders accordingly did not focus attention on the Croatian economy.  Donors gave a mere 

$28.51 per person per year during the intervention and for the decade afterward, compared to 

$267.10 in next-door Bosnia.  Statebuilders instead focused on implementing a brief but robust 

strategy to secure and re-legitimize the state, imposing a transitional administration over a few 

select areas backed by more than 8,000 troops.  The strategy was a success and the Croatian 

economy grew strongly through the next decade without donor help.  It simply needed less 

assistance in the first place. 

 Trainer strategy.  Almost all states targeted for international statebuilding are in 

significantly worse economic shape than Croatia was.  Two types of economic failure together 

present the next level of economic failure and both require substantial financial and technical 

assistance from international statebuilders to fix: war-devastated and resource-cursed states.  In 

these states an effective strategy of statebuilding involves technical and financial assistance to 

rebuild infrastructure and train and equip economic officials—but should not involve the direct 

administration of reconstruction programs by international actors, lest international actors 

sideline or undermine local actors. 

 Statebuilders rebuilding war-devastated states have two advantages.  Postwar economies 

typically boom when peace returns, and much reconstruction is a straightforward matter of 

rebuilding infrastructure.  The boom gives statebuilders time and momentum on which to build, 

and can provide the target state with needed tax revenues to begin locally-initiated rebuilding 

projects.  Rebuilding infrastructure is, compared to other economic development programs, fairly 

simple and uncontroversial—more so than budgetary planning, reforming a central bank, 

revamping legal and regulatory codes, or other, more complex economic statebuilding policies.  

Infrastructure projects are both a direct economic stimulus that provides jobs and cash for the 
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construction sector and an investment in economic capacity that increases the state’s potential 

growth rate.  A postwar boom and a well-financed slate of infrastructure projects cannot 

comprise a full reconstruction strategy, but they can carry a state a long ways from its wartime 

nadir.  They should be complimented by a technical assistance package, backed by sufficient 

donor pledges, to train and equip locals to lead the reconstruction effort.   

 A separate but related challenge arises in states whose economies are malformed by 

overreliance on natural resources or states in which lootable resources comprise a large amount 

of the state’s economic activity.  In practice, these states rarely become targets for international 

statebuilding unless they are also war-torn states.  Examples include Angola and Iraq (oil), 

Liberia and Sierra Leone (diamonds), and Afghanistan (poppy).  In these states statebuilders face 

all the same challenges of rebuilding war-torn states, and must also encourage diversification, 

law enforcement, and natural-resource stewardship.   

 These states illustrate another point about economic statebuilding.  In both cases—of 

war-ravaged and resource-dependent states—a reconstruction strategy must be closely aligned 

and coordinated with a capacity-development strategy.  The two aspects of statebuilding are 

closely related.  The difference is that capacity-building involves all institutions of government 

and some aspects of civil society and the non-profit sector, where reconstruction programs 

involve the economic institutions of government—including the central bank, tax collection 

body, regulatory agencies, state-owned enterprises, and others—and the private sector.  

Statebuilding in both sectors involves increasing the capacity of local institutions, training and 

equipping locals to govern or produce more effectively, rooting out corruption, and improving 

institutional stability.  The two aspects of statebuilding are especially intertwined in the effort to 

counteract the distorted economic incentives created by wartime.  Wartime economies create 
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incentives for smuggling and black market transactions:  they drive economic activity into illicit 

channels and push entrepreneurs and organized criminal groups together.  Once entrenched, such 

interests can endure after war has ended so long as they can continue to make a profit. Reversing 

this dynamic involves both increasing licit economic opportunities—which is part of a 

reconstruction strategy—and also increasing the state’s capacity for law enforcement—which is 

part of the capacity and even security strategies. 

 Finally, the key element of a Trainer strategy, as opposed to the Administrator strategy, is 

working with and through local capacity where it exists.  Issuing aid directly to the people or 

through donors and contractors replaces and thereby undermines the state’s institutions, 

undercutting the long-term goal of statebuilding.  Channeling aid through institutions of the state 

helps the state develop its capacity in the public finance system, including managing the treasury, 

planning and executing a budget, raising revenue, issuing public debt, and managing state assets, 

another example of how the capacity-building and reconstruction strategies are mutually 

reinforcing (Carnahan & Lockhart, 2008).  States that are not completely collapsed retain some 

institutional capacity, which statebuilders should view as their most important resource for 

statebuilding. 

 Administrator strategy.  In some states economic failure has reached the point that the 

state is no longer able to lead or even participate, initially, in the reconstruction process.  

Economic failure of this type typically results not from war (or not only from war), but from 

long-running neglect, incompetence, and maladministration.  This type of economic failure is 

harder to fix because it is not a matter of reversing war damage or riding the wave of a post-war 

boom.  It requires implementing difficult, and often controversial, structural reforms, increasing 

the capacity of key economic institutions through intensive training programs, rooting out 
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corruption, establishing normal economic incentives, and even growing a culture of trust, 

enforceable contracts, and commercial dispute resolution under the rule of law.   

 This strategy of statebuilding is closely related to the Administrator strategy in capacity-

development, and in fact may require many of the same steps.  International actors may need to 

temporarily administer key institutions, such as the central bank, the public treasury, and the 

mint as a stopgap until locals are able to do so; even then, an embedded technical-assistance 

presence may be required.  When locals are unable to coordinate a large donor effort or draft a 

useable reconstruction blueprint, international actors should do so.  I argue in Chapter 6 that this 

is a roughly accurate characterization of the strategy that international actors successfully 

pursued in Afghanistan, absent the formal trappings of an international transitional 

administration. 

Restoring Humanity 

 States that become the object of an international statebuilding operation are typically 

emerging from (or in the midst of) war or regime change, or both.  They have often been the site 

of war crimes, human rights abuses, repression, tyranny, or, at the worst, totalitarianism, ethnic 

cleansing, or genocide.  Rebuilding a state’s humanity in the aftermath of barbarism is a both a 

matter of preventing future inhumanity and coping with the past.  Preventing future inhumanity 

is largely accomplished by ending war, rebuilding the rule of law, and re-founding the state’s 

legitimacy on a broadly-accepted democratic basis, which we have dealt with above.  In this 

section I will discuss specific steps relevant to a state’s human rights situation, and with coping 

with the past, or transitional justice. 
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 There is a wide literature on the comparative merits and weaknesses of truth and 

reconciliation commissions, war crimes tribunals, and blanket amnesties.  It is unlikely that any 

one institutional form is the best means for reestablishing a state’s humanity in all states, and I 

have purposely avoided recommending, for example, a truth and reconciliation commission in a 

merely failed state versus an international tribunal in collapsed state.  The choice about the form 

and content of transitional justice is tightly connected to a new regime’s emerging legitimacy, 

and therefore should emerge from local views and beliefs.  Locals are likely to judge a new 

regime’s claim to legitimacy by how credibly it deals with past atrocities.  I argued above that 

democratic legitimacy is easier to adopt the “thinner” the concept was—that is, the more flexible 

and responsive to local circumstances.  Similarly, transitional justice is also easier the more 

responsive it is to local concerns and beliefs.  As such, international statebuilders probably do 

not have a role in prescribing one form of transitional justice against another.  At best, they can 

advise about the merits of tribunals compared to commissions and amnesties, but it seems that 

transitional justice mechanisms are likely to succeed the best when they are most responsive to 

local wishes.   

 Observer strategy.  In states with weak humanity, the government is publicly committed 

to protecting human rights and preventing future atrocities, but may be unable or unaccustomed 

to doing so.  Security services might bully citizens, journalists, and dissidents out of habit 

developed under a prior regime.  Courts and legislatures might not yet have created the legal 

instruments necessary to protect human rights simply out of a lack of internalizing their 

responsibility for doing so.  Broadly, the state has not yet reoriented its security and judicial 

services away from solely protecting itself and towards protecting its people.  The state is 

negligent, not barbaric.  Rebuilding a state with weak humanity involves monitoring and 
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reporting on the human rights situation, providing public information about human rights, and 

encouraging ongoing reform.  International statebuilders are primarily in the position of teachers. 

 Trainer Strategy.  A state with failed humanity is still struggling to overcome current and 

past inhumane acts.  There may be a recent history of war crimes and human rights abuses for 

which there was no accounting, an ongoing culture of impunity among political and military 

elites, and a trend towards repression.  These states may publicly claim to be committed to 

protecting human rights and accounting for past crimes, and even create institutions dedicated to 

human rights, but take few steps because doing so would threaten current elites.   

 Rebuilding these states involves more than monitoring and reporting.  International 

statebuilders need to take a more active role, primarily by partnering with local advocates and 

institutions dedicated to human rights and transitional justice.  Elites in these states permit such 

advocates and institutions to exist, but do not give them resources or support.  The international 

community can fill that role by training human rights advocates and journalists, giving technical 

assistance to human rights organizations, transitional justice commissions, or war crimes 

investigators, and targeting capacity-building programs to the justice sector.  As with the effort to 

promote democratic legitimacy, the goal is to increase the power of local advocates against their 

rivals.  This strategy of statebuilding is necessarily political and not neutral; over time, some 

elites are likely to feel threatened by the international presence.  This strategy must be matched 

by an appropriate security strategy to protect local and international human rights workers, and 

by a legitimacy strategy that accounts for the legitimate interests of elite actors.  If elites 

threatened by the effort to protect human rights and account for the past come to believe all 

aspects of the statebuilding operation are stacked against them, they are likely to take steps to 

organize violent opposition to the international presence; if, however, they believe that the 
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political process is fair and legitimate and affords them the opportunity to protect themselves, 

they could channel their opposition through the peaceful political process.   

 Administrator Strategy..  I argued in chapter 4 that some states should be considered 

collapsed if they deliberately and systematically destroy some or all of their people’s human 

functioning as a matter of policy, even if their bureaucracies function at a high level.  I argued 

that policymakers should not feel obligated to consider such regimes states at all, but simply 

organized groups of thugs, terrorists, or murderers.  It should be clear that in these states—I have 

in mind totalitarian regimes and perpetrators of genocide—no amount of technical assistance or 

civil society empowerment will rebuild the state’s humanity.  If international statebuilders 

choose to undertake an international statebuilding operation in a barbaric state, the first step is 

regime change, followed by a purge of former regime elements from national life. 

 I acknowledge that this seems less a strategy of statebuilding than an argument about just 

war.  I am arguing that war is sometimes the necessary prerequisite before a statebuilding 

operation can take place.  Specifically, the military overthrow of a barbaric regime is necessary 

before any attempt can be made to improve a state’s governance.  My point is more 

commonsensical than it might appear:  before the Allies could try the Nazi leaders at Nuremburg, 

they first had to defeat the Wehrmacht.  The Allies stopped the Holocaust not through 

empowering civil society advocates, but by overrunning the concentration camps.  More 

recently, before the United States and UN could establish the Afghan Independent Human Rights 

Commission, they had to defeat the Taliban regime.  Regime change as a precondition for 

improving a state’s humanity is not unheard of.  The international community accomplished it in 

West Germany, Japan, Italy, Afghanistan, Iraq, and arguably Bosnia and Kosovo (by defeating 

and eventually catalyzing the fall of the Serbian Government).  I am not arguing that 
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international actors overthrew those regimes in order to improve the human rights situation in 

each state; obviously many motives were at work in each case.  I am arguing that the overthrow 

was necessary before any attempt could be made to restore humanity to those states.  The ability 

to rebuild humanity was a consequence, not necessarily a motivating cause, of the military 

campaigns. 

 Several cases are instructive because of what the international community failed to do, 

and what the consequences were.  In passing we might note that the Khmer Rouge genocide in 

Cambodia was stopped not by the UN intervention there, but by the Vietnamese overthrow of 

Phnom Penh a decade previously, and the Hutu genocide against Rwandan Tutsi ended not 

through any effort of the infamously ineffectual UN peacekeeping force, but because the 

Rwandan Patriotic Front (RPF) invaded Rwanda, defeated the Interahamwe and the Rwandan 

army, and overthrew the government.  But the most instructive case is the ongoing effort by the 

UN to stop a genocide by appealing to the government responsible for it, in Sudan. 

 War erupted in 2003 between the Government of Sudan and its allied janjaweed militias 

on one side, and an array of Darfuri rebel groups in western Sudan on the other.  Many observers 

accused Sudanese forces and allied militias of deliberately targeting Darfuri civilians and 

estimated that 300,000 civilians died in the conflict.  Several outside observers, including then-

U.S. Secretary of State Colin Powell, characterized the Sudanese Government’s actions as 

genocide against the people of Darfur.  Sudan was also among the most oppressive regimes in 

the world:  in 2003 Sudan had a polity2 score of -6 and was rated by Freedom House as “not 

free.”  In response to the Sudanese Government’s barbarism, the African Union (AU) and the 

United Nations attempted to deploy a robust but traditional peacekeeping force to Darfur.  The 

AU helped broker a peace agreement in 2006, and the UN deployed the UN Assistance Mission 
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in Darfur (UNAMID) in 2007 with a mandate to provide security, protect civilians, and facilitate 

implementation of the peace agreement (S/2007/307).  Far from seeking regime change in 

Khartoum, the arrangement looked to the Government of Sudan as a prospective partner in 

peacekeeping efforts, an incredible provision that simply overlooked the realities of the war.  

Even allowing for the fact that the UN cannot be expected to overthrow the government of a 

member state, the mandate contained no provision similar to the revised mandate in Sierra Leone 

that instructed the force to take sides and combat the RUF if necessary.  UNAMID’s mandate 

pretended that it could partner with a cooperative Sudanese Government to reverse the barbarism 

that the government itself had perpetrated.  Unsurprisingly, fighting continued in 2008 and 

UNAMID currently admits on its own website that “UNAMID’s full deployment has been 

hampered by a lack of cooperation from the Government of Sudan.”  The UN Secretary General 

noted that there were continuing military operations between Sudanese forces and rebels in 

Darfur in early 2010, and reported that there was “increasing intercommunal violence and 

banditry” in the area (S/2010/50).  The UN effort in Sudan is premised on a completely 

inappropriate strategy across almost all dimensions of statehood; at root is the failure of outside 

powers to seek regime change in Khartoum, without which there is unlikely to be progress in any 

area.  The killing may end (probably because Khartoum feels it has achieved its objective of 

protecting the state’s territorial integrity, not because of the AU or UN forces), but there almost 

certainly will be no accountability for the genocide and no softening of the government’s 

totalitarian rule.  It may be that effecting regime change in Sudan is impractical or undesireable 

for other reasons; if so, the international community should also recognize that it is simply 

unable to make sustainable progress rebuilding the humanitarian situation there either. 
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Table 4.6:  Matching Strategy to Degree of Human Failure 
Degree of Failure Strategy of Statebuilding 
Weak – Negligent 
Government unable or unaccustomed to 
protecting human rights 
 

Observe 
Monitor human rights 
Provide public information about 
human rights 
Encourage ongoing reform 
 

Failed – Repressive 
Past history of mutual war crimes and 
ethnic cleansing, ongoing culture of 
impunity and recriminations 
Current trend towards repression 

Train/Equip 
Empower civil society  
Train human rights advocates 
Support Truth and Reconciliation 
Commissions 
Give technical assistance to 
investigations 
 
 

Collapsed – Barbaric 
Totalitarianism 
Genocide 
 
 
 

Administer 
Effect regime change 
Establish International Tribunal 
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Chapter 5:  Selected Cases of International Statebu ilding 

In this chapter I test my theory against four cases of international statebuilding.  I use the 

five dimensions of statehood to structure and focus each case.  First, I describe the general 

background to the case.  Second, I describe the degree of failure in each dimension of statehood.  

Third, I describe the statebuilding strategy employed (if any) in each dimension of statehood, and 

assess whether or not it addressed the dynamics of state failure in that dimension of statehood.  

Fourth, I employ process-tracing methodology to illustrate how the strategic match or mismatch 

caused the outcome observed in the case. 

Historical Background 

 Statebuilding operations occur in the wake of war.  Defeated states—and weak states 

caught in the crossfire—are broken by war, and victorious states have excess power.  Rebuilding 

states can seem to great powers an attractive and plausible way to reorder the political 

environment to better serve their interests.  The United States first attempted to build capable 

governments with military force in the conquered southern states of the Confederacy and in the 

ungoverned western territories in the 19th Century, both cases of domestic statebuilding (at least 

from the perspective of Washington, D.C.).  The United States’ acquisition of overseas territory 

following its victory in the war of 1898 presented the Americans with a new problem:  what to 

do with the new, foreign territories, how to govern them, and to what purpose?  It gave different 

answers for different territories, permanently annexing Puerto Rico and Guam and imposing 
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colonial rule on the Philippines for a half-century, but Congress forbade such options for Cuba in 

the Teller Amendment. 

The McKinley Administration faced a quandary:  Cuba was in ruins after its war with 

Spain and appeared in need of outside help.  But the war was fought in part to help Cubans throw 

off Spanish imperial rule; denying Cuba sovereignty would be a betrayal of the war’s purpose.  

The United States’ improvised a solution:  it would govern Cuba temporarily to help Cubans 

govern Cuba permanently.  It imposed a military government in the name of protecting Cuban 

sovereignty.  It denied Cubans’ hope for immediate independence for the sake of making its 

eventual independence stable and permanent.  In the language of later social science, it denied 

Cuban de jure sovereignty to build its de facto sovereignty (Jackson, 1990).  The U.S. 

administration of the island was thus the first instance of liberal international statebuilding, as 

opposed to liberal imperialism or annexation.  European imperial powers invoked similar 

justifications for their colonial rule, but the United States could plausibly claim to be different 

because it itself was a collection of former colonies and had consistently professed, for a century, 

ideological opposition to imperialism.  And its rule was liberal:  the military government 

oversaw four elections in its brief tenure:  local elections in May 1900, the election of delegates 

to a constitutional convention in September (the convention itself in November), a presidential 

election in 1901, and legislative elections in 1902. 

The brief American statebuilding operation in Cuba from 1898 to 1902 opened up a new 

option in foreign policy.  Policymakers troubled by instability in poor, weak states could 

contemplate an intervention that was shorter and less expensive than imperialism, provoked less 

trouble than annexation, could be cast as humanitarian and selfless, seemed to promise more 

lasting effects than the brief Marine landings that had become the norm in the 19th Century, and 
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demonstrated the country’s great power capabilities to the world.  For the next thirty years, 

American policymakers would exercise this option across the Caribbean and Central America to 

protect its hegemony in the Western Hemisphere. 

 Shortly after it wound down its Caribbean involvements, the United States emerged 

unquestionably victorious from World War II, and much of the rest of the industrialized world 

lay in ruins.  Allies needed help, and conquered enemies could not be trusted to rebuild their own 

governments.  The United States—largely on its own, though some Allies contributed to the 

missions in West Germany and Austria—embarked on five simultaneous, large-scale 

statebuilding operations.  Several of the missions still stand as the largest and most ambitious 

(and most successful) ever attempted.  Collectively, they involved well over a million Allied 

soldiers; the United States gave in excess of $130 billion in economic and military assistance.13 

There were relatively few statebuilding operations during the Cold War.  There are three 

reasons.  First, decolonization created scores of new states, all of whom jealously guarded their 

newfound sovereignty.  Their growing clout in the United Nations—which was founded to 

protect sovereignty, not fix failed states—hardened the general norm against outside 

interventions.  It was also not yet evident that many of the new states would fail in coming 

decades.  The global reaction against imperial exploitation swung to an opposite extreme, and a 

naïveté took hold about political development and nation building in the Third World.  Secondly, 

the United States and the United Nations both attempted one large operation apiece—in South 

Vietnam and the Democratic Republic of the Congo, respectively.  Both failed spectacularly, 

lessening the appeal of statebuilding as a policy option.  Thirdly, the political standoff between 

                                                 

13 2009 constant dollars.  The figure does not include the cost of ongoing military operations. 
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the superpowers made international agreement on statebuilding operations infeasible.  As 

discussed in Chapter 1, above, statebuilding inevitably involves norms of governance.  The 

Soviets recognized this and objected to the Congolese operation on the grounds that statebuilding 

was not a technical, apolitical task fit for the neutral United Nations.  Decolonization, the Cold 

War deadlock, and the failures in the Congo and South Vietnam, ensured a pause in international 

statebuilding operations for several decades. 

Dozens of weak states were left broken by the superpowers’ proxy wars and by the ethnic 

wars that flared up in the aftermath of the fall of the Soviet Union.  The liberal states’ victory in 

the Cold War left them with unmatched power, and they faced no imminent geopolitical threats.  

They, through the agency of the United Nations, sought to remake the world safe for liberalism.  

The resulting proliferation of statebuilding resulted in over half of all cases of statebuilding since 

1898 as liberal powers deployed military forces in every region of the world, from Haiti to 

Angola to Cambodia, in the pursuit of the democratic peace. 

 After the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the United States overthrew two 

governments and engaged in protracted statebuilding and counterinsurgency campaigns in both 

countries.  U.S. policymakers claimed at various points that the campaigns were intended to 

destroy terrorist groups, deny them safe haven in failed states, deny them access to weapons of 

mass destruction, spread democracy, and eliminate the root causes of terrorism.  The expansive 

vision of building liberal states around the world to protect U.S. security would seem to imply an 

active agenda of international statebuilding, especially if it dovetailed with the UN’s post-Cold 

war role in statebuilding.  But at the time of this writing, it is unclear if the interventions 

represented a new trend in U.S. foreign policy, or aberrations unlikely to be repeated.  Which of 
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the two it turns out to be likely depends in large part on how successful the operations in Iraq and 

Afghanistan are. 

The following sections briefly narrate four representative cases.  Each case presented 

below contains four parts.  First, I outline the background to the intervention.  Second, I describe 

the degree of type of state failure in the target state in the first year of the intervention, and I 

describe what strategy would have been appropriate in those circumstances.  Third, I describe the 

strategy (including resources) that the international community employed in its intervention.  

Fourth, I describe the result and explain how the strategy contributed to success or failure. 

Case Selection 

 I chose cases that demonstrate variance in my independent variable.  My independent 

variable is the match or mismatch between the international statebuilding strategy and the type 

and degree of state failure.  In chapter three I identified five types and three degrees of state 

failure.  In chapter four I identified three degrees of international intervention across all five 

dimensions of statehood.  The number of combinations and ways in which the strategy could 

partially match the type and degree of state failure far exceeds the number of actual cases in this 

study.  For the sake of simplicity, I have chosen one case that demonstrates a match between 

strategy and conditions across all dimensions of statehood (West Germany, 1945-1955); one that 

partially matches (Nicaragua, 1989-1992); and one that demonstrates a complete mismatch 

across all dimensions (Liberia, 1993-1997).  I have also selected cases the illustrate variance on 

the independent variable within the case—that is, cases in which the international community 

changed its strategy in the middle of the intervention—and I demonstrate how that change 

affected the outcome.  I show how the international community’s adoption of a more aggressive 
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and robust military approach in Sierra Leone in 2000 turned a failing mission into a success 

story.  In chapter 6 I contrast the strategy of statebuilding in Afghanistan before and after 2006.  

My cases also reflect a diversity of time periods and geographical regions, illustrating that my 

theory is not bound by either. 

Table 5.1:  List of Qualitative Case Studies 
Germany Europe Post WW II Full match 
Nicaragua 1989 Americas Post Cold War Partial match 
Liberia 1993 
Liberia 2003 

Africa Post Cold War Full mismatch 
Change in strategy 

Sierra Leone Africa Post Cold War Change in strategy 
Afghanistan South Asia Post 9/11 Partial match 

Change in strategy 

West Germany, 1945-1955 

 The international statebuilding operation in West Germany from 1945 to 1955 is an 

example of a full match between the strategy of statebuilding and the type and degree of state 

failure in Germany.  It is also one of the most clear-cut and comprehensive successes in the 

history of statebuilding.   

 The international statebuilding operation in West Germany is unique, or nearly so, in 

several respects.  The intervention followed a total war fought between the world’s great powers.  

The intervention started in the aftermath of one great-power rivalry, and took shape in the 

shadow of another one.  It took place in a state that failed because of its comprehensive defeat in 

inter-state war.  Ethnic cleavages, civil war, and insurgency played no role in the situation.  It is 

the third-most populous state in which an international statebuilding operation has been 

attempted (after Japan and the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 1999), and is an extreme 

outlier in terms of the peak troop-strength deployed during the operation.     
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 Some scholars treat West Germany’s (and Japan’s) uniqueness as grounds for dismissing 

its applicability to today’s international statebuilding operations.  Some scholars appear to treat 

West Germany and Japan as a dataset with a population of two that can be safely set aside 

because their unique circumstances are unlikely to be replicated in today’s environments.  Such 

reasoning is wrong, especially because Germany is a clear and undisputed success story.  

Precisely because it is both unique in some variables and a success, Germany is a key test of the 

scope conditions and generally applicability of my theory.  If my theory can explain Germany’s 

success in terms that also explain the outcomes of other cases, it will be a strong indicator that 

my theory has broad applicability, and that Germany’s success can be replicated elsewhere. 

 I do not attempt original research in this case study.  There is little new that can be said 

about anything related to World War II, one of the most thoroughly-studied episodes of the 20th 

Century, if not in all history.  Instead I attempt to retell a familiar story in new terms.  I argue 

that my theory convincingly explains the outcome of the German statebuilding operation in ways 

that are applicable to other cases as well.   

Background 

 Through a series of wars and diplomatic maneuvers King Wilhelm of Prussia unified 

most German-speaking polities in Europe and proclaimed himself Kaiser Wilhelm I of Germany 

in 1871.  The new nation-state, with a large landmass, sizeable population, exploitable resources, 

and rapidly industrializing economy, quickly became a great power in Europe and competed with 

France, England, and other states for influence, colonies, and wealth.  After being narrowly 

defeated in World War I, Germany became a republic but retained its territorial integrity and 

great power potential.  The Republic suffered from a collapsed economy, weak institutions, and 
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political extremism from the right and left.  A dubious electoral victory by the National Socialist 

party in 1933 led to the imposition of single-party rule—its polity2 score dropped from 6 to -9 in 

a single year.  Remilitarization fueled economic recovery, enabling the National Socialists to 

consolidate power, remove dissidents, and launch a war of conquest across Europe in 1939.  In 

the process it also erected one of the most repressive and barbaric totalitarian regimes in history. 

 After nearly six years of fighting, the German government was defeated and overthrown, 

principally by the United States, United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, concluding World War 

II in Europe.  Germany was initially divided into four zones of occupation under the United 

States, United Kingdom, France, and the Soviet Union.  The US, UK, and France eventually 

merged their zones of occupation and formed the Federal Republic of Germany (West Germany) 

in 1949, but statebuilding in the west predated the formal creation of the state by several years.  

The US zone was governed through the Office of Military Government, United States 

(OMGUS), which reported to the four-power Allied Control Council (ACC).  The ACC broke 

down in early 1948, a casualty of the Cold War.  After the Federal Republic was created a year 

later, OMGUS was replaced by a civilian High Commissioner for Germany. 

 The Allies’ mandate for the occupation, governance, and reconstruction of Germany was 

captured in a series of documents which were not always consistent with each other.  The 

documents universally agreed that, as the Potsdam Agreement put it, “supreme authority in 

Germany is exercised” by the Allied governments and the occupation authority.  The Joint 

Chiefs of Staff Directive 1067 (JCS 1067) instructed American officers that “you are, by virtue 

of your position, clothed with supreme legislative, executive, and judicial authority in the areas 

occupied by forces under your command.”  The goal was to build a democratic and peaceful 

German state, destroy residual Nazi influence, and punish war criminals, according to both JCS 
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1067 and the Potsdam Agreement.  Officials disagreed about postwar economic policy and other 

issues, but there was no disagreement about the basic approach of assuming responsibility for 

governing Germany. 

State Failure in West Germany 

 West Germany had enjoyed strong political institutions and a robust economy before 

World War II, but both had been almost completely destroyed by the war.  It was an open 

question as to how realistic the project to reconstruct Germany was. 

 Security.  Security in Germany had failed at the time of the surrender, but had not 

completely collapsed.  Perhaps 4.2 million Germans had been killed in the war.  Fighting, 

especially in the final months, was brutal.  Because of the depth of bitterness and the German 

forces’ seeming inexhaustible will to resist, American forces prepared to meet continued guerilla 

resistance after the official surrender (Dobbins, 2003).  Some Nazi leaders did indeed begin 

planning a guerilla campaign—the Werwolf plan—but in practice it did not materialize.  The 

international statebuilding operation in West Germany took place in a relatively violence-free 

security environment, a crucial “dog that did not bark” that was key for the Allies’ ability to 

draw down their military presence quickly.  The situation was far from stable—the absence of 

German security forces and the widespread unemployment, hunger, and privation almost 

certainly made crime and banditry a serious problem—but neither was it completely anarchic.  

There were no widespread reprisals by German civilians against former regime elements, no 

guerilla movement against the Allies, and no civil war between Nazi die-hards and reformists to 

determine the state’s future shape. 
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 Legitimacy.  The legitimacy of the German state had completely collapsed.  Kaiser 

Wilhelm’s state had staked its legitimacy on being the political expression of German-speaking 

people.  The National Socialists narrowed this ideal further by redefining “German-ness” and 

excluding Jews, Roma, Poles and other Slavic peoples, and other groups.  The war and ensuing 

partition into East and West Germany discredited such racialist and nationalist grounds for the 

German state.  The only other recent German political experience was with democracy under the 

Weimer Republic, but it was precisely the failure of that democracy that led to the rise of the 

Nazi Party and Germany’s present ruin.  Germany had few resources with which to re-legitimize 

the state.   

 Capacity. The institutions of the German Government had completely collapsed, and the 

government was not capable of delivering goods and services.  Infrastructure and public facilities 

were so destroyed that the country had an infant mortality rate comparable to that in Côte 

d’Ivoire or the Democratic Republic of the Congo today. GDP per capita—which was still rising 

until 1944—fell almost two-thirds from a peak of $6,084 in 1944 to $2,217 two years later (in 

1990 constant international dollars), almost instantly impoverishing the German middle class.  

Banks and citizens, who held 450 billion Reichsmarks of government debt from the old regime, 

were bankrupt (E. Ziemke, 1990), and it was uncertain at the outset what the value of the 

currency was or even what currency was in use.  Schools had closed; when they reopened, they 

lacked textbooks because of the Allies’ prohibition on books printed by the old regime.  Housing 

was inadequate and up to 20 million displaced persons were homeless or without shelter.  

Famine threatened millions with starvation.  On top of the war damage, the initial wave of de-

Nazification instantly removed hundreds of thousands of civil servants, bureaucrats, teachers, 
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and other government officials tainted by association with the National Socialist party from 

public employment, leaving only the inexperienced to operate the machinery of government.   

 Prosperity.  There are no reliable statistics about the German Government’s revenue in 

1945 or for several years afterwards.  Mitchell estimates that Germany collected 16.46 percent of 

GDP in revenue in 1950, about the level many poor, developing states aspire to after years of 

capacity-building and reconstruction.  Because of the government’s total breakdown in 1945, we 

can assume that its revenue-generation had also totally collapsed. 

 Humanity.  Germany under the National Socialists set a new standard for barbarity.  Its 

crimes are infamous and hardly need repeating: it launched a war of aggression that ultimately 

killed some 50 million human beings, including several million systematically murdered in death 

camps.  It waged genocide against Jews, Roma, and others.  It conscripted millions of civilians 

and prisoners of war into slave labor.  Its form of tyranny and oppression was so through and 

complete as to occasion the coining of a new term—totalitarianism—to describe it.  The Nazi 

Government’s atrocities came to define war crimes and crimes against humanity for later 

generations.  It is no exaggeration to say that the National Socialist regime’s actions were so 

blatantly inhuman that they compelled the international community to recognize a responsibility 

to prevent such atrocities in the future. 

Statebuilding in West Germany 

 According to the theory I developed in Chapter 4, the most appropriate strategy of 

statebuilding would involve a military deployment to monitor the security situation and train a 

new security force; the establishment of an international transitional authority to restart the 

institutions of government and establish a re-legitimizing process by decree; and, following 
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regime change, an effort to purge elements of the former barbaric regime from national life.  The 

Allies followed this strategy in virtually every respect, and succeeded strongly. 

 Security.  The Allies imposed a military government on West Germany backed by 

between 1.6 and 2 million troops, easily the largest troop deployment in any international 

statebuilding operation in history.  The number is deceptive, however, because the Allies began 

rapid demobilization following Japan’s surrender.  There were 342,000 troops in West Germany 

in July, 1946, about 200,000 by the end of 1946, and 135,000 by the summer of 1947.  The 

United States organized a 30,000-strong constabulary to carry out police duty during the 

drawdown.  Troop levels reached a low of 79,495 assigned to the entire European Command 

area of operation in 1950 before rebounding amidst Cold War fears.  The Allies did not need two 

million troops to rebuild Germany, especially considering the lack of unrest or insurgency 

against the occupiers, so the drawdown could occur without materially hurting the statebuilding 

effort. 

 The high numbers are misleading in another sense.  Despite a greater number of 

resources, the U.S. troops did not have a particularly aggressive mission in West Germany after 

the surrender—especially compared to the role of U.S. troops in South Vietnam, Iraq, or 

Afghanistan, or UN troops in Sierra Leone or in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 1960.  

The massive U.S. force in West Germany was essentially a giant monitoring and training mission 

to ensure the Germans adhered to the terms of the surrender; accordingly they—like the UN 

would in later monitoring operations—oversaw the demobilization and disarmament of the 

remaining German forces.  The U.S. constabulary force trained a new German police force to 

focus on routine police duties (Dobbins, 2003).  It is true that the Allies did not know what the 

security environment would be; according to Dobbins, U.S. forces expected to encounter partisan 
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resistance, and planned accordingly.  Although counterfactuals are always speculative, it is 

probable that the Allies’ initially overwhelming force, and their preparations to meet partisan 

resistance, helped render such resistance futile and thereby preempted any from emerging, a 

speculation I will return to in Chapter 7. 

 Legitimacy.  As East Germany increasingly became a satellite of the Soviet Union, West 

Germany embraced a new source of legitimacy as part of the western democratic alliance against 

communism.  West Germany did not simply find legitimacy in democracy, although that is part 

of what happened:  it found legitimacy in its new regional and global role as a member of the 

“free world,” a key player in the nascent European-wide economy, and eventually a full 

(rearmed) member of NATO.  As such, the German state turned to democracy and economic 

liberalism to play the role that fascism had played in the Third Reich:  a legitimizing public 

philosophy that gave the state its purpose and direction at home and abroad.   

 The Allies very much planned and facilitated the transformation.  Both the Potsdam 

Agreement and JCS 1067 explicitly named “the eventual reconstruction of German political life 

on a democratic basis” as a goal of the occupation.  Local elections in small towns were held in 

January 1946.  In the summer elections were held to state constitutional conventions, and in 

spring 1947 state legislative elections were held.  In July 1948 state legislatures elected a 

Parliamentary Council to draft a new national constitution, and nationwide general elections 

were held in August, 1949, to seat the new Parliament.  The democratic transformation was only 

the first step in reshaping Germany’s new regional role as a partner in the democratic world.  

West Germany was increasingly integrated into the western European economy through the 

European Recovery Program (the Marshall Plan) starting in 1948 and the European Coal and 

Steel Community starting in 1951.  The Allies permitted West Germany to rearm and become a 
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full member of NATO in 1955.  By the end of the occupation, West Germany had crafted a new 

identity as a partner in the democratic west.  In response to the German state’s total collapse of 

legitimacy, the Allies had helped find a new foundation on which to build. 

 Capacity and Prosperity.  The Allies established a military government and directly 

administered the German Government until 1949 (indirectly until 1955) staffed by some 12,000 

soldiers and civilians in the American sector alone (ranging perhaps up to 62,000 in West 

Germany as a whole) (Zink, 1957).  In late 1945 military occupation teams fanned out across the 

country and embedded themselves as overseers of local administration in every town with more 

than 20,000 people.  They appointed mayors and administrators, set and enforced curfews, 

organized food supply and rationing systems, collected weapons and contraband, provided 

support for public health and safety, restored and operated utilities, cared for refugees and 

displaced persons, and cleared rubble (E. F. Ziemke, 1984).  Reconstruction programs were 

backed by $38.3 billion (in 2009 constant dollars) in economic and military assistance from the 

end of the war through the middle of the 1960s.  The effort to restore the capacity of the German 

state was comprehensive, but at the local level it was also short-lived.  Shortly after local 

elections had put in place German government officials untainted by Nazism, OMGUS began 

pulling back the military occupation teams from the lowest administrative units and replacing 

them with small liaison teams charged with observing and reporting on, but not administering, 

the German civil administration (Nelson, 1987).  Starting in 1947 the Allies began creating 

institutions for economic administration across the zones of occupation.  At the national level the 

Allies created selected central institutions and continued to exercise full or partial control until 

1955, by which time the German Government was on a trajectory to become one among the most 

efficiently administered states in the world. 
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 Humanity.  The Allies effected regime change, tried the former regime’s leaders for war 

crimes, and sought to purge the previous regime’s influence from society as a whole.  The 

Nuremburg Tribunal operated for just under one year, from October 1945 to October 1946 (a 

model of efficiency compared to later international tribunals).  It indicted 24 top Nazi leaders, 

tried 21, convicted 18, sentenced 12 to death, and executed 10.  The broader de-Nazification 

effort necessarily made use of local German courts created for the purpose because the Allies 

were unable to process the sheer number of potential defendants.  The German courts were 

reportedly more lenient than the Allies had wanted, and historians often note that de-Nazification 

ended up being far less pervasive than it initially aimed, and therefore characterize it as a modest 

effort.  It is true that only about 24.4 percent of Germans chargeable under the Law of Liberation 

from National Socialism and Militarism were ever tried, and only 3.2 percent were convicted.  

But historians are comparing de-Nazification to its initially ambitious aims, not to transitional 

justice initiatives in other post-war societies.  The 3.2 percent amounted to over 117,000 people 

convicted of war crimes, a staggering amount compared, for example, to the handful prosecuted 

by the special court for Yugoslavia.  De-Nazification in West Germany was one of the most 

ambitious and pervasive efforts to re-humanize a state and society blighted by barbarism in the 

history of international statebuilding, even allowing for how far it fell short of its original 

ambitions. 

Result 

 The military campaign against the National Socialist regime followed by the 

denazification program and war crimes trials decisively altered the balance of power within 

Germany away from the former regime elements.  Virtually all Nazi leaders with the will and 
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capacity to resist the occupiers were dead, imprisoned, on trial, in hiding, or delegitimized.  The 

Allies overwhelming power and extensive, controlling mandate at the outset of the operation 

made resistance futile.  The international statebuilding operation took the form of an irresistible 

Leviathan against whom no opposition was possible—perhaps one reason why the Werwolf plan 

never came into effect.  More importantly in the long run, the relegitimation campaign altered 

the public identities available for Germans such that the place from which opposition might be 

mounted—former regime loyalists and fascists—no longer existed.  The combination of power 

and norm-shifting simply removed potential opposition from the field.  The Allies found a 

unique solution to the balance of power problem in the conditions of state failure:  the imposition 

of complete hegemony.  The result was cooperative statebuilding. 

 Given the Allies’ overwhelming power, the greater danger may have been freeriding by 

Germans sympathetic to the statebuilding campaign.  The Allies might have become trapped 

governing Germany indefinitely—as, indeed, some feared might happen—if Germans were kept 

dependent on Allied aid.  The debate surrounding the Morgenthau Plan reflected these concerns, 

and the ultimate rejection of the Morgenthau Plan in favor of the Marshall Plan by 1947 reflected 

the Allied consensus to empower Germany as a partner rather than rule it as a province.  Three 

moves illustrate the Allied consensus.  The withdrawal of military government teams from 

localities as early as 1946, and the shift towards liaison instead of direct control after local 

elections, reflected the Allies’ early recognition that they must empower Germans to participate 

in governance.  Secondly, the structure of Marshall Plan aid compelled Germans to participate in 

economic reconstruction as well.  The aid was not administered by U.S. or Allied decision-

makers, but disbursed to recipient governments through the Economic Cooperation Agency 

(ECA), to which recipient governments sent envoys.  Decision-making on economic matters was 
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thus put into the hands of Germans who had to make decisions cooperatively with the French and 

other recipients.  Thirdly, the training of new German security forces and, more so, its eventual 

rearmament and incorporation into NATO (unthinkable in 1945) demonstrated the Allies 

commitment to German empowerment.  The Allies’ motives, especially regarding German 

rearmament, stemmed from Cold War concerns, but regardless of motive it effectively prevented 

German freeriding. 

The Allies applied an appropriate and well-calibrated strategy of statebuilding across all 

five dimensions of statehood in West Germany.  As a result, West Germany is the paradigmatic 

example of success in international statebuilding operations.  It did not revert to Nazism; there 

was no insurgency against Allied forces; and it enjoyed political stability for the decade 

following its resumption of sovereignty.  The economy grew strongly during and after the 

intervention, averaging almost 8 percent annual GDP per capita growth, and West Germany 

recorded a sustained positive change of 19 points in its polity2 score, reflecting its transition 

from Nazi tyranny to liberal democracy.  (Dobbins, 2003; Nelson, 1987; Wolfe, 1984; Ziemke, 

1990). 

Nicaragua, 1989-1992 

 Nicaragua is an example of a partial match between the international strategy of 

statebuilding and the type and degree of state failure in the target state.  The mission resulted in a 

shallow success. 

 Nicaragua was one of the first post-Cold War UN interventions that evolved past 

traditional peacekeeping.  It blended a political mission with military operations in a state 

recovering from civil war.  The mission in Nicaragua was clearly a departure from past 
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precedent.  It was distinct in several respects from deployments in, for example, Cyprus, South 

Asia, and the Sinai in which peacekeepers monitored ceasefires between belligerents in an 

interstate war and played little or no political role.  But because it occurred early in the 

development of complex peacekeeping, liberal peacebuilding, and international statebuilding, it 

was also a small and disjointed mission compared to later operations.  If the UN attempted a 

mission in a country under similar circumstances today, it would almost certainly go in with a 

broader mandate and higher aspirations.  The comparatively small and narrow nature of the 

mission in Nicaragua is no reason to exclude it from our cases of statebuilding.  On the contrary, 

we should recognize that multilateral statebuilding under UN auspices only became what it did 

because of the record of the early post-Cold War missions in places like Nicaragua, Namibia, 

Mozambiqe, and Cambodia.  The mission in Nicaragua holds more importance in the history of 

statebuilding than its size would suggest. 

Background 

 Nicaragua won independence from Spain in 1821 and from the United Provinces of 

Central America in 1838.  Civil war, instability, and autocracy plagued the republic for much of 

the 19th and early 20th Centuries.  The state’s polity2 score fluctuated between a -3 and a -8 from 

independence to 1978.  The United States intervened in Nicaragua in the early 20th Century, as in 

many other American states, to impose stability, protect its economic interests, and prevent 

European intervention in a state that offered a potential rival route to the Panama canal.  During 

one especially intensive period, from 1927 to 1933, the United States was drawn into a full-

blown statebuilding and counterinsurgency campaign involving, at its peak, some 5,000 U.S. 

troops.  The U.S. brokered an end to one civil war, oversaw elections in 1928, invested in 
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Nicaraguan security forces, and fought to contain a new rebellion under the leadership of 

Augusto Sandino.  The Nicaraguan Government made peace with Sandino shortly after the 

American departure, which was unpopular with the military.  The head National Guardsman, 

Anastasio Somoza, assassinated Sandino in 1934, seized power in 1937 and established a 

dictatorship. 

 The left-wing Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN) was founded in 1961 to carry 

on Sandino’s legacy and oppose the Somoza dictatorship.  The Sandanistas escalated their armed 

resistance to the Somoza regime in the 1970s, eventually toppling the Somoza regime and taking 

power in 1979.  The establishment of the Sandanista government was, however, just another 

phase in the long Nicaraguan civil war.  It was followed by ten more years of war with right 

wing counterrevolutionary (“Contra”) insurgents that killed 78,000 people, each side a proxy for 

the superpowers in the Cold War.  The war was intertwined with similar conflicts in El Salvador 

and Guatemala, and drew in Honduras and Cost Rica as well.  The end of the Cold War in 

Central America was reflected in the Esquipulas Accord of 1987, in which the leaders of Central 

American agreed to work towards cease-fires, national reconciliation, and elections.  Nicaragua 

was the first to implement Esquipulas and reach a peace agreement with insurgents in 1989.  

 The parties requested the UN and the Organization of American States (OAS) to oversee 

its implementation.  The UN initially authorized the UN Observer Group in Central America 

(ONUCA) in November 1989 to verify the cessation of cross-border aid to armed groups by 

Central American states and the denial of safehaven for militants.  ONUCA’s mandate was 

expanded twice in the next few months to increase the UN force, enable it to facilitate 

demobilization, and monitor the ceasefire and separation of forces.  A separate mission, the UN 

Observer Group for the Verification of Elections in Nicaragua (ONUVEN), was formed to 
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oversee and facilitate the electoral aspects of the Esquipulas Accords.  (This was early in the 

UN’s foray into complex peacekeeping.  The institutional architecture of integrated missions had 

not evolved yet).  The World Bank and International Monetary Fund became involved in efforts 

to reform and grow the Nicaraguan economy.  Collectively, the interventions starting in 1989 

mark the beginning of international statebuilding in Nicaragua. 

State Failure in Nicaragua 

 Nicaragua had never enjoyed a high level of security and stability.  In 1989 it was 

recovering from a civil war that had lasted more than a decade—and that reflected a deep-rooted 

political conflict that dated to the founding of the republic.  By the end of the civil war the 

security forces were militarized and widely distrusted.  The contras retained a strong presence, 

and their weapons, throughout the country.  As is common in post-conflict societies, violent 

criminality soon spiked after the war.  On the positive side, large-scale political violence had 

ceased, but security was precarious. 

 It is not clear if the Nicaraguan state had ever enjoyed legitimacy with most Nicaraguans.  

The chronic instability, frequent political violence, and rigid authoritarianism characteristic of 

Nicaraguan political life suggests that the Nicaraguan state largely lacked a credible claim to 

legitimacy, or that there was no coherent, shared norms to which the state could appeal to 

legitimize its rule in a sustainable way.  Conservatives and the military attempted to root the 

state’s legitimacy in an appeal to the rule of law and to nationalism.  Liberals and the Sandanistas 

attempted to root the state’s legitimacy by claiming to serve the poor majority with land reform 

and social programs.  Neither were able to consolidate their claim to legitimacy for long in 

Nicaragua’s history, and by 1989 it was unclear what, if any, norms could legitimize the 
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Nicaraguan state.  The Esquipulas Accords and the follow-on agreements, entailing a 

commitment to democracy, was therefore an opportunity for a major change in Nicaraguan 

politics.  It was also a plan without precedent in a country that had no experience with or heritage 

of democracy. 

 Nicaragua had a few small advantages compared to other states targeted for international 

statebuilding:  the government had not collapsed, and the economy was less worse off than might 

be expected.  In terms of capacity and prosperity, the Nicaraguan state was weak, but not failed.  

The Somoza dictatorship had been a model of efficient tyranny, as opposed to the Taliban model 

of mixing oppression with incompetence.  After Somoza fell the Sandinista government made 

genuine efforts to govern the country, which kept the institutions of government in workable 

condition.  Paris claims that government revenue fell precipitously in the 1980s because of 

investor flight and U.S. economic sanctions, but the World Bank records that the government 

still collected 30 percent of GDP in taxes in 1990, a remarkably normal figure, before falling 

dramatically to between 12 and 21 percent for the next decade.  Life expectancy was 64.5 years 

and infant mortality was a relatively low (for a poor, developing state) 65 per 1,000 live births.  

Nicaraguans were poor, but poverty was as much a direct result of war as of chronic 

underperformance:  real GDP per capita had fallen by more than half during the war, partly 

because of a spike in inflation, suggesting a potential for a strong postwar rebound.  And even 

after the war devastation, GDP per capita was still $1,499, more than triple the worst levels of 

poverty in West Africa and South Asia (Paris, 2004; World Bank., 2009). 

 Finally, the Nicaraguan state did not have a good track record of humane governance.  

Nicaragua had escaped genocidal levels of violence, and the Somoza dictatorship was not as 
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thoroughly totalitarian as Germany’s National Socialists or the Soviet Union under Stalin.  But 

the alternation between tyranny and civil war left a long legacy of crime and atrocities. 

Table 5.2:  Measuring State Failure in Nicaragua, 1989. 
Figures given for year closest to 1989 for which data is available. 
Sources:  World Bank Development Indicators Database (World Bank., 2009) 

 

Nicaragua 

Latin 
America 

and 
Caribbean 

World OECD 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 64.5 68.31 65.4 75.8 

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 52.0 44.0 63.2 8.4 

Hospital beds (per 1,000 people) 1.83 2.48 3.64 6.49 

Immunization, measles (% aged 12-23 
months) 

63 76 73 83 

Immunization, DPT (% aged 12-23 months) 66 68 76 89 

Incidence of TB (per 100,000 people) 
(WHO) 

108 89 125 29 

Improved sanitation facilities, % pop. with 
access 

42 67.9 51.3 99.8 

Improved water source, % pop. with access 70 83.9 75.7 99.5 

Roads, % paved 10.5 21.5 36.3 79.8 

Telephone subscribers (per 100 people) 1.12 6.04 10.07 44.29 

Literacy rate (% age 15+) NA 70.3 76.2 99.2 

GDP per capita, current $USD $250 $2,519 $4,142 $18,063 

Government revenue, % GDP 29.98 19.46 NA NA 

Statebuilding in Nicaragua 

 Given these conditions, the international community would have had the greatest success 

if it had adopted an across-the-board Trainer Strategy to increase the capacity of Nicaraguan 

security forces, civil society, government bureaucracies, institutions of economic governance, 

and human rights advocates.  Considering the relatively decent capacity of the Nicaraguan 
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institutions of government, an Observer Strategy towards capacity-development efforts might 

have been appropriate.  Statebuilders instead adopted largely an across-the-board Observer 

Strategy with some elements of trainer programs. 

 The United Nations deployed just under 1,000 soldiers to Nicaragua and neighboring 

states in 1989 to monitor the ceasefire, monitor the cessation of cross-border movement, and 

verify the demobilization of the Contras.  The UN acknowledged that it simply did not have 

enough troops to carry out its mission because there were far too few troops to observe all the 

mileage of international borders across which militant movement could occur.  Instead, the UN 

changed how its troops were used starting in 1991, reorienting them away from direct 

observation towards liaising with the host nation security forces to help them patrol their own 

borders more effectively.  In this way the UN was gradually moving towards a Trainer Strategy 

by the end of the Nicaraguan intervention.  ONUCA also oversaw the demobilization and 

disarmament of some 22,000 insurgents in Nicaragua and Honduras (Durch, 1993).  Partly 

because of international efforts, the war ended definitively.  Security, however, remained fragile 

because violent crime rose sharply in ensuing years as demobilized ex-combatants without 

employment turned to crime to earn a living—a pattern that would become familiar in 

subsequent post-conflict statebuilding operations.  The international community’s failure to 

develop a full training program for soldiers and, especially, policemen was a significant lost 

opportunity. 

 The Nicaraguan parties had agreed to participate in competitive, open, multiparty 

elections to re-legitimize the Nicaraguan state.  Nicaragua had virtually no experience with 

credible democracy.  The 1928 election overseen by the U.S. was among the more credible in 

Nicaragua’s history and helped end a civil war, but was not credible or open enough to prevent 
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another civil war or create a lasting regime.  In response to the Nicaraguans’ request, the UN 

deployed an Observer Group for the Verification of Elections in Nicaragua (ONUVEN) to 

oversee elections held in February 1990.  The parties participated in the election, which was held 

on time.  The Sandinistas lost—and accepted their loss peacefully, by no means a foregone 

conclusion considering violence had flared as recently several months before the election (and 

also considering the record of other post-conflict elections in, for example, Cambodia and 

Angola).  “For the first time in Nicaragua’s history, a governing party peacefully handed over 

power to its democratically elected opponents,” (Paris, 2004).  Widely-accepted elections were 

also held in 1996 and 2006, the last of which saw the Sandinistas return peacefully to power. 

 To rebuild the Nicaraguan economy, the international community pressed the Nicaraguan 

government to pursue a program of liberalization.  The newly elected conservative government 

complied by pushing through a raft of deregulation and a lowering of trade barriers.  Donors 

responded with $11.9 billion in development assistance to Nicaragua over the next decade—at 

$196 per person, per year, one of the highest assistance programs in any statebuilding operation.  

The reforms helped reign inflation back to normal levels.  Real GDP per capita fell slightly, 

however, by 0.1 percent per year from 1989 to 2002.  Paris lays the blame on the international 

statebuilders’ premature liberalization of the Nicaraguan economy.  He argues that statebuilders 

should strengthen institutions before pushing liberalization.  While I disagree with the universal 

applicability of his argument—no one sequence is the right approach to all failed states—I agree 

with his argument on Nicaragua.  Nicaraguan government institutions had not collapsed, but they 

were weak from decades of war and maladministration and appeared to be getting worse as the 

war wound down and the statebuilding process began.  I argued that the international 

statebuilders should have adopted a Trainer strategy towards the capacity of Nicaraguan state 
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institutions.  But the international community appears to have invested little, if anything, in 

capacity development programs in Nicaragua in the 1990s.  As a result, donor aid failed to make 

any long-term, lasting effects in Nicaragua.  Individual relief efforts never coalesced into a 

broader change in Nicaraguans’ economic opportunities.  Much of the aid was siphoned away in 

corruption.  Nicaragua fell from 61st to 81st on Transparency International’s Corruption 

Perceptions Index from 1998 (the first year in which it was ranked) to 2002.  The international 

community increased its focus on capacity-building during the 1990s partly in response to the 

missions in places like Nicaragua where it became evident that sizeable donor commitments 

alone could not buy peace and stability:  how the money was used was equally important. 

 The international community did not become involved in efforts at transitional justice in 

Nicaragua, partly because there was no local effort to explore the issue for almost two decades 

after the end of the war.  The Esquipulas Accords called on signatories to issue blanket amnesties 

for all combatants in the Central American wars.  Subsequently, there was no effort to try Contra 

or Sandinista leaders for any war crimes, or even to investigate alleged atrocities.  A Peace and 

Reconciliation Commission was finally formed in 2007, long after the end of the international 

statebuilding effort. 

Result 

 The international statebuilding operation in Nicaragua had such a light footprint that it 

did not significantly alter the balance of power among Nicaraguan factions and was in no danger 

of provoking open or violent opposition from the Sandinistas or Contras.  The two sides had 

already come to an agreement before the international intervention began and appeared to be 

cautiously committed to the reform process.  To the extent that either side perceived the process 
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to be threatening to their interests, they channeled their opposition into widespread corruption, 

seeking to use the opportunities of peace and international aid for private profit.  Demobilized 

militiamen with no employment prospects were perhaps the force most threatened by the 

statebuilding program, and the spike in criminality in the 1990s likely reflects the form their 

opposition took.  The international statebuilders’ failure to invest in capacity building and the 

rule of law permitted such opposition to take place.  The result was compromised statebuilding. 

 The Nicaraguan intervention was a shallow success.  The war ended and Nicaragua has 

enjoyed more than two decades of peace.  The democratic process appears to have taken root and 

become a successful mechanism for legitimizing the Nicaraguan state.  The Sandinistas, whose 

violent seizure of power in 1979 touched off ten years of war, accepted their loss in the 1990 and 

1996 elections.  When they took power in 2006, Nicaraguans accepted the result peacefully—a 

rather tidy comparison illustrating the different results of democratic competition versus violent 

insurgency.  However, because the international community failed to implement a capacity 

development effort or a program to train Nicaraguan police, the quality of governance declined 

and security remained fragile.  The World Bank judged that the rule of law eroded in Nicaragua 

over the course of the 1990s, and violent crime and corruption increased.  Without improvements 

in the rule of law, much international aid was ineffective and corruption increased.  The 

economy grew sluggishly, and real GDP per capita actually declined.  Nicaragua is at peace, but 

it remains troubled precisely because of the areas in which international statebuilders failed to 

adopt a sufficiently well-matched strategy of statebuilding (Durch, 1993; Paris, 2004; United 

Nations., 2009e). 

Table 5.3:  Cross-Time Comparison of Governance Indicators, 1989-2002. 
Sources:  World Bank (Kaufmann et al., 2009) 

 1989 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 2000 2002 
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Voice and Accountability     0.17 0.03 -0.21 -0.10 

Political Stability     -0.68 -0.57 -0.08 -0.08 

Government Effectiveness     -0.81 -0.42 -0.62 -0.75 

Regulatory Quality     -0.17 0.01 -0.13 -0.41 

Rule of Law     -0.33 -0.72 -0.91 -0.76 

Control of Corruption     -0.21 -0.78 -0.92 -0.52 

Government Revenue, % GDP  29.98 21.03 12.29 12.9 15.57 15.09 14.92 

Real GDP, % growth -1.69 -0.13 0.4 5.00 6.30 3.70 4.10 0.75 

Polity2 Score -1 6 6 6 8 8 8 8 

Corruptions Perception Index      61 77 81 

 

Sierra Leone, 1999 – 2006 

 The international statebuilding operation in Sierra Leone is an example of an initially 

mismatched strategy that changed over time to a fuller match between strategy and 

circumstances.  It illustrates nicely how the change in strategy led to an improved outcome.  The 

international statebuilding operation in Sierra Leone is still very recent and any conclusions 

about its success or failure must necessarily be tentative, especially as we are still within 10 

years of the conclusion as of the time of this writing.  Yet Sierra Leone is an excellent case for 

research on international statebuilding, even if conclusions have to be preliminary.  Because of 

the course of events in Sierra Leone, the intervention there has become almost a perfect 

laboratory for illustrating how a change in strategy can clearly and dramatically change the 

outcome of statebuilding operations. 
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Background 

 The United Kingdom established one of its earlier African colonies in Freetown in 1792.  

The city became a refuge for freed slaves, who eventually became a distinct people group—the 

Krio—much as the Americo-Liberians would in next-door Liberia later in the 19th Century.  

There were a few revolts against British rule but the 19th and 20th Centuries were peaceful, and 

included the establishment of the earliest (and for a long time the only) university in west Africa.  

Independence was achieved peacefully in 1961 without a war or a national liberation struggle, an 

evolution rather than a revolution—ideal for the consolidation for democracy, according to 

Dahl’s theory, which seemed confirmed after peaceful elections in 1962.  The economy grew 

slowly but steadily, averaging 2.24 percent growth in real per capita GDP from 1961 to 1966.  

Elections in 1967, however, led to a series of coups and counter-coups and the establishment of 

an autocracy.  Political parties were banned and one man held the Prime Ministership for nearly 

twenty years.  Sierra Leone’s Polity2 score plummeted from 6 before 1967 to -6 by 1971 and -7 

by 1978, where it stayed almost continuously until 1996.  Economic growth slowed:  for the 23 

years between the 1967 election and the 1991 outbreak of war, real per capita GDP grew by an 

average of only 0.27 percent per year. 

 A Liberian-sponsored rebellion against the ruling All People’s Congress (APC) emerged 

in March, 1991 under the banner of the Revolutionary United Front (RUF) led by Corporal 

Foday Sankoh.  Following the government’s inability to meet the RUF threat, military officers 

overthrew the government in 1992 and established a National Provisional Ruling Council 

(NPRC).  The NPRC hired mercenaries and pushed back the RUF in 1995, and handed back 

power through elections in 1996.  However, other military officers formed the Armed Forces 

Revolutionary Council (AFRC), allied with the RUF, and overthrew the government in 1997.  
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Nigerian forces, under the auspices of the Economic Community of West African States 

(ECOWAS) Monitoring Group (ECOMOG), ousted the AFRC-RUF regime and reinstated the 

democratically-elected government.  The RUF briefly seized the capital in January, 1999, 

leading to an especially grizzly few weeks of fighting and slaughter, before being ousted again 

by Nigerian-led ECOMOG forces.  The government and the RUF signed the Lome Peace 

Accords in July, 1999, following international pressure and mediation. 

 The Lome Peace Accords (S/1999/777) officially terminated hostilities and established a 

national unity government between the RUF and the government.  It provided for the 

transformation of the RUF into a political party, permitted RUF personnel to hold public office, 

gave the RUF a Vice Presidency and four cabinet posts, established a Commission for the 

Consolidation of Peace, issued a blanket pardon and amnesty to everyone, and regulated the gold 

and diamond industry.  It explicitly requested UN assistance only at a few points: monitoring the 

ceasefire (including by chairing a Joint Monitoring Commission), helping the RUF transform 

into a political party, monitoring elections, repatriating refugees, and advising on human rights.  

The UN, which had an observer mission in place since mid-1998, responded by establishing the 

United Nations Mission in Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) in October 1999, inaugurating the 

beginning of its statebuilding effort. 

State Failure in Sierra Leone 

 Security.  Sierra Leone was initially anarchic at the beginning of the international 

statebuilding operation.  Despite the Lome Agreement, fighting continued until 2002 and the 

government was unable to provide basic public security in much of the country.  RUF fighters 

continued to exercise control over areas in which they were deployed, resisted disarmament and 
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demobilization, stole food, and kidnapped peacekeepers.  The government increasingly relied on 

informal militias to defend itself.  The United Nations warned that the security environment was 

deteriorating and noted an increase in ceasefire violations in October and November, 1999 

(S/1999/1223).  In January, 2000, it warned of “rising level of lawlessness and banditry” and 

reported that ex-combatants had attacked UNAMSIL disarmament sites (S/2000/13).  The UN 

continued to note ceasefire violations for the next several months. 

 Legitimacy.  The Sierra Leonean state had few sources of legitimacy on which to draw.  It 

had been created as a polity by foreign colonization and been governed by corrupt autocrats for 

much of its independent existence.  The civil war illustrated that at least part of the population 

viewed the previous regime as illegitimate; the RUF’s subsequent failure at the polls in 2002 

illustrated that most Sierra Leoneans did not view it as a legitimate claimant to political power 

either.  There were few grounds on which to base an appeal to legitimacy because there were few 

shared norms about what constituted a valid claim.  The Lome Agreement put forward a power-

sharing agreement and democratic elections as the basis to re-legitimize the state, a basis to 

which both sides agreed in public, as evidenced by the RUF’s participation in the election.  

However, the state was unable to implement Lome on its own and the legitimizing agreement 

was in danger of collapsing in 1999 and 2000. 

 Capacity.  The Sierra Leonean state had nearly ceased functioning by 1999.  The war was 

a disaster for Sierra Leone and severed the ties between the government and the citizenry.  The 

economy was devastated:  real per capita GDP fell by more than half between 1991 and 1999 

(Maddison, 2009).  Crop production fell by 32 percent over the course of the decade and the 

incidence of tuberculosis rose from 219 to 355 per 100,000 people from 1991 to 1999, according 

to the World Bank Development Indicators database (World Bank., 2009).  The United Nations 
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found in 1999 “remarkably high levels of severe malnutrition in both children and 

adults…Malaria, respiratory infections and nutrition-related illnesses are rampant. Cases of 

cholera have also been reported,” (S/1999/1003).  At 42.55 years, the citizens had the sixth 

shortest life expectancy of any state in this study.  In 2004, after five years of statebuilding, 

fewer than 35 percent of adults over the age of 15 were literate.  Only 12 percent has access to 

sanitation, although 57 percent had access to an improved water source.  The country “was left to 

cope with a generation of uneducated and unemployed but functional illiterates, many of whom 

roamed the country’s streets…forming a ready pool of recruits available to the highest bidder,” 

(Olonisakin, 2008, p. 12) 

Table 5.4:  Measuring State Failure in Sierra Leone, 1999. 
Figures given for year closest to 1999 for which data is available. 
Sources:  World Bank Development Indicators Database (World Bank., 2009) 

 
Sierra 
Leone 

Sub-
Saharan 
Africa 

World OECD 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 42.5 50.2 67.4 78.1 

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 161 97.7 55.1 5.5 

Hospital beds (per 1,000 people) 0.4 NA 2.6 6.6 

Immunization, measles (% aged 12-23 
months) 

62.0 51.6 71.9 90.1 

Immunization, DPT (% aged 12-23 months) 46.0 48.9 72.5 92.9 

Incidence of TB (per 100,000 people) (WHO) 355 302 134 18 

Improved sanitation facilities, % pop. with 
access 

12.0 28.6 57.1 99.9 

Improved water source, % pop. with access 57.0 54.7 82.4 99.2 

Roads, % paved 7.9 12.1 35.9 90.9 

Telephone subscribers (per 100 people) 0.44 2.4 23.3 94.97 

Literacy rate (% age 15+) 34.8 59.4 82.1 99.4 

GDP per capita, current $USD 162 505 5,172 26,789 
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Government revenue, % GDP 7.1 NA 25.9 27.4 

  

 Prosperity.  Government revenue as a percentage of GDP (excluding grants) fluctuated 

widely between 5 and 12 percent during the war, and was at just 7.1 percent in 1999, one of the 

lowest in the world and not enough to support even basic state functions.  And what little money 

the state had was not put to effective use.  “The state coffers were looted [in the 1980s] to feed 

the politics of patronage…With an empty state treasury, offices were gradually looted of 

equipment by unpaid civil servants without alternative means of livelihood,” (Olonisakin, 2008, 

p. 11).   

 Humanity.  Sierra Leone did not experience genocide or totalitarianism, but its people did 

endure a decade of war punctuated by war crimes and atrocities against civilians.  For example, 

the RUF’s brief occupation of Freetown in 1999 was the worst such episode, according to 

Human Rights Watch, during which “The rebels dragged entire family units out of their homes 

and murdered them, hacked off the hands of children and adults, burned people alive in their 

houses, and rounded up hundreds of young women, took them to urban rebel bases, and sexually 

abused them.”  According to the same report, the RUF deliberately planned such attacks on 

civilians as punishment for allegedly supporting the government, and chose targets at random to 

spread fear. (Human Rights Watch, 1999).  The RUF became infamous for hacking off limbs of 

enemies. 

Statebuilding in Sierra Leone:  Security Strategy 

 Under the theory I developed in Chapter 4, international statebuilders should have 

temporarily assumed responsibility for providing public security in Sierra Leone while training 
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new security forces, empowered by a strong mandate and sufficient personnel enabling 

international forces to enforce the peace.  The UN initially deployed something closer to a 

traditional peacekeeping or monitoring mission, and nearly suffered a catastrophic failure within 

a year of deployment.  However, the international community continuously adapted its security 

posture in Sierra Leone as conditions on the ground developed.  Scholars have rightly noted the 

key role played by the United Kingdom’s intervention in May 2000 in pushing the UN to adapt 

its posture in Sierra Leone.  However, it is important to note that the UN was working to adapt to 

realities on the ground before the UK’s intervention.  The mission in Sierra Leone was marked 

by continual adaptation from the beginning to the end.  As a result, the intervention was 

eventually successful in its security aims. 

 UNAMSIL’s mandate was initially limited to being a security observer.  It was to help 

implement the Lome Peace Accords, assist with the demobilization, disarmament, and 

reintegration plan, monitor the ceasefire, encourage confidence-building measures, and provide 

support to elections (S/RES/1270, 22 October 1999).  Initially the United Nations deployed a 

force as ill-suited to the situation as the force in Liberia.  It was charged with monitoring the 

nonexistent ceasefire, observing the disarmament of rebels who refused to disarm, and 

supporting elections that were unlikely to be free and fair. 

 The security strategy was inappropriate considering the degree of security failure present 

in Sierra Leone.  As noted above, the ceasefire was not holding, and violence and banditry were 

on the rise.  In response, the United Nations expanded UNAMSIL to 11,100 troops, increased its 

civilian component, and strengthened its mandate in February 2000, just one month into the 

operation (S/RES/1289).  The new mandate specified that UNAMSIL should provide security for 

government buildings, airports, intersections, and disarmament sites, and coordinate with Sierra 
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Leonean security forces.  The international community was slowly assuming the role of a 

security provider rather than a security observer. 

 The United Nations was adapting, but the RUF was more aggressive still.  In early May 

the RUF attacked disarmament sites and, in a series of incidents, kidnapped over 500 UNAMSIL 

peacekeepers.  The UNAMSIL personnel did not use force to prevent their kidnapping, possibly 

out of a mistaken belief that they were not permitted to do so or because of miscommunications 

among the UN peacekeepers and between the peacekeepers and their home capitals, according to 

Olonisakin.  A later UN investigation found that there was no common understanding of the 

rules of engagement (S/2000/751).  Regardless of the reason, rumors quickly abounded that RUF 

troops, using stolen UNAMSIL armored personnel carriers, were advancing towards the capital 

and threatened to destroy the peace process and topple the government.  The UN, fearing the 

imminent failure of its peacekeeping mission—a failure that would have been as stark and abject 

as the failures in Angola and Rwanda in the 1990s—urgently appealed to the United Kingdom 

and other countries to intervene and save the mission. 

 The United Kingdom intervened swiftly.  A force of some 1,200 to 5,000 British troops, 

backed by air and naval assets, deployed to Sierra Leone.  Initially, the British force’s mission 

was to evacuate Commonwealth civilians.  But General David Richards, the commanding 

general, took initiative to expand his mission.  He embedded British troops with UNAMSIL and 

Sierra Leonean security forces.  British air and naval units conducted presence operations to 

demonstrate British intent to stabilize the situation.  Sierra Leonean forces, bolstered with British 

advisors, engaged the RUF with full force and reversed the RUF’s offensive.  British forces 

secured the release of the UNAMSIL hostages and defeated RUF forces in direct engagements.  
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They ended their brief combat role by mid-June but established the International Military 

Advisory and Training Team (IMATT) to train the Sierra Leone Army and police forces. 

 Meanwhile, the United Nations again expanded UNAMSIL’s authorized strength, to 

13,000 troops (S/RES/1299), and took the fight to the RUF.  “With renewed confidence 

UNAMSIL and [Sierra Leonean] soldiers were able to take over positions previously secured by 

British soldiers and began actively fighting and winning battles with the RUF,” (Wood & Reese, 

2008, p. 64).  The United Nations reported, with understatement, that conditions “resemble civil 

war” (S/2000/751). 

 The UN responded not just with renewed military vigor, but with a thorough reevaluation 

of UNAMSIL’s organization, operations, and resources.  The evaluation (undertaken at the same 

time the Brahimi Report on UN peacekeeping was being written) led to improvements in 

command and control and a change in the rules of engagement for UNAMSIL.  More 

importantly, it led to a change in mandate.  In August, the United Nations made official what had 

been clear on the ground since May:  it removed all pretense of neutrality and permitted 

UNAMSIL “to deter and, where necessary, decisively counter the threat of RUF attack by 

responding robustly to any hostile actions or threat of imminent and direct use of force,” 

(S/RES/1313).  It candidly and publicly admitted that there were “serious inherent weaknesses in 

[UNAMSIL’s] structure, command and control and resources” and recommended improvements.  

Follow-on British interventions in September and October to rescue more hostages and bolster 

flagging UN resolve finally broke the RUF’s intransigence and permanently changed the security 

dynamic in Sierra Leone.  The RUF signed a new ceasefire in November, and began to abide by 

it.  In March, 2001, the Security Council increased UNAMSIL’s authorized strength once more, 
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to 17,500—nearly tripling its size over the course of a year and a half (S/RES/1346).  

Disarmament finally got underway, and the civil war was official declared over in January 2002. 

Statebuilding In Sierra Leone:  Civilian Strategy 

 Under the theory I developed in Chapter 4, international statebuilders should have 

engaged aggressively to shore up the failing bargain to re-legitimize the state, laid out in Lome; 

engaged with civil society to broaden participation; assumed control of state institutions to 

rebuild their capacity; and facilitated transitional justice with technical assistance.  The UN came 

very close to implementing this strategy, only falling short in its effort to rebuild the state’s 

capacity. 

 The Sierra Leonean intervention is usually noted mostly for the dramatic events in the 

security sector.  The intervention came to be seen, understandably, as a sort of ideal testing 

ground demonstrating how a change in security strategy can concretely change the security 

environment.  However, it is also true that UNAMSIL employed a competent civilian strategy.  

UNAMSIL did not fully rebuild Sierra Leone’s institutional capacity or dramatically improve the 

population’s social development, but it did reverse the country’s downward trajectory and place 

it on a sustainable path of gradual improvement. 

 UNAMSIL’s initial mandate did not explicitly mention rebuilding Sierra Leonean 

government institutions.  Some aspects of the Lome Agreement implicitly involved the UN in 

civilian activities, including elections, reintegrating ex-combatants into society, repatriating 

refugees, and advising the RUF on transforming into a political party.  Following the May 2000 

crisis, UNAMSIL’s mandate and concept of operations were revised not only to strengthen its 

military mission, counter the RUF, and increase its troop strength.  It was also given broader and 



300 

 

more specific civilian tasks.  The UN Secretary General noted in his August 2000 report that the 

mandate and concept of operations changed to account for “circumstances on the ground.”  The 

new concept of operations stated that “The main objectives of UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone remain 

to assist with efforts to extend its authority, restore law and order and stabilize the situation 

progressively throughout the entire country, and to assist in the promotion of a political process 

which should lead to a renewed disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration programme and 

the holding, in due course, of free and fair elections.”  Despite the report’s claim that the 

mandate “remains” extending state authority and restoring law and order, no such provisions 

were mentioned in the original mandate in October 1999.  The broader language was an 

acknowledgement of the depth of Sierra Leone’s failure as a state and the incapacity of its state 

institutions.  To implement the broader mandate, the mission increased to include a peak of 322 

international civilians in March 2002. 

 Donors also changed course after 2000.  Official development assistance to Sierra Leone 

was only $180.6 million in 2000, but averaged $354 million per year from 2001 to 2006, 

according to the World Bank.  In all, donors gave $108.88 per capita per year from 1999 to 2006, 

almost exactly the median value for international statebuilding interventions for which data is 

available.  Sierra Leone ranks above average compared to other statebuilding efforts in per 

capita, per year assistance given during the intervention and up to a decade afterwards (through 

2007 for Sierra Leone), indicating a more enduring donor commitment in Sierra Leone than in 

other cases, like El Salvador or Haiti in 1993 when donor commitment dropped off sharply after 

the intervention ended. 

 Legitimacy.  As noted previously, the Sierra Leonean state had few sources of legitimacy 

on which to draw.  In the context of the post-Cold War consensus on liberal democracy, The 
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Lome Agreement turned to elections and consociational democracy as means to restore the 

state’s legitimacy among the greatest number of its citizens.  The UN successfully registered 

more than 2.3 million voters and oversaw elections in May 2002.  The RUF transformed into a 

political party (the RUFP), peacefully contested the election, and accepted its loss without resort 

to force.  The state’s legitimacy was as good as it had ever been. 

 The international community also contributed to the social capital on which the state 

would be able to draw.  The peacekeeping force established Radio UNAMSIL, initially to give 

the UN a means to communicate directly to the Sierra Leonean people and counter false 

information spread about UNAMSIL by the RUF.  But the radio station ended up becoming one 

of the few national media in the country.  The radio station “helped make Sierra Leone more 

cohesive, by encouraging open discussion,” (Olonisakin, 2008, p. 107).  UNAMSIL used the 

radio station as an opportunity to give Sierra Leoneans on-the-job training in journalism—a key 

investment in civil society capacity.  When UNAMSIL withdrew, it left the radio station 

operating under local ownership. 

 Capacity and Prosperity.  The international community did not implement an across-the-

board effort to retrain and equip the Sierra Leonean bureaucracy and machinery of government.  

Instad, UNAMSIL directly undertook quick impact reconstruction and civilian projects, such as 

rebuilding infrastructure, schools, and religious institutions, which may explain why most of the 

improvement in governance and the rule of law had happened by 2004 and largely leveled off 

after that, according to the World Bank’s indicators.  The World Bank itself implemented a small 

Institutional Reform and Capacity Building project to “establish a functioning local government 

system and improve inclusiveness, transparency, and accountability of public financial 

management at all levels of government,” but spent only $28 million on it between 2004 and 
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2009.  Nonetheless, the return of peace, UNAMSIL’s and the World Bank’s small efforts, and 

the state’s increasing revenue stream were enough to allow the machinery of government to 

resume functioning at a minimal level. 

 Humanity.  With the end of the civil war, Sierra Leoneans were freed from a decade of 

brutal conflict that often included violence against civilians.  The Lome Agreement called for the 

establishment of a Truth and Reconciliation Commission to implement a measure of transitional 

justice in a practicable manner without provoking renewed war.  The Commission operated from 

2002 to 2004.  Its final report catalogued human rights abuses in Sierra Leone since the outbreak 

of war in 1991, named individual perpetrators, and recommended a raft of reforms to fight 

corruption, protect civil rights, strengthen civilian control of the military, and weaken the 

executive.  Additionally, the UN and the Government of Sierra Leone established a Special 

Court in 2002 to prosecute high-profile war crimes.  It has indicted 13 people and convicted five.  

Of the remaining, three are deceased and one is at large.  The Court is preparing to liquidate 

starting in 2011. 

Result 

 The international intervention initially adopted an insufficient strategy and thus failed to 

change the balance of power in Sierra Leone.  The RUF, which benefited from the conditions of 

state failure because it gave them continued opportunities to regain power, saw the Lome 

Accords and the UN mission as a threat to its interests.  Because the UN mission initially had a 

weak mandate and insufficient forces, the RUF had the opportunity to challenge the UN directly 

and violently.  It nearly succeeded.  The British intervention, followed by the increase in UN 

forces and expansion of its mandate, resulted in a more appropriate strategy, enabling the 
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international actors to check the RUF and compelling the RUF to act within the strictures of the 

Lome Accords and the statebuilding program.  The UN and British avoided freeriding by allied 

locals because the small size of the initial intervention, the rapid British withdrawal, and the 

establishment of IMATT communicated the internationals’ unwillingness to carry the burden in 

Sierra Leone indefinitely.  The result was conflictual statebuilding that was successfully 

transformed into cooperative statebuilding. 

 Sierra Leone is one of the few clear successes that showed improvement across the board 

in security, reconstruction, and governance.  Fighting stopped in 2002.  With peace and 

international aid, governance and economic performance improved dramatically.  Elections were 

held in 2002; Sierra Leone’s polity2 score jumped by seven points.  Another round of elections 

in 2007 were “largely transparent and well-administered,” according to the National Democratic 

Institute, and occasioned the first peaceful transfer of power between one democratically elected 

government to another in Sierra Leone’s history (National Democratic Institute, 2007).  The 

state’s revenue as a percentage of GDP rose from 7.1 percent in 1999 to a high of 12.4 percent in 

2003, but leveled off for the rest of the decade.  However, the economy was growing strongly, so 

the state’s revenue increased substantially in the postwar period, enabling it to assume 

responsibility for an increasing number of goods and services for the citizenry.  Sierra Leone 

rose dramatically in voice and accountability and political stability on the World Bank’s 

governance rankings, and posted small gains in almost every other sector as well.  The economy 

grew strongly:   real GDP per capita grew by an average of 6.4 percent from 1999 to 2010, its 

best performance in its history.  By every measure, Sierra Leone was better off, and on a 

trajectory of continued improvement, after the intervention than before it (Wood & Reese, 2008).  

The area of least improvement—institutional capacity, as measured by government effectiveness, 
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the rule of law, and control of corruption—is precisely the area in which the statebuilders’ 

strategy matched least well with the degree of failure in Sierra Leone, and suggests the UN may 

have had more success if it had established an international transitional authority similar to the 

ones it had established in East Timor or Kosovo. 

 

Table 5.5:  Cross-Time Comparison of Governance Indicators, 1998-2008. 
Sources:  World Bank (Kaufmann et al., 2009) 

 1998/9 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Voice and 
Accountability 

8.2 6.7 NA 27.4 31.3 35.6 28.8 32.7 36.5 38.5  

Political 
Stability 

2.9 3.4 NA 19.7 16.3 34.1 33.2 30.8 33.7 35.4  

Government 
Effectiveness 

5.2 3.3 NA 4.3 3.8 10.0 8.5 11.8 12.8 11.4  

Regulatory 
Quality 

9.3 8.3 NA 9.8 10.7 15.1 14.6 14.1 16.0 20.3  

Rule of Law 11.0 6.7 NA 6.2 7.6 12.9 10.0 11.4 10.0 14.8  

Control of 
Corruption 

16.5 18.0 NA 26.7 17.5 20.4 15.0 11.2 11.6 12.6  

Government 
Revenue, % 
GDP 

7.1 11.4 13.0 12.2 12.4 12.3 11.9 11.8 10.8 11.4  

Real GDP, % 
growth 

-8.1 3.8 17.9 27.5 9.3 7.4 7.3 7.4 6.4 5.5  

Political 
Rights 

   4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 

Civil Liberties    5 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 

Corruptions 
Perception 
Index 

    113 114 126 142 150 158 146 

 

Liberia, 1993 - 1997 

 The international statebuilding operation in Liberia from 1993 to 1997 is an example of a 

complete mismatch between the statebuilding strategy and the degree and type of state failure.  
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Liberian security and legitimacy had completely collapsed; the state’s capacity, ability to extract 

resources, and record of protecting humanity had failed.  International statebuilders would have 

had the greatest chance of rebuilding Liberian security and legitimacy if they had assumed 

responsibility for enforcing public security and the terms of the Conotou Accord.  Instead, the 

international community deployed a small mission with a limited mandate to observe a ceasefire 

that did not exist and help implement a peace agreement that the warring parties were ignoring.  

Similarly, rebuilding the capacity of the Liberian Government and restoring its humanity would 

have required either a strong and robust technical assistance and capacity building mission, or 

even a partial international transitional administration—like in Cambodia the year previously.  

Instead, international statebuilders limited themselves to observing and facilitating the civilian 

elements of the Conotous Accord—repatriating refugees and assisting with elections—but did 

not undertake longer-term civilian assistance programs.  Additionally, despite the intervention 

lasting four years, the international statebuilders never altered the basic outlines of their strategy.  

Unsurprisingly, the Liberian case is one of the more thorough and complete failures of 

international statebuilding. 

 At the same time, Liberia offers another opportunity, like Sierra Leone, to see how a 

changed international strategy in the same or similar context can effect a substantially different 

statebuilding outcome.  The international community returned to Liberia in 2003 for a second 

attempt at statebuilding, but with a significantly different approach.  I explore the differences in 

strategy and outcome in an epilogue to this case study. 
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Background 

 The American Colonization Society (ACS) started resettling freed African-American 

slaves on Africa’s west coast in 1820.  The Africans assumed independence and proclaimed the 

Republic of Liberia in 1847.  Americo-Liberians, who formed a minority governing elite, 

enjoyed a modicum of open and competitive politics (other Africans were excluded from 

citizenship until 1904) until the True Whig Party consolidated power in the 1884 election and 

imposed single-party rule that lasted until 1980.  Liberia’s polity2 score plummeted from 4 to -3 

in 1884 and gradually dropped to a -7 by 1980.  The economy performed sluggishly.  Real per 

capital GDP grew by 0.72 percent per year between 1951 and 1979.  In 1980 a Liberian Army 

Sergeant, Samuel Doe, overthrew the Americo-Liberian government and killed the President and 

scores of top officials.  His repressive and corrupt rule was even worse than the True Whig 

Party’s:  real GDP per capita declined by 3.05 percent per year from 1980 to 1989, and the 

decade was marked by unrest, several attempted counter-coups, and tribal violence. 

 In 1989 the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL), a rebel movement led by former 

government official Charles Taylor, invaded Liberia to topple the Doe dictatorship.  The civil 

war outlasted Doe, who was killed in 1990, and raged between various factions that splintered 

off from the main combatants at various times.  Between one-third and one-half of Liberians 

were displaced and up to 20,000 killed by 1991 (Aboagye & Bah, 2004).  The Economic 

Community of West Africa States (ECOWAS) deployed a monitoring group (ECOMOG) to 

impose a ceasefire and help form an interim government in 1990.  Despite the Nigerian-led 

peacekeeping force’s efforts, the war continued.  ECOMOG appeared to reach a successful 

ceasefire with the signing of the Conotou Accord in July 1993 (shortly proved to be illusory). 
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 The Conotou Accord declared a ceasefire and pledged the parties to disarm, established a 

power-sharing transitional government, called for elections, and granted a general amnesty to all 

combatants.  The Accord called on ECOMOG and the UN to monitor and help implement the 

Accord, seal borders with neighboring states, oversee disarmament and demobilization, 

investigate and report on violations of the agreement, help fund elections, and assist with refugee 

repatriation.  In September the UN Security Council authorized the deployment of the United 

Nations Observer Mission in Liberia (UNOMIL) to help implement the peace agreement, 

monitor the ceasefire, facilitate demobilization, deliver humanitarian assistance, and oversee 

elections. 

State Failure in Liberia, 1993 

 Security.  The international statebuilding operation in Liberia took place in the context of 

anarchic state failure.  Liberia had been at civil war since 1989, and stayed at war even after the 

Conotou Accord.  The civil war simply continued, with brief halts and stops, despite the Accord 

and the international interventions.  Multiple peace agreements were signed throughout the 

decade while at least 153,000 Liberians were killed in fighting between 1992 and 1996.  Actors 

who disagreed with agreements or ceasefires simply splintered off, formed their own groups, and 

resumed fighting.  The Liberian Peace Council, Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia, 

and United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy all emerged at various points to 

continue fighting.  The Liberian intervention of 1993 marks one of the rare cases in which the 

international community attempted a statebuilding operation in the midst of an ongoing war.14   

                                                 

14 Statebuilding fails in almost all such cases (including in South Vietnam, Angola, the Congo in 1960 and 1999, 
Somalia, Rwanda, Nicaragua in 1927, and Iraq).  Haiti in 1915, Cambodia, and Afghanistan are the only cases in 
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 Legitimacy.  Liberia had enjoyed several decades of semi-democratic rule after 

independence.  Democracy unfortunately collapsed, and was succeeded by 110 years of 

autocratic and incompetent rule prior to the 1993 intervention.  Neither traditional Americo-

Liberian rule nor its alternative (the Doe regime) retained any vestige of legitimacy with 

Liberians.  Liberians were divided by tribe and language (some 20 main groups), ethnicity 

(between Americo-Liberians and the rest), geography, and religion (about 40 percent Christian, 

20 percent Muslim, and 40 percent indigenous beliefs).  The Doe regime had rested largely on 

favoritism towards the Krahn ethnic group.  As a result, the state had few, if any, shared, 

common norms to which to appeal.  As with all post-Cold War cases of international 

statebuilding, Liberians turned to democracy and elections to provide grounds for legitimacy, 

and the Conotou Accords became the avowed basis for re-legitimizing the Liberian state. 

 Capacity.  Liberian institutions prior to the war functioned at a higher level than other 

poor, developing states.  By 1993 it had deteriorated dramatically, but was still largely on par 

with the rest of sub-Saharan Africa and a very slight step above the ranks of the most thoroughly 

failed states.  The Liberian economy, despite a decade of decline, was still slightly better-off than 

the very bottom tier.  Forty percent of the population had access to improved sanitation and 57 

percent to clean water in 1990, according to the World Bank, above average for a failed state. 

Table 5.6:  Measuring State Failure in Liberia, 1993. 
Figures given for year closest to 1993 for which data is available. 
Sources:  World Bank Development Indicators Database (World Bank., 2009) 

 
Liberia 

Sub-
Saharan 
Africa 

World OECD 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 49.9 50.6 65.8 76.4 

                                                                                                                                                             

which the international community achieved even a shallow success at statebuilding in wartime, and those 
“successes” are not counted as such by all scholars.  I address this outcome in more detail in Chapter 7. 
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Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 137.7 107.7 63.2 8.1 

Immunization, measles (% aged 12-23 
months) 

NA 51.1 70.2 82.7 

Immunization, DPT (% aged 12-23 months) NA 48.9 70.8 87.6 

Incidence of TB (per 100,000 people) (WHO) 210.7 212.9 126.3 24.5 

Improved sanitation facilities, % pop. with 
access 

40.0 25.6 51.3 99.8 

Improved water source, % pop. With access 57.0 48.5 75.7 99.5 

Roads, % paved 5.9 15.0 39.7 86.4 

Telephone subscribers (per 100 people) 0.23 1.03 11.56 52.18 

Literacy rate (% age 15+) 40.8 53.7 76.2 99.2 

GDP per capita, current $USD 82.48 532.74 4501.12 22,468.29 

 

 Prosperity.  Government tax revenue was 18.6 percent of GDP in 1988 before the war, 

according to the IMF, a respectable figure that reinforces the picture of Liberia as above-average 

compared to other poor, developing, weak states. Tax revenue plummeted to just 3.9 percent by 

1997 (figures are unavailable for the intervening period), the third-worst among states in this 

study, indicative of the near-total disappearance of the state from much of Liberia during the 

war. 

 Humanity.  The Liberian state’s ability to protect humanity had failed.  Liberia did not 

experience totalitarianism or genocide, but its civil war was widely noted as one of the more 

brutal and bloody of Africa’s civil wars and did involve ethnic cleansing.  Fighting was often 

along tribal lines, broadly pro-government Krahn against non-Krahn rebels, resulting in ethnic 

cleansing and massacres.  Combatants targeted civilians, conscripted child soldiers, inflicted 

corporate punishment against whole towns, targeted enemies on the basis of ethnic or tribal 

identity, raped women, and looted goods (Human Rights Watch, 1990).  There were no effective 
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police forces to protect people, little in the way of a judicial system through which to seek 

redress, and no institutional commitments to protect human rights. 

Statebuilding in Liberia   

 The international community’s strategy in Liberia bore no resemblance to the degree and 

type of state failure in Liberia.   

 Security.  The United Nations deployed 368 military personnel—at 2 per 10,000 

civilians, it was the second-smallest deployment of international forces of any international 

statebuilding operation.  The UN’s excessive weakness alone goes far to explaining the failure of 

peacekeeping and statebuilding in Liberia.  Further, because the UN deployed no significant 

force, it was reliant on the 4,000-strong ECOMOG force, which brought difficulties of its own.  

ECOMOG was untrained and unequipped for counterinsurgency and complex peacekeeping, and 

its presence highlighted regional, linguistic, and tribal tensions, and may have even helped 

prolong the conflict (Howe, 1996).  (Even counting ECOMOG only brings the ratio up to 22 

troops per 10,000 civilians, below the median of 31 per 10,000 and well below the average of 93 

per 10,000).  In addition to its small size, UNOMIL’s mandate was inappropriate to the 

circumstances.  UNOMIL was mandated to monitor the ceasefire, report violations, help 

disarmament and demobilization, and remain neutral; it was not authorized to undertake 

offensive operations or compel parties to abide by the peace agreement.  ECOMOG operated 

under similar constraints (Conotou technically gave ECOMOG enforcement powers, but they 

could be triggered only after a lengthy and unrealistic judicial process of investigating and 

consulting with violators).  The parties resisted disarmament, and fighting continued.  In 

response, the UN made minor changes to UNOMIL’s mandate in 1995, strengthening some of its 
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verification missions.  But it did not change UNOMIL’s security strategy from observing to 

enforcing, and no effort was made to reform or retrain Liberian security forces.  UNAMSIL’s 

mandate never contained a provision similar to UNAMSIL’s amended mandate of 2000 that 

allowed it to compel the RUF to abide by the peace agreement.  Fighting started and stopped 

throughout the decade, with notable large-scale eruptions in 1996 and in 1999, shortly after the 

withdrawal of international forces.  The small size of the force and restrictive mandate in the 

midst of one of Africa’s most brutal and lethal civil wars was one of the most dramatic 

mismatches between a failed state’s security situation and the international community’s security 

strategy, and explains in large part why the war simply continued during and after the 

intervention. 

 Legitimacy.  The Conotou Accords and the international community looked to a power-

sharing agreement between the warring factions and prompt elections (within seven months of 

the Accords) to restore the state’s legitimacy.  Power-sharing failed—not all factions were 

represented in the transitional government, and those that were did not cooperate with each other.  

The failure was for largely the same reason that the war continued.  The combatants in the civil 

war did not recognize each other’s legitimacy and were not prepared to compromise.  Elections 

were repeatedly put off because of the impracticality of holding them amidst an ongoing war.  A 

transitional government finally took shape after the Abuja Agreement in 1996, and elections 

were hastily held in July 1997.  Observers at the time declared it to be reasonably open and fair, 

but a consensus gradually emerged that Liberians elected Charles Taylor believing that because 

he was largely responsible for the war, his election would guarantee peace (Harris, 1999).  In 

effect, Liberains elected Taylor out of fear that he would resume the war if he lost—hardly the 

sort of democratic deliberation Liberians or the UN were hoping for.  Considering the pervasive 
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climate of fear in which the election was held, and the subsequent record of the Taylor 

government, the 1997 election can hardly be said to have restored the Liberian state’s legitimacy. 

 Capacity and Prosperity.  The international intervention in Liberia in 1993 did not 

include an effort to rebuild the capacity of the Liberian state.  UNOMIL’s mandate included few 

civilian assistance activities, such as repatriating refugees, helping deliver humanitarian 

assistance, and observing elections.  Later UN peacekeeping mandates would begin including 

standard language about promoting a government’s authority and reestablishing civilian 

administration:  UNOMIL’s did not.  With a lack of mandate, no focus on civilian assistance, 

and a continuing absence of security, the international statebuilders put little effort into restoring 

the Liberian state’s capacity.  Donors gave a desultory $1.3 billion for reconstruction and 

development over ten years, between 1993 and 2003, or $61.95 per person per year.  The amount 

was well below that given in cases with robust capacity-development and technical assistance 

programs, such as East Timor ($286.67) or Bosnia ($267.10).  The weakness of the Liberian 

state was undoubtedly a contributing factor to the outbreak and persistence of conflict, making it 

all the more remarkable that that aspect of statebuilding was neglected.  From 1993 to 1997, the 

Liberian state did not improve its capacity, as reflected in indicators of economic and human 

development. 

Table 5.7:  Measuring Capacity Growth in Liberia, 1993-7. 
Figures given for years closest to 1993 and 1997 for which data is 
available. 
Sources:  World Bank Development Indicators Database (World 
Bank., 2009) 

 1993 1997 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 49.9 52.9 

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 137.7 126.3 
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Incidence of TB (per 100,000 people) (WHO) 210.7 227.8 

Improved sanitation facilities, % pop. with 
access 

40 36 

Improved water source, % pop. With access 57 61 

Roads, % paved 5.9 6.2 

Telephone subscribers (per 100 people) 0.23 0.29 

GDP per capita, current $USD 82.48 132.84 

 

 Humanity.  International statebuilders interested in restoring the Liberian state’s 

humanity should have invested heavily in the Liberian justice sector and police forces, engaged 

with civil society and trained human rights advocates, and leant technical assistance to any 

transitional justice programs.  There is little evidence that the international community did any of 

those things from 1993 to 1997.  In addition, the Conotou Agreement extended a general 

amnesty to all combatants in the war.  There was no effort in the first Liberian intervention to 

create a truth and reconciliation commission, investigate past abuses, or otherwise cope with the 

past as a way of re-legitimizing the state or preventing future abuses.  The blanket amnesty, 

especially in the absence of judicial reform or retraining the security services, fostered a culture 

of impunity and allowed atrocities to continue. 

Result 

 International statebuilders implemented a strategy ill-suited to Liberia’s circumstances 

across all dimensions of statehood.  The intervention did not change the local balance of power.  

The NPFL understood the statebuilding program to be a threat to its interests, the mismatched 

statebuilding strategy enabled the NPFL to undermine the Conotou Accords and resist the 

statebuilding program.  As a result, the Liberian intervention was a strong case of conflictual 
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statebuilding that led to comprehensive and total failure.  The international community failed to 

enforce public security, compel disarmament, or back a credible process for re-legitimizing the 

state.  Thus, Liberians went to the polls in 1997 and elected the most fearsome warlord to avoid 

his retaliation if he lost.  His administration was predictably ruthless and incompetent.  Civil war 

re-erupted in 1999, and international military forces were back in 2003.  In 2002, five years after 

the election and on the eve of the next international intervention, Freedom House rated Liberia 

“not free.”  Voice and accountability declined steadily over the decade, and political stability 

showed negligible change, according to the World Bank’s governance indicators.  The 

international community made little effort to invest in the Liberian state’s capacity or reconstruct 

the economy.  The state collected a mere 3.9 percent of revenue in GDP in 1997, and real GDP 

per capita fell by an average of 4.39 percent each year between 1993 and 2003.  Failure is rarely 

so clear (Alao, 1998; Alao, Mackinlay, & Olonisakin, 1999; Fleitz, 2002; Lowenkopf, 1995; 

Paris, 2004; United Nations., 2009b). 

Epilogue:  Liberia, 2003 – present.   

 Two years after Taylor’s victory in the presidential election, civil war re-erupted.  

Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) and, later, the Movement for 

Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) fought to overthrow Taylor’s autocratic regime.  Taylor 

resigned and fled in August 2003, and the rebels singed the Accra Comprehensive Peace 

Agreement.  The UN authorized the United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL) in September, 

and a National Transitional Government of Liberia was formed in October.  The security 

situation was better, and the civilian situation worse, than in 1993.  Liberians were poorer and 

worse off:  real GDP per capita had fallen by more than a third, from $1,193 to $697, from 1993 
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to 2003, and infant mortality rose from 119 to 132 per 1,000.  Some government functions had 

resumed because of Taylor’s autocratic rule.  But most importantly for the international 

statebuilding campaign, in 2003 the fighting had stopped, whereas in 1993 it had continued. 

 The international community deployed a much more robust security strategy in 2003.  It 

authorized 15,000 troops, compared to 368 in 1993.  In 2009, there were still 11,516 

international troops in Liberia, or 37 to 10,000 civilians, close to the 42 per 10,000 in the 

successful Sierra Leonean operation.  When Taylor threatened to return from exile in 2005, 

UNMIL was authorized to arrest him on charges of war crimes.  To that extent, UNMIL was 

authorized to take sides and resembled UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone.  UNMIL’s mandate also 

included a mandate to implement security sector reform, including police training and the 

formation of a new military, another change from the 1993 mission which had only been 

mandated to help with disarmament and demobilization. 

 UNMIL’s civilian mandate was much more expansive than its predecessors.  In addition 

to monitoring the ceasefire and facilitating disarmament and demobilization, the UN force was 

mandated to help facilitate the “reestablishment of national authority throughout the country, 

including the establishment of a functioning administrative structure at both the national and 

local levels [and help] consolidate governmental institutions, including a national legal 

framework and judicial and correctional institutions.”  The UN deployed 455 international 

civilians to implement the mandate, compared to the 105 authorized in the previous mission.  

Donors funded this expanded mandate with $1.5 billion from 2004 to 2007—at $120.44, nearly 

twice the per capita, per annum rate of the previous intervention and one of the higher recent 

donor rates.  Finally, Liberia established a Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Liberia in 
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2005 to investigate and publish the truth regarding past war crimes and human rights abuses, and 

UNMIL was specifically mandated to assist with human rights initiatives in Liberia. 

 The international community’s strategy was a much better match to Liberia’s needs in 

2003 than it was in 1993.  As a result, the second intervention in Liberia is an emerging success.  

Elections—freer and fairer than in 1997—were held in 2005.  Liberia’s polity2 score leaped 

from 0 in 2002 to 6 in 2006, and Freedom House now rates it “partly free.”  Governance has 

improved across the board, showing gains in effectiveness, regulatory quality, the rule of law, 

and control of corruption, according to the World Bank.  The economy has begun to revive.  Real 

GDP per capita has grown by an average of 2.17 percent per year since 2004.  Most importantly, 

no additional rebel groups have emerged to challenge the government, and the peace is holding, 

for now.  The dramatically different results of the 2003 intervention from the 1993 intervention 

illustrate the importance of designing a strategy to address the type and degree of state failure in 

international statebuilding operations (United Nations., 2009a).   
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Chapter 6:  Afghanistan, 2001-2009 

 In this chapter I present the case of international statebuilding in Afghanistan from 2001 

to 2009.  I argue that Afghanistan was the most failed state in the world in 2001.  Because of the 

extent and depth of its failure, I argue that the international community should have adopted a 

Administrator strategy across all five dimensions of statehood.  I describe how the international 

community instead initially adopted a mixed and partially ineffective strategy from 2001 to 

2006.  It adopted an Administrator strategy for rebuilding the state’s legitimacy, prosperity, and 

(partly) humanity, an Observer/Trainer strategy for the security situation, and an Observer 

strategy towards the state’s institutional capacity.  I argue that this strategy explains why the 

Afghan economy grew strongly and the country made some strides towards political reform and 

democratization in the early years, but also why the Taliban was able to regroup and launch an 

insurgency against the Afghan Government, and why the drug trade was able to rebound.  I 

describe how the international community began to change its strategy beginning in 2006 

towards a more robust Trainer/Administrator military strategy and Trainer civilian strategy.  I 

outline the aggregate results of the international community’s strategy through the end of 2009 

and explain why the change in strategy is likely to result in security gains but overall only a 

shallow success in the long-run. 

 I argue that the intervention in Afghanistan is likely to result in a shallow success.  This 

conclusion is controversial.  Ahmed Rashid, a prominent Pakistani journalist and expert on the 

region, declared the mission a failure in his scathing 2008 book Descent into Chaos:  The United 

States and the Failure of Nation Building in Pakistan, Afghanistan, and Central Asia (Rashid, 
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2008).  Astri Suhrke, a Norwegian expert on post-conflict reconstruction, called in 2009 for 

“scaling down foreign involvement” and inviting the Taliban to participate in a “power sharing” 

government because military operations have been “counterproductive,” (Astri Suhrke, 2009).  

Seth Jones, the leading American scholar on the Taliban insurgency, struck a pessimistic note in 

In the Graveyard of Empires (Jones, 2009), arguing that the United States had an opening to 

make a difference, but that it “squandered this extraordinary opporutnity.”  Secretary of Defense 

Robert Gates attempted to manage expectations when he testified before the Senate Armed 

Services Committee on January 27, 2009, that “If we set ourselves the objective of creating some 

sort of central Asian Valhalla over there, we will lose, because nobody in the world has that kind 

of time, patience and money,” (The Challenges Facing the Department of Defense, 2009).  Vice-

President Joe Biden expressed doubts throughout 2009 that statebuilding and counterinsurgency 

in Afghanistan were achievable missions, according to the New York Times (Baker, 2009). 

 These assessments are based on real and credible concerns over the rising insurgency, the 

drug trade, endemic corruption, and perennial government weakness.  However, as I illustrate 

below, that is not the full story.  Many of these assessments were simply made too early and did 

not account for the possibility that the international community might change course.  Further, I 

argue that the pessimistic assessments about Afghanistan fail to account for the striking progress 

in some areas since 2001—particularly its economic growth.  More importantly, they also fail to 

account for the international community’s change of strategy that started in 2006 and has 

gathered momentum since.  I argue that the emerging strategy and resources of the Afghan 

Government and international community are approaching what Afghanistan requires for at least 

a minimal degree of shallow success.  By saying that the intervention is likely to result in a 

“shallow success” I argue that the international community is likely to reestablish a basic level of 
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security and stability in Afghanistan that may last for a decade beyond the international 

community’s intervention, and will also be able to point to some real progress in reconstruction.  

I argue that such success will be “shallow” because Afghanistan will continue to be plagued by 

weak governance and an uncertain rule of law.  Afghanistan’s government will continue to be 

weak because the international community failed to jump-start the capacity-building process by 

administering the Afghan government from the beginning, and compounded the problem by 

delaying a serious governance training effort for five years. 

Sources 

 Afghanistan is one of the most well-recorded instances of international statebuilding—

but only in recent years.  There is very little data available on Afghanistan in 2001 or even for 

the first few years afterwards.  For data on Afghanistan in 2001 I have relied mostly on the 

Central Statistics Organization of the Government of Afghanistan (Central Statistics 

Organization, 2003), supplementing it with data from an early IMF report (International 

Monetary Fund, 2005a), the IMF World Economic Outlook database (International Monetary 

Fund, 2009c), the World Bank Development Indicators Database (World Bank., 2009), and the 

World Bank Governance Indicators (Kaufmann et al., 2009).  I have drawn a few figures from 

various UN agencies (UNDP, 2004; UNHCR, 2002; UNODC, 2002, 2005b; WHO, 2009). 

 For information on international actors’ policies and actions, I have relied on the UN 

Secretary-General’s periodic reports to the Security Council on The Situation in Afghanistan and 

its Implications for International Peace and Security, the International Crisis Group, the U.S. 

Institute of Peace, the U.S. Department of Defense (starting in 2008 it began submitting 

mandated reports to Congress on Progress Towards Stability and Security in Afghanistan), the 
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U.S. Agency for International Development, the U.S. Government Accountability Office, and the 

Congressional Research Service.  For an Afghan perspective, I also consulted reports from the 

Afghan Research and Evaluation Unit (AREU, a non-governmental organization).  For public 

opinion polling, I relied on the Asia Foundation’s Surveys of the Afghan People, supplemented 

with a series of polls by ABC News in conjunction with the BBC and ARD German TV.  I use 

official speeches and press conferences only if appropriate to the context, preferring to privilege 

data about what actors actually did over what they said. 

 For data on U.S. foreign assistance, I consulted the U.S. Special Inspector General for 

Afghanistan Reconstruction’s (SIGAR) periodic reports to the U.S. Congress (SIGAR is more 

up-to-date than USAID’s Greenbook of Overseas Loans and Grants, which lags two years 

behind) (Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction, 2008, 2009a, 2009b, 2009c, 

2009d).  For international foreign assistance, I consulted the Afghan Government’s Donor 

Assistance Database (established with the help of the UN Development Program).  The database 

appears to be a year or so behind in its tabulations, so the figures do not always match up with 

the U.S. figures for recent years ("Donor Assistance Database Afghanistan," 2009).  To avoid 

repetition, I have not inserted a reference after every use of financial data from these sources. 

 Unclassified data of any precision on the security situation is particularly difficult to find.  

I consulted a wide variety of sources.  The International Security Assistance Force has published 

some figures about the troop deployments over time, but not consistently.  Good information on 

U.S. and international deployments for Operation Enduring Freedom appears to be unavailable.  

Various news media have provided information about the deployment of U.S. troops and trends 

in IED incidents.  The Government Accountability Office reported a collection of data on violent 

incidents in Afghanistan from 2003 through 2009, which provides the best continuous picture of 
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the security situation available yet.  The Uppsala Conflict Data Program and Human Rights 

Watch offer estimates of the total and the civilian death toll in the war, respectively (the 

Correlates of War datasets have not been updated since the war in Afghanistan began, 

unfortunately). 

Background 

 Al-Qa’ida, a multinational terrorist group headquartered in Afghanistan, murdered 2,752 

people from more than 90 countries in simultaneous attacks in New York and Washington, D.C., 

on September 11, 2001.  President George W. Bush immediately announced that the United 

States “will make no distinction between the terrorists who committed these acts and those who 

harbor them.”  The United Nations Security Council backed the United States’ policy and 

declared the next day that “those responsible for aiding, supporting or harbouring the 

perpetrators, organizers and sponsors of these acts will be held accountable,” (S/RES/1368).  On 

September 28 it demanded that all states cooperate against terrorism, including by denying 

safehaven and preventing international movement for terrorists (S/RES/1373).  The U.S. 

Congress virtually declared war and authorized the use of military force against the perpetrators 

and, crucially, against anyone who harbored or aided the terrorists ("Authorization For Use Of 

Military Force in Response to the 9/11 Attacks," 2001).  Within days President Bush 

unequivocally applied the collective demands of the UN and U.S. to the Taliban government in 

Afghanistan.  He demanded in a speech to the U.S. Congress on September 20 that the Taliban 

“hand over every terrorist” to appropriate authorities, close terrorist training camps, and give the 

United States access to the camps in Afghanistan to verify their closure.  The Taliban refused.  In 
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response, the United States assembled a coalition of the international community and allied 

Afghan rebels, deployed military force, and overthrew the Afghan Government. 

 The United Nations was concerned with rebuilding the Afghan state immediately.  The 

day after the liberation of Kabul, the Security Council outlined its vision for the next Afghan 

Government.  It should be “broad-based, multi-ethnic and fully representative,” and “respect the 

human rights of all Afghan people.”  The United Nations envisioned a strong role for itself.  

“The United Nations should play a central role in supporting the efforts of the Afghan people to 

establish urgently such a new and transitional administration leading to the formation of a new 

government,” (S/RES/1378).  The UN, with U.S. help, took action to make its vision a reality.  It 

convened a conference in Bonn, Germany, in late November among Afghan factions to broker 

agreement on an interim administration and a process for reconstruction.  The resulting 

“Agreement on Provisional Arrangements in Afghanistan Pending the Re-Establishment of 

Permanent Government Institutions”—the Bonn Agreement—reflected the UN’s program.  The 

Bonn Agreement formed an interim administration whose goal was to establish a “broad-based, 

gender-sensitive, multi-ethnic and fully representative government.”  It also established a role for 

the United Nations.  The Bonn Agreement requested that the UN authorize the deployment of a 

military force to secure Kabul and, eventually, other areas.  The Afghans requested that the 

United Nations monitor the implementation of the agreement, advise the interim government on 

how to create a politically neutral environment, train a new Afghan security forces, compile a 

voter registry, take a census, and be an honest broker throughout the process.  The United 

Nations was given the authority to investigate human rights abuses ("Agreement on Provisional 

Arrangements in Afghanistan Pending the Re-Establishment of Permanent Government 

Institutions," 2001).   



323 

 

 The United States deferred to the UN to lead a statebuilding operation in Afghanistan so 

that the United States could focus on counterterrorism.  President Bush told a press conference 

on October 11, 2001, that “my focus is on bringing al Qaeda to justice,” and that “It would be a 

useful function for the United Nations to take over the so-called ‘nation-building,’—I would call 

it the stabilization of a future government—after our military mission is complete.”  He 

acknowledged that statebuilding was necessary.  He said that “we should not just simply leave 

after a military objective has been achieved,” and that the international community should ensure 

“that the post-operations Afghanistan is one that is stable.”  He pledged that “we’ll participate” 

in rebuilding Afghanistan, but invited the UN to “provide the framework,” ("President Holds 

Prime Time News Conference," 2001).  He later said in an April 2002 speech at the Virginia 

Military Institute that “We know that true peace will only be achieved when we give the Afghan 

people the means to achieve their own aspirations. Peace will be achieved by helping 

Afghanistan develop its own stable government,” ("Remarks by the President to the George C. 

Marshall ROTC Award Seminar on National Security," 2002). 

 With American diplomatic support, the United Nations moved to implement its part of 

the Bonn Agreement.  It endorsed the Bonn Agreement (S/RES/1383) and authorized on 

December 20 an International Security Assistance Force (ISAF) to help provide security in the 

capital (S/RES/1386).  In March 2002, the United Nations created the United Nations Assistance 

Mission in Afghanistan (UNAMA) to coordinate international civilian assistance to Afghanistan 

(S/RES/1401) and (S/2002/278).  Other actors in the international community took 

complementary action.  In December donor nations met in Brussels to establish an Afghanistan 

Reconstruction Steering Group.  By May the interim government, the UN, and the World Bank 

had established an Afghanistan Reconstruction Trust Fund (ARTF) and a Law and Order Trust 
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Fund for Afghanistan (LOTFA).  The creation of these institutions collectively marks the 

beginning of the international statebuilding operation in Afghanistan. 

State Failure in Afghanistan:  The World’s Worst Co untry 

 In 2001 Afghanistan was the most failed state in the world.  Nothing in its economic, 

political, or military circumstances made it a favorable candidate for successful statebuilding.  In 

almost every indicator of social, political, economic, and human development, Afghanistan 

compares unfavorably to Somalia and the Congo and regularly appears at or near the bottom of 

world rankings.  Indeed, one measure of how fractured Afghanistan was in 2001 is that reliable 

data for that timeframe is hard to come by:  most data for socio-economic indicators are collected 

by government agencies and reported to world bodies.  In this section I sketch as complete a 

picture as possible of Afghanistan in 2001 and illustrate how unfavorable it was for an 

international statebuilding operation. 

Security 

 The security environment in late 2001 and early 2002 was chaotic and violent.  Civil war 

prevailed until the international community joined the Northern Alliance to defeat the Taliban.  

Remnants of the Taliban and al-Qa’ida remained in Afghanistan.  Large-scale fighting against 

them continued until the Battle of Shah-i-Kot in March of 2002 (the Allies dropped more than 

2,300 tons of bombs in 2002, a tonnage that would not be surpassed until 2007; (Cordesman, 

2009)).  After the fall of the Taliban, 50,000-70,000 Northern Alliance militiamen became a 

poorly-managed, largely unaccountable force deployed across the country (Bhatia, Lanigan, & 

Wilkinson, 2004).  There was no professional army or police force.  Consequently, “factional 
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clashes are taking place between rival Afghan political and military actors seeking regional 

influence,” according to the UN (S/2002/278).  Low-level mini-civil wars were fought between 

local strongmen in disparate regions across the country.  

 Political violence was not the only sign of anarchic security failure.  No statistics are 

available on the crime or homicide rate in 2001 or 2002, but violent crime almost certainly 

spiked, as it typically does in post-war environments.  The UN judged in early 2002 that 

“banditry continues as a lingering manifestation of the war economy.”  The drug trade, 

suppressed in the Taliban’s last year in power, sprang back into existence (the poppy crop 

expanded almost ten-fold, from 8,000 hectares to 74,000 hectares between 2001 and 2002, 

according to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime (UNODC, 2002)), enriching a new 

set of elites and creating a wealthy criminal class neither loyal to Kabul nor cooperative with the 

Allies.  The combination wove a “mosaic of security threats” of “drug smugglers, Islamic 

radicals, former Taliban” and warlords (Goodson, 2006).   

Capacity 

 The World Bank estimated that in 2000 the Afghan state was in the last percentile in the 

world—in the bottom three in absolute rank—in all six areas of governance that the Bank tracks:  

voice and accountability, the rule of law, control of corruption, government effectiveness, 

regulatory quality, and political stability.  The government’s weakness both caused and was 

partly caused by its inability to extract significant resources from the country’s economy.  The 

government collected less than one percent of GDP in revenue, compared to an average of 11 

percent across South Asia and 26 percent worldwide.  This was not entirely because of the 

Soviets and the Taliban.  Throughout the 20th Century, “because Afghanistan relied on rentier 
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income, there was limited organizational and political investment in developing an taxation 

system,” (Cramer & Goodhand, 2003, p. 145), meaning that Afghanistan’s institutional weakness 

was perennial, not only a result of war.  In a country without revenue from natural resources, the 

inability to extract money from the economy virtually guarantees the dissolution of the state.  In 

consequence, the state had a budget of a mere $27 million—roughly a dollar per person.  The 

country lacked an educated elite to run public institutions.  There were only 1,417 government 

employees who had graduated from an institution of higher education in 2001.  By 2001 most 

ministries had effectively ceased to function because they lacked the basic levels of people, 

money, and equipment required to do anything.  In the face of the onslaught of disorder, crime, 

and violence, the justice sector had simply ceased to function.  As the U.S. Institute of Peace 

wrote in 2004, three years into the statebuilding operation:  

Court management is archaic or non-existent, central judicial and prosecutorial 
authorities often have no technical means of communicating with colleagues in the 
provinces, and judicial appointments are routinely made on the basis of personal or 
political connections without regard to legal training or other qualifications…judges 
routinely make decisions without reference to written law; there are effectively no means 
of enforcing decisions…there are virtually no defense lawyers in the country. To a great 
extent, the written law in Afghanistan is not applied—or even widely known.  (Miller & 
Perito, 2004) 

 

 For most practical purposes—like obtaining an education, clean water, or protection for 

one’s property—there was no government (Central Statistics Organization, 2003; Kaufmann et 

al., 2009). 

Legitimacy 

 The Afghan state historically rested on three sources of legitimacy:  Islam, tribalism, and 

nationalism (Cramer & Goodhand, 2003).  “In Afghanistan, Islam is both the national religion 
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and the basis of its overriding culture and values…Insofar as there has been a sense of unity in 

the country, it is Islam.”  Religious leaders played an influential role in society, “particularly 

when a confrontation with ‘infidels,’ or a cultural threat to the faith, is in question.”  Religious 

leaders included mullahs and imams (teachers), ulama and mawlawis (scholars), qazis and muftis 

(judges), and, in Sufism, pirs (saints).  The constellation of leaders worked in cooperation with 

landed elites, tribal elders, and village chiefs to govern daily Afghan life.  The government, if 

and when there was one, governed through these institutions and leaders, or not at all (Ewans, 

2002). 

 Afghans’ deep identification with Islam does not mean Afghans have always followed 

political, radical, or extremist Islam.  Those adjectival types of Islam are uniquely modern 

manifestations of the religion in that they are engagements with or reactions against liberal 

modernity.  Afghan Islam prior to the 1960s and 1970s had infrequent encounters with 

modernity and so had little to react against.  Afghan Islam was therefore premodern: 

conservative, traditional, even tribal in outlook, but not radical or extremist.  “Afghanistan’s 

Islam is basically a nonliterate, village Islam—a syncretistic blending of basic Islamic beliefs 

with local practices such as those found in the Pushtunwali [Pashtun tribal code].”  Afghan Islam 

is traditionally of the Hanafi school of interpretation, the largest and most broadly accepted 

school (Goodson, 2001). 

 Afghanistan is a tribal society, and Afghan governments have always governed, to some 

extent, with and through tribal leaders.  The monarchy in the 20th Century “used certain state-

recognized tribal institutions and leaders as means of control.”  But it is inaccurate to say that 

tribes simply ran the state, or that the state ran the tribes.  “Among tribal peoples [the state] tried 

to break large units into smaller ones; among nontribal peoples it tried to reinforce limited 
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kinship- or residence-based political identities” in order to increase its relative leverage over 

nonstate actors (Rubin, 1989).  Tribal councils, or jirgas, did much local decision-making.  

Tribes provided the state with support, manpower, and cooperation; in return, the state 

recognized and empowered certain tribal elites.  The former was a key context in which the latter 

staked its claim to legitimacy; Afghans could not accept a state that did not define itself in 

relation to tribes (as evidenced by their rejection of the Afghan communist state).  Exactly what 

that relation was varied over time—indeed, it varied from tribe to tribe—but for Afghans, 

government and tribe reinforced and defined one another.   

 Finally, the Afghan state rests on a sense of Afghan nationalism.  Afghan nationalism 

dates from the reign of King Abdur Rahman (1881 – 1901) and subsequent monarchs, who 

established the modern nation-state of Afghanistan after a century of external dominance by 

either the British or Russians and internal turmoil at the hands of warring tribes.  Rahman either 

created or strengthened the institutions of the state:  he settled most of Afghanistan’s modern 

borders, established the central bureaucracy and treasury, raised a professional army, took over 

the religious establishment and put the mullahs on the government payroll, put down a series of 

tribal revolts, and appointed governors to collect taxes.  Kings in the early 20th Century founded 

schools, promulgated constitutions in 1923, 1931, and 1964, and launched modernizing reforms 

with varying success.  Importantly for the contemporary context, the nationwide revolt against 

the Soviet invasion became the basis for a renewed sense of Afghan nationhood in the 1980s and 

later. 

 The Taliban Government was initially successful in staking a claim to legitimacy 

between 1994 and 1996.  It backed its claim to represent true Islam with concrete action against 

crime, lawlessness, and warlordism.  It effectively united Pashtun tribes into a coherent 
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movement, coming close to bridging the historic gap between Durrani and Ghilzai tribal 

confederations.  And it appropriated and transformed symbols of Afghan nationhood by claiming 

to be the successors to the anti-Soviet mujahedin, the enemies of the warlords responsible for the 

civil war, and the saviors of the nation (Rashid, 2001).  Taliban Supreme Leader Mullah Omar 

wove together the three claims to legitimacy in one symbolic act when he took the title 

“Commander of the Faithful” and literally wrapped himself in the cloak of the Prophet 

Mohammad, kept in a shrine in Kandahar, the Afghan Pashtuns’ spiritual metropolis.  The act 

fused the Taliban’s claim to Islamic legitimacy, tribal leadership, and national power. 

 However, such claims were undermined when it became increasingly evident that the 

Taliban’s brand of Islam was extremist (not traditional), Deobandi (not Hanafi), and tainted by 

the Taliban’s increasingly brutal warfare against other Muslims and practice of ethnic cleansing 

against the Hazara.  Their claim to tribal leadership never extended beyond Pashtun tribes, which 

had been weakened anyway by the Soviets’ practice of targeting tribal and traditional elites for 

cooptation or assassination in the 1980s (Goodson, 2001).  And the Taliban’s claim to represent 

and lead the nation was shown to have failed by the endurance of civil war from 1996 to 2001 

against a coalition of other tribes and ethnic minorities.  The Taliban Government was never 

recognized as legitimate by all Afghans.  At the time of its fall from power, it was far from clear 

what mechanisms were available to re-legitimize the Afghan state. 

Economy 

 The Afghan economy had collapsed.  Afghans were the world’s seventh poorest people in 

2001.  The IMF estimated GDP per capita was about $175 in current U.S. dollars:  Afghans lived 

on about 48 cents per day, comparable to the poorest of sub-Saharan Africa.  The IMF was 
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unable even to estimate unemployment.  There was no national currency; different factions 

issued their own bills for use within their fiefdoms.  What little infrastructure the country once 

had was in ruins.  Little more than a tenth of the roads were paved.  Less than a third of Afghans 

had access to sanitation, and only a fifth to clean water.  Only a quarter of schools nationwide 

had toilets—only six percent in southern provinces.  The economic collapse led to a generation 

of lost human capital.  A third or fewer of Afghans could read and write, and only 1.1 million 

were enrolled in the nearly-defunct educational system.  There were 9,020 university students in 

the entire country, down from 10,603 in 1978, and only 1,443 graduates in 2001.  Some statistics 

are helpful for their illustrative or anecdotal value:  in a country of some 25 million people, there 

was just one TV station, eight airplanes, 60 trained pilots, 35,000 telephones, and fewer than 

50,000 passenger cars in the entire country.  There were only four theaters—33 fewer than in 

1978 (Central Statistics Organization, 2003; Cramer & Goodhand, 2003; International Monetary 

Fund, 2005a, 2006, 2008b, 2009c). 

 The humanitarian situation was catastrophic.  Larry Goodson estimates that 50 percent of 

all Afghans had been killed, wounded, or displaced by the Soviet war, a human toll of near-

genocidal proportions—before the civil war of the 1990s (Goodson, 2001).  There were at least 

3.8 million Afghan refugees and another 1.2 million internally displaced persons in Afghanistan 

in 2001.  Within a year, almost 2 million refugees and more than three-quarters of a million IDPs 

had returned, overwhelming urban areas and creating massive, overcrowded slums at risk for 

disease and exposure (United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, 2002, 2003).  The 

Taliban government had spent only one-half of one percent of GDP on public health, compared 

to average of 4.7 percent in South Asia.  There was only one doctor for every 6,000 Afghans.  

The devastation and neglect took its toll on the Afghan population.  Seventy percent of Afghans 
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were undernourished.  Only a third of Afghans survived to age 65.  One-fifth of babies were born 

with a low birthweight.  Afghans had the absolute shortest life expectancy and highest infant 

mortality in the world, according to the World Bank, at 42 years and 165 dead infants per 1,000 

live births (Central Statistics Organization, 2003; World Bank., 2009).  The 42 percent of the 

population that was younger than 15 years old had only known war throughout their lives.  The 

55 percent that were between 15 and 64 had known war for at least a third of their lives. 

 Given these realities, it seems beside the point to criticize the international community for 

“structures of dependence” in its reconstruction effort, or to argue that international aid “exposed 

the weakness of the government as an autonomous actor,” (Astri Suhrke, 2009, p. 230).  The 

international reconstruction effort did not create Afghanistan’s dependence and weakness—the 

Soviet invasion and Taliban misrule did.  Nor was international aid designed to expose, exploit, 

or exacerbate Afghanistan’s dependence and weakness.  Afghanistan became dependent on 

international aid as soon as it was offered; it is not clear that there was a viable alternative. 

Humanity 

 The Taliban managed the remarkable feat of being both the world’s weakest government 

and among the world’s most oppressive, incapable of providing basic services while still fielding 

an effective Ministry for the Prevention of Vice and Promotion of Virtue.  The Taliban 

“abandon[ed] many of the other core functions of the nation state such as welfare and 

representation [but] maintained effective security and military capabilities,” (Cramer & 

Goodhand, 2003, p. 143).  The Taliban’s oppressions became infamous:  they banned kite-flying, 

compelled women to wear the burqa, disallowed women from working outside the home, banned 

“un-Islamic” music, art, or discussion, and recognized no check on their authority.  Less well-
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known is the Taliban’s record of massacring civilians and targeting the Hazara for ethnic-

cleansing—notably at Mazar-I Shari in 1998, Robatak Pass in 2000, and Yakaolang in 2001 

(Human Rights Watch, 1998, 2001).  Unlike other dictatorships, they did not bother even to hold 

and rig elections.  They took power by bribery and conquest; held power by force; and 

recognized no authority but God’s.  There was no transparency in government and no means of 

holding it accountable.  Afghans enjoyed no freedom of speech, press, or worship (Rashid, 

2001).  Freedom House ranked Afghanistan as “not free” in 2001, giving it its lowest score in 

both political freedoms and civil rights (Freedom House, 2002-2008).  The Taliban Government 

earned a -7 polity2 score in 2000. 

 The combination of oppression and weakness was almost unique in the world.  

Afghanistan was the only country to rank in the bottom five across all six indicators of 

governance in 2000, and one of only three (with Somalia and the Democratic Republic of the 

Congo) to rank in the bottom ten consistently.  Other states that regularly show up at the bottom 

of world rankings are either too weak to oppress anyone very effectively (like Liberia or Haiti) 

or, if strong enough to oppress people, also strong enough to provide a few services to key 

supporters (like Iraq, Myanmar, or North Korea).  The Taliban outclassed them all. 

Summary 

 Somalia is often cited as the archetype of failed states.  It is not.  In the midst of 

Somalia’s famed anarchy, Somalis are still relatively free of governmental oppression and have 

not experienced ethnic cleansing or genocide.  Afghans had the worst of all worlds.  They had 

Somalian anarchy, Haitian poverty, Congolese institutions, Balkan disputes over legitimacy—

and a government of Nazis. 
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 Afghanistan in 2001 was the failed state par excellence.  The government, economy, and 

security environment had comprehensively collapsed.  Afghanistan defines the ideal-type of 

comprehensive state failure.  Only Somalia and the Congo come close.  In January 2001, The 

Economist awarded Afghanistan the title of the world’s “worst country.”  It took the perfect 

storm of Soviet invasion, international neglect, and Taliban misrule to break the country so 

completely:  it is unlikely many states will ever fail so thoroughly again.  Goodson judged that 

“every economic and political element in Afghanistan would have to be rebuilt,” (Goodson, 

2006, p. 145).  If there were a prize for perfect failure and breakdown, Afghanistan in 2001 

retired the trophy. 

Statebuilding in Afghanistan, 2001-2006 

 According to the theory I developed in the previous two chapters, the depth and intensity 

of Afghanistan’s failure as a state would have required the international community to undertake 

an Administration strategy across all five dimensions of statehood.  Such a strategy probably 

would have replicated some of the institutions and mechanisms of the missions in the 

Democratic Republic of the Congo (1960), Cambodia, East Timor or Kosovo with the resources 

of the missions in West Germany, Iraq, or at least Bosnia.  In the security sector it would have 

involved a large military deployment with a mandate to defend Kabul and enforce the writ of the 

new government against spoilers, Taliban, and organized crime.  In the re-legitimizing of the 

state it would have involved the international community proactively guiding and, when 

necessary, directing the process of political reconstruction.  In the capacity-building sector, it 

would have involved, from the very beginning, embedding international civilians in Afghan 

government institutions as advisors, trainers, and, where necessary, decision-makers and an 
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aggressive effort to train Afghan government civilians.  In reconstruction it would have involved 

a massive, well-financed reconstruction program largely drawn up, orchestrated, and 

implemented by international donors.  And in regards to rebuilding the state’s humanity, it would 

have involved effecting regime change followed by giving support to a system of transitional 

justice.   

 The international community largely adopted the right strategy of statebuilding for 

rebuilding the Afghan state’s legitimacy, prosperity, and humanity.  From 2001 to 2006, the 

international community largely adopted the wrong strategy for rebuilding the Afghan state’s 

security and capacity.  The international community did not tailor a strategy calculated to fit 

Afghanistan’s needs.  Instead, it adopted a strategy tailored to fit the resources that were made 

available.  The strategy involved an Observer/Trainer military strategy, and Adminsitrator 

strategy for rebuilding the state’s legitimacy, prosperity, and humanity, and an Observer strategy 

towards the state’s capacity.  I argue that this mismatch between the strategy required and the 

conditions on the ground explain the international community’s failure to consolidate its early 

gains.  I demonstrate how the correct aspects of the statebuilding strategy resulted in robust 

economic growth, successful political reconstruction, and progress in human rights, and how the 

incorrect aspects resulted in continued state weakness and incapacity and the growth of the 

Taliban insurgency and the drug trade.   

 Critics may object that an Administrator strategy would have been unrealistic because the 

international community lacked the will and personnel for such a mission, and it would have 

exacerbated the footprint and duration dilemmas inherent in international interventions, risking a 

nationalist or tribal backlash.  The international community clearly did lack the will for an 

Administrator mission in Afghanistan in 2001, but that appears to have changed by 2009, at least 
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with regards to the security sector.  Whether it also lacked the personnel and expertise is 

unknown:  political will, when present, has a way of finding the resources and expertise required, 

while the lack of will tends to judge that available resources are insufficient.  Arguing that the 

lack of political will made an Administrator mission impractical is a self-fulfilling prophesy, the 

counterfactual of which cannot be disproven.  I engage with the discussion on the footprint and 

duration dilemmas, and the criticism that a heavier international footprint would have provoked a 

backlash, at the end of this chapter. 

Rebuilding Security  

 The international community adopted an Observer/Trainer strategy in the security sector 

from 2001 to the beginning of 2006.  The UN oversaw and encouraged typical post-conflict 

reforms to the security sector.  As in most post-conflict operations, the UN created a 

disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) program.  By 2006, the UN demobilized 

63,380 militiamen and collected over 94,262 small and medium arms—which observers at the 

time doubted was enough.  The UN succeeded the DDR program with the Disbandment of 

Illegally-Armed Groups (DIAG) program to disarm groups that remained after DDR concluded.  

It also began a Heavy Weapons Cantonment (HWC) program to collect tanks, artillery, rockets, 

and other heavy weapons.  The program successfully cantoned over 12,000 heavy weapons. 

("Afghanistan's New Beginnings Program; Jalali, 2006). 

 The international community committed to training and reforming the Afghan security 

sector.  At the Security Sector Reform Conference in Geneva in April 2002 the Afghan 

Government and security donors agreed to focus on five pillars of security sector reform 

(memorialized at Tokyo in February 2003).  The Afghan Government invited specific nations to 
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lead international efforts for each pillar.  The United States was invited to lead international 

efforts to build the Afghan National Army (ANA); Germany, to lead efforts to retrain the Afghan 

National Police (ANP); the United Kingdom, counternarcotics; Italy, justice sector reform; and 

Japan, the disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) program.  Most of these 

programs did not achieve notable results by 2006.  “These projects started slowly, suffered from 

poor coordination…and lost momentum,” (Goodson, 2006, p. 149).  The lead nation concept 

broke down because Germany and Italy failed to establish effective programs in their sectors and 

the United States assumed leadership starting in 2005.  The United States slowly began to train 

the nucleus of a new ANA and, later, the ANP.  It spent $4.4 billion on security assistance in 

Afghanistan through 2006, and had trained 36,000 soldiers and a comparable number of 

policemen.  The police, however, were widely reported to be corrupt and incompetent 

(International Crisis Group, 2007; Perito, 2009; Rubin, 2007). 

 Finally, the international community made an ineffectual gesture towards an 

Administrator strategy for security for Afghanistan.  The UN authorized the International 

Security Assistance Force (ISAF) in December 2001 with a mandate to help extend stability and 

security, but the force was initially confined to Kabul, hampered by restrictive rules of 

engagement and national caveats, and relatively small in size.  In practice, ISAF did not provide 

security to the vast majority of Afghans or Afghan territory.  In 2003 the peacekeeping force 

only had 5,500 troops assigned to it.  By 2005, ISAF was authorized to operate in northern and 

western provinces but still numbered fewer than 10,000 troops, or 4 per 10,000 Afghans 

(Afghanistan Report 2009, 2009).  A separate international military force under the Operation 

Enduring Freedom (OEF) mandate, and reporting through a separate command chain, pursued 

counterterrorism missions against al-Qa’ida.  The international community tried to compensate 
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for the relatively few troops on the ground by changing how they were deployed.  Starting in 

2003, the U.S. and others began deploying Provincial Reconstruction Teams (PRT), small teams 

of 100 or so soldiers with embedded civilian experts in reconstruction and agriculture, to 

provincial capitals to provide small bubbles of security and reconstruction (Department of 

Defense, 2008, 2009b, 2009c).  However, by the beginning of 2006, news media reported that 

the United States was contemplating withdrawing forces from Afghanistan (Witte, 2006). 

 The international community’s most positive early contribution to Afghanistan’s security 

was to prevent the reemergence of civil war between various factions and warlords who had only 

allied to fight the Taliban.  Absent the common threat, warlords engaged in skirmishes and small 

battles against each other across the country in 2002 and 2003.  The disarmament program 

coupled with the international community’s forceful diplomacy, backed by an implicit threat of 

force, successfully contained such violence and prevented it from relapsing into a second run of 

the civil war of 1992-1996. “The presence of coalition troops served as a deterrent against…open 

warfare” between the warlords, according to Barney Rubin (Rubin, 2007).  The UN Secretary-

General reported to the Security Council in August of 2005 that “factional clashes — a 

prominent feature of insecurity three years ago —have become a localized issue and are no 

longer a threat to national security,” (The Secretary-General of the United Nations, 2005a, p. 19) 

and credited the disarmament program with the success. 

 Another effect of the international community’s light security footprint was the lingering 

power of Afghanistan’s warlords and their successful entry into Afghan politics.  The Afghans 

and the international community faced a tradeoff:  act boldly to undermine warlords, centralize 

the government, and erect a unitary state, but risk regional and local backlashes from warlords, 

tribes, and ethnic minorities; or create a federal system and accommodate local autonomy, but 
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risk tribes, local elites, and warlords co-opting the authority of the state.  The Afghans and the 

international community attempted to steer a middle course.  Warlords have continued to hold 

positions of power in governorships and the National Assembly (the International Crisis Group 

wrote in 2006: “That the legislature contains warlords, commanders and drug traffickers is 

undisputed,” (International Crisis Group, 2006, p. i)) and have not faced prosecution or even a 

truth commission for alleged war crimes.  In return, the constitution created (on paper) a 

powerfully centralized state against the objections of warlords, and the international community 

implemented a disarmament program that has deprived the warlords of their most dangerous 

armaments.  Scholars and commentators are nearly unanimous in accusing the United States of 

continuing to support warlords after the fall of the Taliban, and claiming such support 

undermined the central government’s authority for several years (Rashid, 2008; Rubin, 2007; 

Starr, 2006; Vaishnav, 2004).  In the absence of a strong international military presence and the 

slow pace of training for a new Afghan security force, the warlords indeed remained the de facto 

strongest power on the ground in many areas of the country.  (A minority see the warlords as the 

contemporary manifestation of traditional Afghan decentralism and local power, and worry that 

the Afghan state has not done enough to “incorporate the local hegemons into a national system,” 

(Saikal, 2005, p. 204)). 

 The most obvious and dramatic affect of the inadequate security strategy was the rise of 

the Taliban insurgency, which I discuss below. 

Rebuilding Legitimacy:  The Bonn Process 

 The international statebuilders failed to provide security in Afghanistan and made only 

minimal progress by 2006 in training Afghan security forces.  By contrast, the international 
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community took a strong and active role guiding the process of political reconstruction to re-

legitimize the state:  it acted as a virtual Administrator of the Bonn Process.  The United States 

and UN exercised a strong and effective influence in Afghan politics in the early years of the 

international statebuilding operation.  UNAMA’s mandate included implementing all the 

functions delegated to the UN by the Bonn Agreement—including advising the interim 

government on how to create a politically neutral environment, training a new Afghan security 

forces, compiling a voter registry, taking a census, being an honest broker throughout the 

process— as well as “promoting national reconciliation,” and “directly assist[ing] the [Afghan] 

Administration in articulating a national development framework,” (S/2002/278, p. 15-18).  The 

UN exercised its influence through the highly effective personal efforts of the Secretary 

General’s Special Representative (SRSG) for Afghanistan, Lakhdar Brahimi.  The United States 

remained similarly influential.  According to the New Yorker and other media reporting, U.S. 

Special Envoy and, later, Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad enjoyed a close relationship with 

President Hamid Karzai.  Karzai consulted with Khalilzad on a wide range of issues, and several 

officials in the U.S. Embassy acted as senior advisors to the Afghan Government (Anderson, 

2005; Cooper, 2007; Time for tea and ambushes," 2005).   

 The U.S. and UN representatives at Bonn played a crucial role brokering compromises 

and putting together the interim administration.  Although international representatives did not 

participate in the official negotiating sessions at Bonn, their presence at the conference allowed 

them opportunity to engage heavily in side-discussions on the margins of the official sessions.  

According to James Dobbins, the head of the American delegation to the conference, Brahimi 

“took the lead in moving the Afghans towards our [U.S. and UN] desired goals.”  Brahimi and 

Dobbins, backed by coordinated pressure from several capitals, helped break the biggest logjam 
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surrounding the naming of the transitional cabinet and chairman—Brahimi drawing up the actual 

list, compiled from different factions’ nominations (Dobbins, 2008).  While keeping an Afghan 

face on it, the international community was all but stipulating the terms of the Bonn Process.  

 A principal step in the Bonn Process was the drafting and ratification of a new 

Constitution.  The international community was involved at every step.  UN advisors helped a 

commission of Afghans draft the document in 2003, according to the Washington Post 

(Constable, 2006).  According to Afghan and other local press, the UN helped host consultations 

throughout the country to help secure local input and buy in for the document,15 Khalilzad 

publicly lobbied representatives to the jirga for its ratification,16 and the UN Secretary General’s 

Special Representative, Lakhdar Brahimi, met with delegates behind the scenes to broker 

compromises.17  The Constitution reflected the international community’s concern with human 

rights.  The document contains an entire Chapter—Articles 22 through 59—dedicated to 

individual liberties (and duties).  Collectively, they protect equal rights for men and women; 

individual liberty; freedom of expression; association; the right to vote and stand for office; 

confidentiality of correspondence; property; the privacy of homes against warrantless searches; 

and travel.  The Chapter even provides for some positive rights.  It guarantees free education, 

employment, and some healthcare.  Article Two allows non-Muslims to practice their religion. 

 The Constitution also reflected the role of Islam in legitimizing the Afghan state.  It 

opens, “In the name of God, Most Gracious, Most Merciful:  Praise be to Allah, the Cherisher 

and Sustainer of the Worlds; and Praise and Peace be upon Mohammad, His last Messenger and 

                                                 

15 Kabul Radio Afghanistan in Pashto 1330 GMT 1 Jun 03; IAP20030601000062 
16 Kabul Radio Afghanistan in Pashto 1430 GMT 24 Dec 03; IAP20031224000100.  
17 Kabul Radio Afghanistan in Pashto 1330 GMT 2 Jan 04; IAP20040103000090.  
Tehran IRNA in English 1107 GMT 4 Jan 04; IAP20040104000049. 
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his disciples and followers.”  The Preamble continues:  “We the people of Afghanistan, believing 

staunchly in Almighty God, relying on His bountiful mercy and adhering to the Holy religion of 

Islam…”  The religious rhetoric is not window dressing.  Article One establishes Afghanistan as 

an “Islamic Republic.”  Article Two enshrines Islam as the state religion.  Article Three states 

that “No law shall contravene the tenets and provisions of the holy religion of Islam in 

Afghanistan,” a clause that has enabled Islamic advocates to contest a variety of causes over the 

years.  Article 19 stipulates that the flag of Afghanistan shall display the shahada, the Islamic 

profession of faith:  “There is no God but Allah and Mohammad is His Prophet, and Allah is 

Great.”  Article 62 requires the President and two Vice-Presidents of Afghanistan be Muslims. 

 The Constitution also took steps to restore the symbols of Afghan nationalism and 

tribalism.  It restored the traditional green, black, and red flown by Afghan Governments from 

1928 to 1978.  It officially recognized and thanked the mujahedin resistance fighters for 

defeating the Soviet Union—a defining experience for contemporary Afghan nationhood.  

Article 4 stated that the nation of Afghanistan was composed of 14 named ethnic groups “and 

other tribes.”  Article 20 stipulated that the national anthem shall include mention of the names 

of the tribes of Afghanistan.  Article 16 allowed that any language spoken by a majority in a 

local area may be an official language in that area—a remarkably liberal provision for 

Afghanistan or, indeed, for any country.  The symbolic gestures indicated that the new state 

intended to recognize the traditional sources of legitimacy in Afghanistan, while adding a new 

one in democratic elections—but implementing the claims, particularly with regard to tribalism, 

remained problematic in future years. 

 The strong international role in Afghan politics did not mean that Afghans felt 

disenfranchised.  Instead, Afghans appeared to believe that the process was legitimate because it 
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recognized the traditional sources of legitimacy and because the international help guaranteed 

fairness.  The Afghan reaction to the Constitution was overwhelmingly positive.  One jirga 

member said after voting for its approval that it was “99 percent based on the will of the 

people.”18  The Kabul Mojahed editorialized that the jirga was “quite different from other Loya 

Jirgas in the political history of Afghanistan,” because it was “based on the real will of the 

people.”19  A group calling itself the National Democratic Front and claiming to represent 47 

groups endorsed the new Constitution, as did a tribal gathering in the borderlands of Paktia 

Province, illustrating the Constitution’s broad base of support among both urban politicos and 

rural dwellers.20  A paper in Jowzjan Province, where a protest against the Constitution’s strong 

presidency was held prior to the jirga, endorsed the document despite the failure of its readers’ 

agenda.21  Qala-e Naw Radio rejoiced that Afghans would now enjoy the same rights as the rest 

of the world.22  There were a few voices of dissent.  A former minister and governor, Azzizullah 

Wasifi, told a Kabul newspaper shortly before the jirga opened, “We think the United Nations 

and the Unites States will bring us peace, whereas they want to impose their customs, culture, 

                                                 

18 Kabul Hindokosh in Dari 1400 GMT 5 Jan 04; IAP20040106000048. 
19 Kabul Mojahed in Dari 5 Jan 04 p 2; IAP20040109000032. 
20 Kabul Radio Afghanistan in Pashto 1330 GMT 7 Jan 04; IAP20040107000110.  

Such claims are to be taken with a grain of salt, and political parties 

played little role in Afghan politics in 2003 because there was no 

legislature.  Kabul Radio Afghanistan in Pashto 1430 GMT 9 Jan 04; 

IAP20040109000086. 

21 Kabul Jowzjanan in Dari 0001 GMT 31 Jan 04, IAP20040218000008. 

22 Qala-e Naw Qala-e Naw Radio in Dari 0335 GMT 5 Jan 04; IAP20040108000122. 
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and political beliefs on us.”23  But the broadest sentiment seemed to be that the Constitution 

meant peace, justice, and an end to Afghanistan’s long, sad recent history.  The Kabul Hewad 

spoke for many Afghans in setting its hopes rather high: 

The approval of the new constitution of Afghanistan paves the way for achieving [our] 
historical glory…It will also ensure the sovereignty of law in the country and 
independence of the nation…it will create an ideal ground for the beginning of a new, 
advanced, tranquil, civilized and independent life in our ancient country…[The] sun will 
shine again and all social mischief, the show of illegal power, obstinacies, illegalities, 
administrative shortages and hundreds of other violations will be ended.24 

  

 The international community remained involved as the guarantors of the Afghan political 

process after the Constitution was ratified by funding and administering the voter registration 

drive and the 2004 and 2005 elections.  Rebuilding a mechanism by which Afghans could 

legitimize state power, contest and transfer it peacefully, and engage in political compromise was 

crucial in a state that had lost those mechanisms for decades and recently emerged from civil 

war.  Afghans had lost the expertise, interpersonal trust, funding, and equipment necessary to 

rebuild and run those mechanisms.  To meet the obvious need, executive authority was vested 

with international actors.  The electoral process was administered by the Joint Electoral 

Management Body (JEMB), five of whose 11 members were international staff appointed by the 

UN Special Representative of the Secretary General (SRSG) for Afghanistan:  the JEMB was, in 

fact, created by merging the Afghans’ interim Independent Election Commission and the UN’s 

Electoral Component in Afghanistan (FACT SHEET:  Joint Electoral Management Body (JEMB) 

and JEMB Secretariat (JEMBS), 2005).  In 2005 an Electoral Complaints Commission (ECC) 

adjudicated accusations of violations of the elections law, and had the power to bar candidates 
                                                 

23Kabul Kabul Weekly in Pashto 12 Nov 03 p 6 IAP20031113000089. 
24 Kabul Hewad in Pashto 8 Jan 04; IAP20040109000091. 
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from office.  Three of its five members were appointed by the UN SRSG—meaning the 

international community could decide which Afghans were allowed to run for office, a power 

similar to that held by the High Commissioner in Bosnia (although not exercised nearly as much) 

(The Electoral Complaints Commission (ECC) [Fact Sheet], 2009).  Donors accordingly 

dispersed $311 million in assistance for “governance, public administration reform, and human 

rights” between 2001 and 2006, almost all of which went toward the elections process.   

 The international community’s strong role in Afghan politics helped ensure the success of 

the Bonn process.  The Bonn Agreement itself was agreed to in a matter of weeks.  An 

Emergency Loya Jirga (grand council) was held in June 2002 to ratify the Bonn Agreement, 

replace the interim administration with an Afghan Transitional Authority (ATA), and elect an 

ATA administration.  The ATA’s principal task was to draft a new constitution and host another 

Loya Jirga to ratify it.  Afghan officials based the new constitution on the constitution of 1964, 

establishing a unitary, centralized state with a strong executive (in keeping with Afghan state-

building efforts since 1881), an independent judiciary, and an elected parliament.  The new 

constitution included a formal recognition of Afghanistan as an Islamic state, a president instead 

of a king, and increased protections for civil liberties and women’s rights.  In January 2004 the 

jirga ratified the most progressive constitution in South Asia and one of the most progressive in 

the Muslim world.   The Bonn Process was completed when 8.1 million Afghans voted in the 

nation’s first-ever presidential election in October 2004 (electing Karzai to a five-year term), and 

6.4 million elected the nation’s legislature in September 2005.  The Bonn Process reached a 

symbolic conclusion in December 2005 with the seating of the Afghan National Assembly, 

Afghanistan’s first freely elected legislature since Mohammad Daoud overthrew the king and 

dissolved Parliament in 1973 (On the implementation of the Bonn Process, see International 
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Crisis Group, 2002a, 2002b, 2003b, 2004; International Crisis Group, 2005a; The Secretary-

General of the United Nations, 2001, 2002a, 2002b, 2002c, 2003a, 2003b, 2003c, 2004a, 2004b, 

2004c, 2005a, 2005b).  From 2000 to 2006, Afghanistan soared from 3rd to 31st from the bottom 

for voice and accountability in the World Banks’ governance rankings.  Freedom House ranked 

it “partly free.”  Seventy-six percent of Afghans said they were satisfied with democracy in 

2006, according to the Asia Foundation (The Asia Foundation, 2006).   

 There were a few weak points to the international community’s strategy towards Afghan 

politics.  It allowed local freeriding, not because of an overbearing strategy, but because the 

international community communicated that it would not permit Afghanistan to fail so long as al 

Qa’ida remained a threat.  Local political actors, including President Karzai, had no incentive to 

take risks, make tough decisions, or build a culture of competitive, peaceful contestation because 

the international community was expected to patch up disagreements among Afghan factions 

when necessary.  Secondly, the international strategy had no Trainer element to it.  Starting in 

2006, as I describe below, the international community began to step back from its role as 

political Administrator.  From 2006 on, Afghans would have to engage in peaceful political 

contestation without an international guarantee that the political process would continue.  

Unfortunately, the Afghans lacked—and the international community did not build—the key 

institution required for regular, peaceful political contestation:  political parties.  Political parties 

are a necessary institution for aggregating interests, mediating disputes, and moderating 

demands—functions that the international community performed from 2001 to 2005.  As the 

international community stepped back from shaping and guiding Afghan politics, it left a 

vacuum that Afghans, through robust, cross-cutting, moderate political parties, should have 

filled.  But the international community invested little in political party development and the 
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Afghans’ unique voting system—the single non-transferable vote (SNTV)—disadvantaged 

parties and privileged independents.  While dozens of parties existed on paper and were 

officially registered, they remained underdeveloped and unable to play their key role in 

mediating Afghan politics.  The international community thus enabled local freeriding while 

simultaneously failing to provide the institutions or training necessary to empower sustainable 

Afghan self-government.  The Bonn Process was a success, but the Afghans were not well 

prepared for pluralistic, democratic politics going forward (International Crisis Group, 2005b, 

2006). 

Rebuilding Capacity 

 The international community did not directly govern Afghanistan.  In contrast to other 

cases in which the United States established direct rule or military government following victory 

in war—Cuba, the Dominican Republic, Germany, Japan, Italy, South Korea, and Iraq—there 

was no U.S. military government in Kabul.  Similarly, the United Nations did not establish itself 

as the sovereign authority in Afghanistan, as it had in Cambodia, Bosnia, Kosovo, and East 

Timor.  Both the United States and the United Nations explicitly stepped back from direct 

institutional administration.  Instead, the international community deployed what was officially a 

capacity-development mission—a Trainer strategy.  UNAMA was charged with “monitoring, 

analyzing, and reporting on the overall political and human rights situation [and] maintaining 

contact with Afghans leaders,” not with administering Afghan institutions (S/2002/278, p 17). 

The decision was not inevitable:  the United States adopted direct government over Iraq 18 

months later, and the UN did so in East Timor and Kosovo just two years prior.  As a result, 

between November 13, when the Coalition liberated Kabul, and December 22, when the interim 
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government took power, Afghanistan had no government.  When the interim government took 

power, it found that the administrative apparatus—the bureaucracy, courts, and provincial 

offices—were so weak that there was no effective government across most of the country.  

Afghanistan remained ungoverned. 

 The international community’s strong Administrator role in rebuilding Afghan legitimacy 

was not matched by an equally strong role in rebuilding Afghan governance.  On paper the 

international community committed to a Trainer mission for Afghan ministries and the justice 

sector.  In practice, because of a lack of money and attention, it became an Observer mission—

totally inappropriate to Afghanistan’s needs.  The international community pledged a total of 

$1.2 billion for Afghan governance and rule of law programs between 2001 and 2006, or about 

$200 million per year.  A substantial amount of this was dedicated to the voter registration effort 

and the 2004 and 2005 elections, leaving just a few hundred million dollars over half a decade to 

train civil servants, judges, prosecutors, and lawyers; rebuild government offices and 

courthouses; and pay international advisors and consultants to ministers and other government 

officials.  Considering Afghanistan was the weakest state in the world in 2001, the international 

governance assistance effort, aside from the elections, was relatively small compared to the 

magnitude of Afghanistan’s need.  In this respect, the mission in Afghanistan resembles the 

missions in Liberia, Somalia, and Haiti in 1993, the Congo in 1999, or Angola in 1991 for a total 

mismatch between the requirements of the failed state and the international community’s 

response. 

 For example, the international community did not prioritize public administration reform, 

training government personnel, or building capacity within the civilian ministries of the Afghan 

Government.  Partly in reaction to the missions in Kosovo and East Timor, which some 
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observers believed relied too heavily on international help, the Secretary General publicly and 

openly instructed UNAMA to “rely on as limited an international presence and on as many 

Afghan staff as possible…thereby leaving a light expatriate ‘footprint,’” (The Secretary-General 

of the United Nations, 2002a, p. 16) to lead capacity building efforts, without considering if the 

Afghans, whose human capital was destroyed by war and depleted by emigration, were able to 

do so.  Capacity-building was included in UNAMA’s mandate, but with few international staff, 

UNAMA took little action.  The Afghans formulated a Public Administration Reform (PAR) 

program in 2002 with the World Bank.  President Karzai created an Independent Administrative 

Reform and Civil Service Commission (IARCSC) in 2002 to implement the PAR, but did not 

appoint anyone to the Commission until May 200325, an indication of the lack of Afghan and 

international engagement on the issue.  Unlike the two commissions for elections, there were no 

international members of the IARCSC.  The commission was supposed to lead efforts to 

streamline the bureaucracy, introduce a new pay and grade system, develop a merit-based hiring 

and promotion criteria, and establish a civil service training institute.  Against this ambitious 

agenda, the Asia Development Bank gave $2.2 million starting in 2003, and UNDP gave 

$500,000.  In total, the international community initiated only $6.2 million of projects towards 

the PAR program before 2006, by one count (Lister, 2006).  A review of capacity development 

efforts by USAID concluded in 2007 that “capacity building has not been a primary objective of 

USAID projects” and that “what has occurred has been more ad hoc and ‘spotty’ rather than 

systematic and strategic,” (Blue, 2007, p. 8).  The international community was reduced to 

                                                 

25 Afghan leader Karzai appoints member of commission on administrative reforms, Afghanistan Television, Kabul, 

in Dari 1430 gmt 22 Sep 03 
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observing and encouraging the Afghans’ attempts at increasing their own capacity.  The 

international community was asking the Afghans to lift themselves up by their bootstraps, 

without bootstraps. 

 The Public Administration Reform program may have been further hampered by donors’ 

insistence on delivering aid directly through NGOs or private contractors, rather than through the 

Afghan Government—although it is not clear if there was a viable alternative, nor if delivering 

aid through the government would have made a difference considering the small size of the aid 

programs.  Ashraf Ghani has written extensively on the problem, and worked to counter it as 

Finance Minister in the Afghan Government from 2002 to 2004.  He argued that donors 

undermine local government counterparts by delivering services directly; they become the 

second, and more powerful, part of a “dual-public sector” a sort of competitor government.  

Donors also pay a huge opportunity cost:  directly-delivered aid helps some Afghans once, 

whereas aid delivered through the Afghan Government helps Afghans, and also helps train the 

Afghan Government in service delivery for the future.  In the old proverb, is it good to give a 

hungry man a fish; it is better to teach him how to fish.  According to Ghani, the donors have 

been giving fish to Afghans for years and spending little to no time teaching them how to fish 

(Ghani & Lockhart, 2008).  Ghani’s criticism makes sense for a state that is at least minimally 

capable of processing such assistance.  One could argue that the Afghan Government lacked 

even that level of capacity and that Afghans needed some degree of direct assistance for a few 

years before Afghan institutions could begin to process aid flows—but that argument is simply 

beside the point next to the larger issue:  that the international community simply failed to 

resource an appropriately-sized capacity-development program of any kind—direct or indirect—

in Afghanistan for at least the first five years of the statebuilding effort. 
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 The international community’s relative disengagement from the ministries resulted in 

little progress in that sector for the first five years of the statebuilding effort.  The Afghan 

Research and Evaluation Unit (AREU, an NGO, not an Afghan Government entity) judged in 

late 2006 that public administration reform “has been ‘cosmetic’, with superficial restructuring 

of ministries and an emphasis on higher pay rather than fundamental change” and that “there has 

not been sufficient competent technical assistance” from the international community (Lister, 

2006).  The USAID project review could only identify four ministries out of 25 that “are 

considered reasonably competent to carry out their primary responsibilities.”  Significantly, three 

of those ministries had formed “contractual relationships to provide the bulk of their service 

outreach to the Afghan public,”—meaning NGOs and private firms contracted by donors were 

doing the actual service delivery—“reserving for the Ministry the role of policy, program 

initiatives, budget, and supervision to maintain expected standards.”  The Ministries that were 

the most effective were those that involved international and private actors most actively (Blue, 

2007).  After five years the government could boast of only 7,500 civil servants hired under the 

new merit-based criteria—in a government of 240,000 employees.  The Civil Service Institute 

did not open until January 2007 (Lister, 2006).  Overall, having shown some improvement 

leading up to the election years, the state’s effectiveness and regulatory quality actually declined 

thereafter and remained near the bottom of the World Bank’s rankings in 2006.   

 Similarly, the international community did not prioritize rebuilding the justice system or 

improving the rule of law.  The U.S. Department of State’s Bureau of International Narcotics and 

Law Enforcement (INL) funded a Justice Sector Support Program (JSSP) and a Corrections 

System Support Program (CSSP), and USAID implemented a Rule of Law Project.  Collectively, 

these and other donors’ programs rebuilt some infrastructure, including prisons, courthouses, and 
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police stations; funded advisors and training programs for Afghan judges, prosecutors, lawyers, 

and the Attorney General; helped establish a Central Narcotics Tribunal (CNT) and a Criminal 

Justice Task Force (CJTF); collected and distributed Afghanistan’s laws to provincial officials; 

and produced Afghanistan’s Counternarcotics Law (Department of Defense, 2008, 2009b, 

2009c).  The programs encompassed a wide range of activity, but in practice they were too small 

to make a measurable difference in the worst justice sector in the world.  The American 

programs deployed only about 30 U.S. civilian training personnel.  An Italian training program 

had the modest goal of training 20 judges and 20 prosecutors.  “With approximately 1,500 judges 

and 2,000 prosecutors in the judicial system, demand for training far outstrips supply,” (The 

Secretary-General of the United Nations, 2006, p. 7).  Key positions within the UN tasked to 

coordinate rule of law aid for Afghanistan were vacant for months in 2003 and 2004 (Miller & 

Perito, 2004).  An Afghan Judicial Reform Commission (with no international participation) was 

bogged down in bureaucratic rivalries and disbanded in 2002; a second commission had to be 

named (International Crisis Group, 2003a).  The Afghans estimated that it would cost $600 

million to implement their National Justice Sector Strategy.  Total U.S. commitments to the 

justice sector was less than one-sixth that amount, $95.3 million from 2001 to 2006—but the 

Afghan Government’s database of donor assistance showed that international community as a  

whole had only disbursed (as opposed to merely committing) $38 million in aid to the justice 

sector by the end of 2006.  Italy, the “lead nation” for justice sector reform, did not host a 

conference to coordinate international efforts on the rule of law until July 2007.  The U.S. 

Institute of Peace was highly critical of the international effort to rebuild the Afghan justice 

sector.  In 2004 it judged that “in the justice sector, no strategy has been agreed upon for the 

reform and rebuilding process…Virtually nothing has been done to update the court structure, 
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establish and apply qualifications for judicial personnel…ensure widespread access to legal 

texts…develop court administration, [or] improve the poor quality of legal education,” (Miller & 

Perito, 2004, p. 2) The same year one scholar wrote that “it appeared that rule of law was simply 

not a priority,” (Chesterman, 2004, p. 179).   

 The results of the international community’s comparatively smaller role in the justice 

sector were evident.  Afghanistan made no progress improving the rule of law between 2000 and 

2006, according to the World Bank’s governance indicators.  After five years of statebuilding, 

Afghanistan remained second-worst in the world for the rule of law, next to Somalia.  Barney 

Rubin singled out the justice sector as one of two “fatal weak points” in the Afghan Government 

in 2007.  The percentage of Afghans who said that they or a family member had been victims of 

a crime within the past year grew by a third between 2005 and 2007, according to the Asia 

Foundation’s Survey of the Afghan People (The Asia Foundation, 2006, 2007).  Without the rule 

of law, but with a large amount of money flowing from rapid economic growth and international 

assistance, corruption exploded.  Afghanistan fell from 117th to 172nd on Transparency 

International’s Corruption Perceptions Index from 2005 to 2007.  Afghanistan had moved from 

the rule of the gun to the rule of money.  And money was increasingly controlled by drug 

traffickers.  Again, absent the rule of law, economic growth happened in all sectors, licit and 

illicit.  The poppy crop had rebound strongly from 2001 to 2002—and kept growing almost 

exponentially.  It soared to 165,000 hectares in 2006, and 193,000 in 2007—the highest ever 

recorded in any country.  In 2007 Afghan opium was worth $4 billion, or equal to 49 percent of 

Afghanistan’s licit economy.  It produced 82 percent of the world’s poppy and 93 percent of the 

world’s heroin (UNODC, 2007).  Absent an active international Trainer/Administrator effort in 

the Afghan justice sector, Afghanistan was becoming a lawless and corrupt narco-state. 
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 The international community’s failure to rebuild Afghanistan’s justice sector was 

recognized even by observers who were wary of more active engagement by the international 

community.  Simon Chesterman argued in 2004 that it was “entirely appropriate” to defer to the 

Afghans for “the choice of laws, the structure of the legal system, and appointment of judges” 

yet acknowledged that “the light footprint approach adopted in Afghanistan led to little being 

achieved in the justice sector,” (Chesterman, 2004).  Chesterman’s work stems from a concern 

that the UN was over-involved in Kosovo and East Timor, where it assumed executive authority.  

He fails to distinguish between the needs of a state like Afghanistan, which had comprehensively 

broken down, and a state like Kosovo, which needed less international involvement than 

Afghanistan did.  His analysis is a good example of what my theory is intended to help correct.  

Just because the UN may have been over-involved in Kosovo and East Timor does not mean it 

shouldn’t become even more involved in Afghanistan. 

 The international community paid an enormous opportunity cost by failing to adopt an 

Administrator Strategy for rebuilding Afghan government capacity.  If it had taken over the 

administration of Afghan Government institutions, as it did to various degrees in Cambodia, East 

Timor, and Kosovo, it could have jump-started the capacity-development process.  It would have 

been able immediately to remove or replace legal and regulatory obstacles from the Soviet and 

Taliban eras (for example, hiring procedures, pay scales, and training curricula).  It would have 

been able to appoint, promote, and train local personnel on the basis of merit, accelerating the 

development of local capacity and avoiding the corruption, tribal favoritism, warlord influence, 

and nepotism that marked the appointments process under Afghan leadership.  It would have 

reduced the coordination time and management cost inherent in the continuous negotiation 
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between donors and local institutions.  And it could have established a civil service and justice 

sector training regime earlier and quicker, and begun to transition to Afghan leadership. 

Rebuilding Prosperity:  Reconstruction and Economic  Development 

 The international community adopted an Administrator strategy without a Trainer 

component with regards to reconstruction and economic development.  Uniquely, the 

international community stuck with its strategy from 2001 through 2009 and did not change 

course—as it did in other areas of Afghan policy—after 2006.  The international community 

initially pledged $4.5 billion over five years at a donor’s conference in Tokyo in January 2002, 

and eventually committed a total of $18.4 billion in aid to economic reconstruction, 

development, and humanitarian relief between 2001 and 2009, one of the largest reconstruction, 

relief, and development efforts in the world. 

 The international community was involved in a wide array of subsectors and activities. 

Donors initially generated, planned, and executed their own projects, and only gradually (and 

partially) began to coordinate them with the Afghan Government’s identified priorities.  The 

Afghan Government officially presented a National Development Framework (NDF) in April 

2002 as a loose roadmap for development and reconstruction in Afghanistan; according to the 

AREU, the NDF was in reality “designed and written by foreign experts.”  The NDF consisted of 

three pillars:  human capital and social protection; physical infrastructure; and an enabling 

environment for development. The NDF was supplemented with Securing Afghanistan’s Future, 

a work plan presented at the Berlin Conference in 2004.  The work plan was slightly more 

collaborative than the NDF.  It was written “by more than 100 international experts from the 

United Nations and multilateral development institutions in collaboration with their Afghan 
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colleagues,” (Shah, 2009).  The work plan focused donor attention on eight sectors:  good 

governance and public administration, fiscal management, private sector development, economic 

and social development, the rule of law and human rights, women’s rights, security and 

disarmament, and counternarcotics.  The NDF and the Berlin work plan fed into the Afghanistan 

Compact, agreed to by donors at London in 2006, and its affiliated Afghan National 

Development Strategy (ANDS), a comprehensive blueprint for reconstruction and development 

that was presented to the World Bank and IMF in May 2008.  The ANDS was developed by 

Afghans with extensive consultations within Afghanistan; it eventually settled on three pillars, 8 

sectors, 17 sub-sectors, and 5 cross-cutting issues with an estimated price tag of $50 billion.  

Donors generally initiated their own projects and channeled funding directly to NGOs or 

contractors to execute it.  Only a small percentage of donor aid was included in the Afghan 

Government’s development budget, over which the government did not even have full control.   

 Despite the Afghans’ repeated efforts at formulating a framework for donor activity, the 

donors’ two biggest areas of activity were agriculture and energy (after 2006 there was a shift in 

emphasis among the subsectors—less on energy and refugees, more on roads and even more on 

agriculture).  Donors spent over $1 billion on agriculture programs in the first five years of the 

statebuilding effort and a total of nearly $2 billion by the end of 2009, the largest non-security 

expenditure of the operation.  USAID launched an Alternative Development and Agriculture 

program to help farmers market legal crops and to discourage poppy production.  USAID and the 

Department of Agriculture were providing “access to materials, technology, and expertise 

necessary to produce and market high-value licit crops” as well as “providing sources of credit, 

identifying and supporting value chains, developing new markets, improving productive 

infrastructure, and removing the administrative constraints that hinder business growth,” 
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(Department of Defense, 2009b, p. 68).  USDA ran exchange programs with Afghan agricultural 

experts, gave technical advice to the Ministry of Agriculture, helped develop forest management 

plans, and helped build a agricultural science extension education program. 

 Donors disbursed $997 million in aid for energy projects between 2001 and 2006.  

USAID provided technical expertise to help the Afghans negotiate power production agreements 

with Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, and Turkmenistan.  The agency funded power infrastructure 

projects, including load control centers, substations, and transmission lines.  It provided technical 

advice to at least four regional power plants.  It funded a large-scale, multiyear project to 

rehabilitate the Kajaki Dam and its hydropower electricity generation capacity, the main source 

of power in the southern part of the country.  The British military initiated a large-scale military 

operation in August 2008 to ensure the safe delivery of one of the new turbines to the Dam 

(Department of Defense, 2009b). 

 The donors did respond to the Afghans’ need for better fiscal and monetary management, 

as identified in the Berlin work plan.  They invested heavily in rebuilding the Ministry of 

Finance, DAB, the Treasury, and the Customs service.  An otherwise-critical review of USAID’s 

capacity-building efforts noted in 2007 that the Ministry of Finance “has rightly received 

considerable support from USAID and other donors.”  It was one of the best-performing 

ministries from an early date and, together with the Central Bank, won praise from donors for 

monetary stability, fiscal conservatism, and macroeconomic stability (Blue, 2007, p. 9).  In 2002 

donors helped the Afghan central bank (Da Afghanistan Bank, DAB) retire the old Afghan 

currency, which was nearly worthless and easily counterfeited, and launch a new one.  

Additionally, “the government has also enacted a liberal investment law and introduced an open 

trade regime,” (Weinbaum, 2006, p. 130).  The strong international attention to the organs of 
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fiscal management bore fruit.  The Afghan state’s revenue as a percentage of GDP rose from less 

than one percent in 2001 to 7.5 percent in 2006—about even with its historical average, though 

still weak compared to world standards and inadequate to the governments needs, and the new 

currency was stable (Central Statistics Organization, 2003; International Monetary Fund, 2008b). 

 The results of the global reconstruction effort were rapid and dramatic.  Partly because of 

U.S. and international aid, Afghanistan experienced a post-war economic boom.  Real GDP grew 

by 28.6 percent in 2002 alone—faster than West Germany in 1946—and averaged 15.3 percent 

annual growth from 2001 to 2006, one of the fastest growing economies in the world (it was still 

averaging 13.5 percent through 2009 after a drought in 2008).  Afghanistan grew faster than any 

other postwar state in this study.  The pace of its growth was due in part to the low base from 

which it started, but the pace itself was an important achievement of the statebuilding effort.  

Afghanistan had not grown significantly in more than two decades:  the growth signaled a new 

era in Afghan life. 

 The economic growth and international aid affected all areas of Afghan life.  Afghans 

rose from the 7th to the 18th poorest people in the world.  Donors disbursed $960 million in aid 

for health and nutrition programs between 2001 and 2009.  “In September 2008, 80 percent of 

the population had access to [basic health services], up from 8 percent in 2001,” (Department of 

Defense, 2009b, p. 71) .  By 2008, Afghan children were being immunized for DPT at the same 

rate as children in the rest of the world—and higher than in the rest of South Asia—and were 

close for measles.  The infant mortality rate fell by a third and life expectancy inched upwards.  

Schools reopened after the fall of the Taliban, donors spent $948 million on the school system, 

and school enrollment skyrocketed from 1.1 million in 2001 to 5.7 million in 2008—a third of 

whom were girls—promising to double or triple Afghanistan’s literacy rate in a decade.  Donors 
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spent $718 million on transportation.  USAID built 2,700 kilometers of roads, and the 

international community rebuilt three-quarters of Highway One (the “ring road” that circles the 

country).  In total, almost a third of roads were paved in 2008, up from 13.3 percent in 2001.  

The mobile phone industry, non-existent before 2001, had 7.9 million subscribers by the end of 

2008—perhaps a third of the country.  By 2008, Afghanistan had caught up to its regional and 

income cohorts in access to telecommunications, an astonishing feat.  Economic growth drew 

Afghans to the cities:  in 2009, “Afghanistan has become the most rapidly urbanizing society in 

Asia,” (Rubin, 2009).  Growing cities increased demand for infrastructure and housing.  The 

construction sector tripled in size.  Donors spent $312 million on water projects, and Afghans’ 

access to water rose from perhaps 13 percent to 27.2 percent; access to sanitation rose from 12 

percent to 45 percent.  Between 2001 and 2009 almost every indicator of human development 

showed measurable improvement; indicators of economic activity showed rapid, dramatic, 

almost out-of-control growth.  Electricity production doubled; imports quadrupled; exports 

sextupled (Central Statistics Organization, 2003, 2009; Donor Assistance Database 

Afghanistan," 2009; International Monetary Fund, 2005a, 2006, 2008b, 2009a, 2009c; World 

Bank., 2009).   

 The donors’ approach to reconstruction and development—administering the aid directly 

in lieu of channeling aid through the Afghans—was undoubtedly more efficient than the 

alternative because the Afghan Government simply lacked the ability to plan, budget huge sums 

of money, and execute large projects.  The greater efficiency also undoubtedly contributed to 

Afghanistan’s astonishingly rapid economic growth.  However, as discussed above, the strategy 

involved a trade-off.  Donor aid, when channeled through the host government, is useful both for 

reconstruction and for institutional capacity development.  Channeling aid through the 
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government gives the government the opportunity to practice and develop precisely those skills 

of planning, budgeting, and executing that it most lacks and needs.  Donor aid can become a tool 

of an effective Trainer strategy.  The donors did not use their aid this way, which was probably 

necessary at the beginning but in decreasingly defensible as the years go on.  It can even become 

counterproductive if it ends up entrenching aid-dependency, essentially turning from one kind of 

economic state failure into another.  What the donors gained in efficiency and early growth, they 

paid in a mounting opportunity cost in lost capacity development (Ghani & Lockhart, 2008) and 

enabled local allies to freeride on international efforts. 

Rebuilding Humanity 

 Afghanistan had a long experience of war crimes and mass human rights abuses during 

its several wars from 1978 onwards.  Efforts during the 1990s to pressure the Taliban to 

moderate their stances and respect human rights were ineffectual.  The Afghan state’s barbarism 

only ended when the international community effected regime change.  Even then, several 

regional leaders and military commanders continued to exercise influence after the fall of 

Taliban, and most observers claim there is a continuing culture of impunity there.   

 In response to the past crimes and current environment, the Bonn Agreement established 

an Afghan Independent Human Rights Commission (AIHRC) with powers to investigate and 

report on human rights abuses, but no judicial powers of prosecution or punishment.  It has 

published several reports in the years since.  The Afghan Government appeared to commit itself 

to some form of tribunals or prosecution for war crimes at a conference in 2005, but the Afghan 

Parliament passed a blanket amnesty in 2007 of unclear legal status.  The various actors and 

groups in Afghanistan are still working towards an agreement on the way ahead for transitional 
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justice.  The international community has given technical support, training, and resources to the 

AIHRC and various civil society groups, and invested a considerable amount in rebuilding the 

Afghan justice sector but refrained from dictating to the Afghans how they should deal with past 

abuses.  Afghan-led transitional justice is still a work in progress—a very slow work—but 

without doubt the Afghan Government has already shown a dramatically different commitment 

to preventing future abuses than the Taliban regime did. 

Snapshot:  Afghanistan in 2006 

 The net effect of the international community’s light involvement in the security sector, 

combined with the lack of progress on governance, became evident most dramatically in the rise 

of the Taliban insurgency.  If we use social scientists’ conventional definition of war as 

organized political violence that causes at least 1,000 battle deaths per year, Afghanistan was not 

at war from 2002 to 2004.26  The Taliban senior leadership escaped to Pakistan after their fall 

from power, according to Pakistani journalist Ahmed Rashid (Rashid, 2008).  They and other 

insurgents initiated sporadic, uncoordinated harassing attacks against international military 

forces and the Afghan Government.  They averaged about 4 attacks per day nationwide in 2003 

and 5 per day in 2004, according to the Government Accountability Office’s analysis of 

unclassified Department of Defense data (Afghanistan's Security Environment, 2009).27  They 

tried and failed to derail national elections in 2004.  War broke out in 2005.  In that year Taliban 

                                                 

26 Although the battle deaths may have exceeded 1,000 in Afghanistan in 2002, the fighting in 2002 was primarily 

between the coalition and al-Qa’ida, not the Taliban.  Afghan forces were not a combatant in 2002. 

27 Pages 12-14 of the GAO report contain the discussion between DoD and GAO, one conclusion of which is that 

the data may be released to the public. 
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militants began to make persistent and notable strides in the scope, scale, sophistication, and 

range of their attacks.  The violence grew markedly worse in the latter half of the year, almost 

doubling to over 8 attacks per day, and killed 1,268 people, according to estimates by the 

Uppsala Conflict Data Program.  The violence began to escalate dramatically each year 

thereafter, killing 3,154 people in 2006 and 5,818 in 2007 (Sundberg, 2008).  What began as an 

incoherent and decentralized campaign of violence had gelled into a cohesive insurgency 

dedicated to eroding western political will and overthrowing the Afghan Government. 

 The causes of the rise of Afghanistan’s insurgency are complex.  The insurgency was 

able to grow because it had resources, opportunity, and motivation.  Its motivation remained 

unchanged:  it intended to overthrow the Afghan Government and regain power, fueled by its 

continued commitment to its extremist ideology.  It had resources in the form of money from the 

drug trade and safe haven in Pakistan.  The opportunity was created by the enduring weakness of 

the Afghan Government, which was still too weak to offer services or resolve disputes, and the 

insufficiency of international military forces, who were too few to secure the whole country.   

 It is worth emphasizing this point.  The opportunity for the Taliban insurgency to gain 

ground was provided by the enduring weakness of the Afghan Government.  The international 

intervention was a clear threat to the Taliban’s interests, but the light international footprint and 

observer strategy towards the security sector were insufficient to decisively shift the local 

balance of power against them.  The Taliban were emboldened and local reformers were 

unprotected.  In effect, the international community had made an enemy out of the Taliban 

without committing the resources necessary to defeat them.  The Taliban was able to act on its 

intent because almost nothing stood in its way.  “An insurgency is an organized, protracted 

politico-military struggle designed to weaken the control and legitimacy of an established 
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government, occupying power, or other political authority while increasing insurgent control.”  

At root, an insurgency is a contest for political power:  “each side aims to get the people to 

accept its governance or authority as legitimate,” (United States Department of the Army & 

United States Marine Corps, 2007, pp. 1-2).  As this chapter has shown, the Afghan Government 

could not, and the international community did not, improve Afghan governance, establish the 

Afghan Government’s authority, or enforce security throughout the country.  Milan Vaishnav 

argued as early as 2004 that security was fragile because the United States deployed too few 

troops, prioritized counterterrorism, opposed the expansion of ISAF, and relied on warlords to 

provide local security (Vaishnav, 2004).  The state’s institutional capacity remained weak, the 

rule of law was nonexistent, and the security services were still embryonic.  “Weak governance 

is a common precondition of insurgencies.  The Afghan government was unable to provide basic 

services to the population; its security forces were too weak to establish law and order; and too 

few international forces were available to fill the gap. Afghan insurgent groups took advantage 

of this anarchic situation,” (Jones, 2008, p. 8).  When the Taliban began to initiate political and 

military action, they went virtually uncontested.  The rise of the Taliban insurgency is the most 

visible proof that the international statebuilding effort in Afghanistan had, as of 2006, failed to 

build an Afghan state. 

Statebuilding in Afghanistan, 2006-2009 

 If the international community had withdrawn from Afghanistan shortly after 

successfully holding elections—as it did in Cambodia, Haiti, Liberia, or as the United States did 

in Cuba and Nicaragua—the intervention would have been a mitigated failure.  Using the same 

criteria by which I have measured success or failure in other statebuilding operations, 
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Afghanistan in late 2006 and early 2007 had shown some political progress and economic 

growth, but governance had not improved and, most importantly, war had resumed. 

 Remarkably, the international community did not seize on the completion of the Bonn 

Process as a chance to declare victory and withdraw.  Reflecting a realism and resilience evident 

in other recent operations—Sierra Leone in 2002, Iraq in 2007—the international community 

recognized the emerging insurgency and endemic problems with corruption and the drug trade, 

and attempted a mid-course correction.  Starting in 2006, the international community gradually 

moved to a Trainer/Administrator military strategy, and at more coherent, albeit minimal, 

Trainer strategy for capacity-development.  The greater degree of involvement and resources was 

better calibrated to Afghanistan’s needs. 

Afghanizing Legitimacy 

 The first change in strategy was a sign of success.  The international community had 

successfully administered the Bonn Process for re-legitimizing the Afghan state.  Starting in 

2006 the international community shifted strategy from its borderline Administrator role in 

Afghan politics to an aggressive Observer role.  U.S. Ambassador Zalmay Khalilzad left his 

position in late 2005. Jean Arnault, who had served as head or deputy head of UNAMA since 

2002, left in early 2006 (Brahimi had left in 2004).  The simultaneous inauguration of the 

National Assembly signified the conclusion of the Bonn Process and the completion of the 

reconstruction of Afghanistan’s constitutional order.  With the departure of key personalities and 

the conclusion of the political roadmap, the Afghan Government and the international 

community took steps to redefine their relationship, starting with the London Conference on 

Afghanistan in January 2006.  The London Conference resulted in the “Afghanistan Compact,” a 
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description of shared goals that would guide international assistance to Afghanistan and the 

Afghan Government’s commitments to the international community.  The Compact created the 

Joint Coordination Monitoring Board (JCMB), a body co-chaired by the Afghan Government 

and UNAMA and comprised of the big donor and troop-contributing countries.  The JCMB was 

intended to be the mechanism by which the international community monitored progress, 

coordinated efforts, and worked with the Afghan Government.  The Compact, JCMB, and ANDS 

were to codify, formalize, and institutionalize the evolving network of relationships and habits 

that had characterized the international statebuilding effort in Afghanistan thus far.  They 

represented a shift from the highly personalized and influential international interventions to a 

more routine, bureaucratic, and functional approach.  The international community no longer 

sought a de facto Administrator role over major Afghan political outcomes.  (The London 

Conference also commissioned the aforementioned Afghan National Development Strategy, a 

document intended to build on the NDF and Berlin work plan, provide comprehensive guidance 

to reconstruction efforts, and fully reflect Afghan input.)  ("Afghanistan Compact," 2006).   

 Media reports in late 2009 that the Deputy UN SRSG, Peter Galbraith—an American—

tried and failed to engineer the outcome of the Afghan Presidential election, and was 

subsequently fired by the UN amid a strong Afghan backlash, suggests that neither the Afghans 

nor the international community have the appetite to see a return to an international 

Administrator role in Afghan politics (Glanz & Oppel, 2009), which probably will also help 

gradually rectify the freerider problem in Afghan politics. 
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Rebuilding Capacity 

 At the same time, the international community roughly doubled its training efforts in the 

Afghan civil administration and justice sector.  Barney Rubin, among the foremost experts on 

Afghanistan in the world, wrote in early 2007 that success in Afghanistan “would have required 

forming a government with sufficient resources and legitimacy to secure and develop its own 

territory,” (Rubin, 2007).  That is substantially what the international community finally began to 

try to do.  Donors had disbursed $651 million for governance programs over the first five years 

since 2001; it disbursed another $688 million over the next three years.  In late 2006, USAID 

initiated the Local Governance and Community Development Program to provide advice and 

technical assistance to provincial and local governments.  In 2007 USAID started the Capacity 

Development Program (CDP), a $218.6 million, five-year project “to strengthen Afghan 

capacity-building institutions; build near-term capacity with target institutions in the public, 

private, and educational sectors; and develop a critical mass of Afghans trained in management 

and other basic skills.” (Trujillo, 2008, p. 1).  The program was still small in absolute terms and 

struggled to focus its mission, according to an Inspector General audit (Trujillo, 2008), but the 

program represented a large increase in the international effort to invest in Afghan institutional 

capacity.  The program helped several ministries prepare budgets in line with the Ministry of 

Finance’s standards for the first time.  It gave support to the IARCSC and the civil service 

institute, and test-trained personnel in the Ministry of Education on conducting internal audits 

(Leonardo, 2008).  U.S. spending on rule of law programs doubled from 2006 to 2007, and 

nearly doubled again in 2008.  President Obama pledged a “dramatic increase in our civilian 

effort” and a “substantial increase in our civilians on the ground,” in his speech unveiling his 

Administration’s initial Afghanistan strategy on March 27, 2009.  In the same year the Afghan 
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Government and donor community launched the Civilian Technical Assistance Program 

(CTAP), an effort to rationalize civilian assistance to the Afghan Government.  CTAP will seek 

to place qualified international advisors in Afghan ministries to support identified needs—a 

watered down and belated version of what it should have done in 2002 ("Providing More Afghan 

Ownership in Aid:  $30m Agreement Between US and Afghanistan Gives Afghan Government 

Control for Hiring Advisors," 2009; Stockman, 2009). 

 The increased focus on governance and the rule of law spurred notable institutional 

innovations in the Afghan Government, but had shown only sporadic results in the quality of 

governance by the end of 2009.  Donors helped the Afghan Government establish and train a 

Criminal Justice Task Force and a Counternarcotics Tribunal in 2005 to target major drug 

trafficking networks.  Also in 2005 the Afghan Government promulgated a counternarcotics 

implementation plan.  President Karzai succumbed to international pressure and named an 

entirely new slate of justices to the Supreme Court in late 2006.  The new Court established a 

Regulation of Judicial Conduct and the new justices began inspection tours of provincial courts 

to ensure their compliance with judicial standards. The Afghan Government formed the 

Independent Directorate for Local Governance in late 2007 to improve the quality and integrity 

of appointees to provincial and district offices, with some success.  The Afghan Government 

formed an anti-corruption unit in the Attorney General’s office in 2009 to investigate and 

prosecute cases of high-level corruption, but Afghanistan fell further on Transparency 

International’s Corruption Perceptions Index, to 179th—second from the bottom—in 2009.  It 

rose, slightly, in the rankings for government effectiveness, but showed little to no progress on 

regulatory quality or the rule of law.  The government’s revenue as a percentage of GDP dipped 

very slightly—from 7.5 percent to 7.3 percent—between 2006 and 2009 (International Monetary 



367 

 

Fund, 2008b, 2009a).  The Afghan IEC ran the 2009 election (the 2004 and 2005 elections had 

been run by the UN through the JEMB), which was marred by accusations of fraud and low voter 

turnout.  The percentage of Afghans who said the government was doing an excellent or good 

job fell from 80 percent in 2005 to 49 percent in 2008 (Afghanistan:  Where Things Stand, 2009) 

(Department of Defense, 2008, 2009b, 2009c).   

 It is not yet clear if the shift towards a stronger capacity-building mission goes far enough 

to meet the Afghan state’s needs.  The needs are nearly limitless:  “There is no foreseeable 

trajectory under which the Afghan state will become a self-sustaining member of the 

international community at peace with its neighbors in the coming ten years,” (Rubin, 2009, p. 

20).  However, the shift in attention, strategy, and resources appears to be a move in the right 

direction.  Many of the civilian governance assistance efforts were long-term programs that 

would show results slowly, through lagging indicators (like the rule of law ranking). 

Rebuilding Security 

 In response to the insurgency, the international community dramatically accelerated the 

training of Afghan security forces and increasingly took on the burden of directly providing 

security for Afghans.  President Bush announced on February 15, 2007, that the U.S. would 

accelerate the training of Afghan security forces, and called on NATO Allies to increase troop 

contributions to ISAF.  U.S. spending reflected the President’s announcement.  In a single year, 

from 2006 to 2007, the U.S. increased funding for Afghan security forces nearly quadrupled 

from $1.9 billion to $7.4 billion.  Aggregate spending on security assistance nearly quintupled 

from $4.4 billion through 2006 to $20.2 billion through 2009.  The Afghans and international 

community started pilot programs in 2006 to quickly train and field informal, tribal, or 
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community-based security forces.  The United States sought to improve the quality of training 

for the Afghan police through the Focused District Development (FDD) program, starting in late 

2007, through which entire district police units were sent to a training academy and then 

assigned embedded U.S. trainers upon graduation (Department of Defense, 2008, 2009c).   

 To staff the expanded training programs, the United States more than tripled its military 

presence in Afghanistan between 2006 and 2009, from 22,100 troops to 68,000, and increased it 

again to 98,000 in 2010 (Fairfield, Quealy, & Tse, 2009).  Other nations increased their troop 

deployments as well, from roughly 21,460 in early 2007 to 35,815 at the end of 2009, according 

to ISAF figures (ISAF Troops in Numbers (Placemat), 2007-2009).  ISAF deployed nationwide 

in 2006, assuming responsibility for security assistance in the east and south for the first time.  

With more troops, the international military forces deployed more PRTs.  The United States and 

NATO also took steps to rationalize the military command structure.  In late 2008, U.S. and 

NATO combined the top two military positions in the country—the Commander of ISAF and the 

Commander of U.S. Forces, Afghanistan (COMUSFOR-A, the head of Operation Enduring 

Freedom) (Department of Defense, 2009b).  In the same time frame, the United States doubled 

its investment—to $3.3 billion—in counternarcotics programs in Afghanistan.  In 2008 ISAF 

issued a Strategic Vision Declaration, the first time it had done so, stating its dedication to “build 

an enduring stable, secure, prosperous and democratic [Afghan] state, respectful of human rights 

and free from the threat of terrorism,” ("ISAF's Strategic Vision," 2008).  The moves collectively 

represented a huge shift in emphasis from an Observer and light Trainer mission to a massive 

Trainer and emerging Administrator mission. 

 As a result, the United States nearly tripled the size of the Afghan Army in three years 

between 2006 and 2009, increasing from 36,000 soldiers to 95,523, according to the Brookings 
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Institution (Livingston, Messera, & O’Hanlon, 2009), and brought the Afghan police force up to 

its authorized strength of 82,000.  Efforts in 2006 to field an auxiliary security force of 

community or tribal elements initially failed but were revived first as the Afghan Public 

Protection Program, and later as the Community Defense Initiative in 2008-9 (Department of 

Defense, 2009c). 

 The shift in strategy also had a clear, if counterintuitive, impact on the war.  Violence 

continued to escalate dramatically.  Insurgents initiated an average of 19 attacks per day in 2007, 

almost 30 per day in 2008, and 52 per day from January to August of 2009—more than ten times 

the level of 2003 (Afghanistan's Security Environment, 2009).  The Coalition dropped more 

tonnage of munitions in 2007 (and each year thereafter) than it had in 2002 (Cordesman, 2009).  

In 2009 more than half of Afghans reported that they often or sometimes feared for their personal 

safety, up 11 points since 2006, according to the Asia Foundation (The Asia Foundation, 2006, 

2009).  It would be inaccurate to interpret the rise in violence as a transparent indicator of 

insurgent strength:  it indicated the higher intensity of fighting overall, which resulted from the 

growing strength of both sides of the war.  If the Taliban simply grew stronger without a parallel 

growth in the strength of Afghan and international military forces, violence would likely have 

decreased as the Taliban consolidated their grip over areas in the south and east and shifted their 

military efforts elsewhere.  Instead, fighting continued and intensified in the south and east as the 

Afghan and international forces began to contest Taliban forces there for the first time.  Violence 

rose because insurgents had more targets to shoot at, and there were far more Afghan and 

international forces conducting patrols, sweeping areas, and searching for militants.  Both sides 

were growing stronger.  Afghanistan was approaching civil war. 
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Summary 

 According to the theory I developed in chapters 3 and 4, the international community 

should tailor its statebuilding strategy to the unique conditions on the ground in failed states.  

Greater degrees of state failure require a more invasive and resource-intensive statebuilding 

effort.  Afghanistan was the most failed state in the world in 2001, and one of the most failed 

states ever, and thus required the most invasive and resource-intensive statebuilding effort 

possible. 

 I have argued that the international community implemented a mixed strategy from 2001 

to 2006.  It adopted an Administrator strategy toward rebuilding the Afghan state’s legitimacy, 

which helped ensure the success of the Bonn Process.  It was administered economic 

reconstruction, which helped Afghanistan’s economy to grow quickly.  In these two areas, the 

international community adopted a strategy appropriately tailored to Afghanistan’s needs, and 

saw corresponding success.  However, the international community neglected to round out its 

strategy with a serious training effort, letting years pass without investing significantly in Afghan 

political parties or reconstruction capacity, and thus enabled local freeriding on international 

efforts. 

 I have argued that the international community had a Trainer strategy towards capacity 

development and the justice sector on paper, but that the effort had so few resources that it was 

in effect a monitor-and-encourage strategy.  Even a fully-resourced train-and-equip effort may 

have been insufficient considering the state of Afghan governance in 2001.  Regardless, the 

monitor-and-encourage effort was radically insufficient.  The international community was 

merely monitoring continued state failure, and encouraging Afghans to do things they could not 
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do.  The mismatch between strategy and circumstances led to failure.  Continued state weakness 

allowed corruption and the drug trade to spiral out of control. 

 In the security sector, the international community adopted a strategy of monitoring and 

encouraging security reforms; initiating a small and nascent effort to train and equip new security 

forces; and directly providing security in only tiny areas.  The security strategy was inadequate 

for Afghanistan’s security environment.  As a result, the Taliban insurgency was able to emerge. 

 I have also argued that the international community began to change course starting in 

2006.  It vastly increased its involvement in the security sector, both accelerating the training of 

new Afghan security forces and becoming far more involved in directly providing security.  

Similarly, though to a lesser extent, the international community increased its train-and-equip 

effort for Afghan government capacity.  I argue that this change of strategy brings the 

international statebuilding effort closer to Afghanistan’s needs, is more likely to alter the local 

balance of power away from the Taliban, and is thus more likely to succeed.  In particular, it 

seems likely that Afghan and international forces will contain and roll back the Taliban 

insurgency and establish a level of livable stability in Afghanistan. 

 However, I argue the international statebuilding effort is likely to achieve only a shallow 

success, not a full success.  The international community did not directly administer institutions 

of the Afghan Government, missing an opportunity jump-start the capacity-building process and 

saddling Afghans with the double burden of weak institutions and the legacies of Soviet and 

Taliban misrule.  International administration could have rapidly put in place processes of 

transparency, accountability, decision-making, budgeting, planning, and executing which could 

then have been transferred to Afghan lead as local capacity improved.  After the change in 

strategy, the international community has begun an appropriate training and capacity-building 
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effort, but it ma still be too small and inadequate to Afghanistan’s needs.  Additionally, eight 

years of aggregate frustration between Afghan and international actors have limited the 

international community’s ability to increase its efforts in governance.  Absent effective 

governance, Afghanistan is likely to remain weak and thus vulnerable to instability in the future.  

It may not face the same challenges in the future as it does today, but other challenges will rise. 

How it deals with those challenges will determine if Afghanistan is ultimately a shallow success 

or a mitigated failure.  In particular, the cases of Haiti after 1934, Nicaragua after 1933, the 

Dominican Republic after 1924, and South Korea after 1953 suggest a common danger for weak 

governments with foreign-trained security forces.  If the Taliban are defeated and the 

international community withdraws, a coup by a victorious Afghan Army fed up with the 

government’s corruption and incompetence is not unthinkable.  Once again, building strong 

civilian institutions of governance would help prevent that outcome. 

 Marvin Weinbaum rightly noted in 2006 that the international community has “at times, 

overestimated what the Afghans can do for themselves” and “underestimated the difficulty, 

scope, and costs of rebuilding the country,” (Weinbaum, 2006, pp. 135, 139) as demonstrated by 

the inflating price tag for reconstruction.  In 2002 donors were told at the Tokyo Conference that 

Afghanistan required $15 billion over ten years.  In 2004 donors were told at the Berlin 

Conference that Afghanistan required $27.6 billion over seven years.  In 2008 donors were told 

at the Paris Conference that Afghanistan required $50 billion over five years.  While the Afghan 

Government obviously has a vested interest in ensuring its reported need is as high as possible, it 

is also clear from the historical record that the Afghans need not exaggerate their needs to 

generate figures like that. 
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An Objection  

 I anticipate an objection to my analysis.  Critics may object generally that my 

prescription would sharpen the footprint and duration dilemmas and provoke a backlash from 

Afghans.  Other critics advance a version of this objection specific to Afghanistan:  they argue 

that a highly-invasive strategy would simply repeat the mistakes of the Soviet Union in 

Afghanistan in the 1980s and other failed Afghan reformers because it fails to account for 

specific features of Afghanistan’s historic tribalism and decentralization. 

 I respond to the general version of this objection first.  Edelstein argues persuasively that 

international interventions that are highly-invasive, involve a high number of troops, or last for a 

long time are prone to use up local goodwill and patience more quickly, while smaller, less-

intensive operations will probably enjoy stronger support from locals.  The tradeoff is that 

invasive operations are more likely to implement effective programs and policies, while less-

invasive operations can end up being ineffective.  With this understanding, a critic might object 

that an Administrator strategy would simply have eroded Afghan support and goodwill for the 

international presence.  Afghan support for the international intervention has in fact eroded since 

2002, so a critic is not stretching credibility to claim that the Afghan believe there are problems 

with the international mission. 

 I respond that the degree of invasiveness is not the only factor that drives how quickly the 

footprint and duration dilemmas operate.  Demonstrating success or failure efforts early on also 

affect how quickly the dilemmas take hold.  Success demonstrates that the international 

intervention—while perhaps uncomfortable, inconvenient, or even humiliating—brings tangible 

benefits and therefore slows the dynamic of the dilemmas.  Failure piles tangible burdens on top 

of the intervention’s prima facie difficulties, and therefore accelerates the dilemmas.  A more 
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highly-invasive operation may run the risk of provoking a backlash:  but if it is also more 

successful, as Edelstein suggests it may be, then the success may counterbalance the effect of the 

invasiveness and slow the dynamic of the footprint dilemma.  Success buys statebuilders more 

time because locals are willing to put up with greater invasiveness if it leads to better 

performance.  Key to my response is that an Administrator strategy is only appropriate and likely 

to bring success if applied to a state that actually needs it.  Not all states are completely 

collapsed.  An Administrator strategy applied to a merely weak or failed state is inappropriate, 

will not accelerate success, and probably would exacerbate the footprint and duration dilemmas. 

 There is a specific form of this objection that scholars advance on the basis of 

purportedly unique features of Afghan culture, society, and history.  Some scholars have argued 

that the international community did not and should not have adopted a highly-invasive, 

resource-intensive strategy in 2001 because Afghans are legendarily xenophobic and a large 

footprint would have provoked an anti-foreign backlash.  Similarly, some scholars have argued 

that international statebuilding is simply inappropriate to Afghanistan because of its tribalism, 

deep-seated decentralism, and resistance to outside rule.  In this view, Afghanistan has always 

been governed by a collection of tribes who resist central authority and outside powers.  The 

international statebuilding effort to build formal institutions of government, centralize power in a 

capital, or impose allegedly “western” forms of rule on the country will inevitably provoke a 

tribal backlash.   Attempting to build central government in Afghanistan “is a dangerous and 

fundamentally bankrupt approach…arrived at by misguided bureaucrats, policy analysts, and 

Westernized Afghan elites, who are the first to downplay the importance of tribalism,” (Johnson 

& Mason, 2008, p. 54).  Attempting to build a “modern democratic state” in Afghanistan is 

“grossly overambitious” with a “negligible” chance of success in part because of the “ethnically, 
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tribally, and religiously segmented society,” (Ottaway & Lieven, 2002).  “The prominent foreign 

role in the undertaking [reconstructing and modernizing Afghanistan] has increasingly had 

negative effects,” which is not surprising considering the “similar programmes launched by 

earlier Afghan rulers and their foreign supporters,” (A. Suhrke, 2007, p. 1291). 

 Scholars invoke several historical analogies as evidence for their views.  They cite the 

dozens of tribal revolts against King Abdur Rahman Khan in the 1880s and 1890s, who rebelled 

against his program of centralization and institutionalization of the Afghan state.  They cite the 

overthrow of King Amanullah Khan, who tried to rationalize the state administration, increase its 

power, and modernize Afghan society and was overthrown in a tribal revolt in 1929 for his 

efforts.  Finally, they cite the Soviet-Afghan war of 1979-1989 (Cramer & Goodhand, 2003; A. 

Suhrke, 2007).  In view of these supposed historical precursors, Johnson and Mason suggest that 

the Taliban insurgency has grown because of, not in spite of, efforts to build a central 

government in Kabul—the exact opposite of the analysis presented in this chapter. 

 This objection is wrong both historically and conceptually.  Scholars who advance this 

argument rely on caricatured or simply false versions of Afghan history to support their 

arguments.  More importantly, the arguments themselves are conceptually flawed.  The premises 

are methodologically suspect, and they do not yield the supposed conclusions. 

 First, it is simply historically false to claim that Afghanistan has always been governed 

by a decentralized confederation of tribes.  The centralized system enshrined in the Afghan 

Constitution in 2004 was not an innovation:  it was copied almost verbatim from the Constitution 

of 1964, which itself reflected the practices of the kings since King Abdur Rahman Khan began 

centralizing and institutionalizing the Afghan State in 1881.  Rahman Khan raised a professional 

army, levied taxes, created provinces and appointed provincial governors, laid the foundations of 
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the central bureaucracy and civil service, and put all mullahs on the government payroll as state 

employees (Ewans, 2002).  As I described above, the kings governed with and through tribal 

elders.  Tribes did not simply run the state, and the current incarnation of the Afghan State has 

antecedents in Afghan history.  It is true that tribes revolted against Rahman Khan and, later, 

Amanullah Khan; however, there is no historical evidence that they were resisting because they 

opposed government per se; rather, they resisted because they believed the government was 

oppressive or invasive (Rahman Khan) or un-Islamic (Amanullah).  Rahman, who pitted tribes 

against each other, forcibly relocated whole populations, and waged a nearly-genocidal 

campaign against the Shia Hazara, was notorious for the brutality of his rule and earned the 

moniker “The Iron Emir.”  Tribal resistance to his rule is understandable without ascribing to the 

tribes an innate hostility to all formalized government. 

 The critics are also on shaky historical ground in comparing the current statebuilding 

effort to the Soviet-Afghan war.  There is no comparison between them:  the Soviet intervention 

was unilateral, had no sanction in international law, had no support from the Afghan people, was 

intended to bring Afghanistan under Soviet dominance, and involved high-intensity warfare that 

killed 1-2 million Afghans and displaced millions more.  The current intervention is multilateral, 

has international sanction, and enjoys broad and remarkably durable support from the Afghan 

people, and has involved a relatively minor counterinsurgency campaign.  Polls consistently 

showed that Afghans supported the U.S. and international presence in Afghanistan by large 

margins in the early years.  Weinbaum rightly notes “though Afghans fiercely resist perceived 

exploitation and domination, they have always welcomed foreigners who bring humanitarian and 

development assistance,” (Weinbaum, 2006, p. 131).  The fighting in 2005-2009 is not 

comparable to the anti-Soviet war in intensity, number of casualties, weaponry employed, or 
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counterinsurgency tactics.  Instead of displacing Afghans, the current intervention has allowed 

several million to return home.  The analogy works only on the most superficial level:  non-

Afghan military forces are present in Afghanistan.  Any serious familiarity with the Soviet-

Afghan war convinces one of the inappropriateness of the analogy.  Goodson—who wrote one of 

the authoritative books on the Soviet-Afghan war—warns against “a misreading of history that 

caused some senior advisors to fear Afghanistan as a graveyard of armies” instead of “a place so 

destitute that its war-ravaged population would welcome the intervention of international forces” 

(Goodson, 2006, p. 147). 

 Critics not only rely on a caricatured version of Afghan history, they also advance invalid 

arguments.  Even if it were true that Afghans have always been governed through a decentralized 

system of tribes (which it is not) Johnson and Mason recapitulate the error of “Orientalism” 

towards Afghanistan by treating this historical “fact” as a fixed and unchanging necessity (Said, 

1979).  Their Orientalism presumes there is an innate, unchanging essence of “Afghan-ness,” or 

“Pashtun-ness,” that all Afghans or all Pashtuns share, a presumption that is highly dubious.  It 

then turns that supposed essence into a policy recommendation, suggesting that because Afghans 

have always been thus, they should always be so.  In this view, Afghans have always been tribal; 

therefore, they will always be tribal and centralized government will not work.  The policy 

recommendation has the perverse effect of reinforcing, or even creating, the very conditions it 

was supposedly premised on.  Treating Afghans as inevitably tribal reinforces tribal identities.  

Invented Western anthropological categories are thus turned into politically convenient excuses 

to abandon statebuilding.   

 In fact there is nothing uniquely Afghan about tribal society, which is a feature of 

cultures across the world, many of which have successfully adapted to legal-rational bureaucracy 
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and to formalized institutions of government.  Even if it were true that Afghans have always 

been decentralized and that decentralization is part of a fixed, unchanging Afghan essence, there 

is still no reason to argue that building formalized institutions of governance is doomed to 

failure.  There is also nothing uniquely Afghan about local resistance to centralizing 

governments.  Local elites typically resist national elites and social actors resist coercion by the 

state, whether it is a tribal elder resisting Kabul, landowners and businessmen resisting taxation, 

or euro-skeptics and French nationalists resisting the European Union.  Afghans’ past resistance 

to central and foreign rule actually illustrates the commonality of Afghan history, not its 

uniqueness.  Other tribal, traditional, and decentralized societies have adapted to modernity 

(sometimes violently and with much internal conflict); there is nothing to suggest that 

Afghanistan, uniquely in the world, cannot. 

 Even if we grant every other objection, it is simply false to say that Afghans must resist 

formalized institutions of government because such institutions are western impositions.  There 

is nothing especially western about institutions of government.  The ancient Persians, Chinese, 

and Indians invented bureaucracy.  Hammurabi, ruler of Mesopotamia, promulgated the world’s 

first formal law code.  Courts are a nearly universal institution of human government.  Elections, 

representation, and majority rule came out of ancient Greece via western Europe, but non-

western countries from Japan and South Korea to Botswana, India, and Turkey have adapted 

them and have developed or are developing constitutional democracy under the rule of law, as I 

reviewed in chapter 4.  Afghanistan itself has had functioning institutions of formal 

government—-bureaucracies, courts, and an army—since at least 1881.  It enjoyed an era of 

relative peace and growing prosperity in the mid-20th Century.  It even enjoyed free and fair 
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elections during its first experiment with democracy in 1965 and 1969—undertaken without 

foreign pressure.  Rebuilding these institutions is hardly imperialistic. 

 In this view, tribes did not overthrow Amanullah and rebel against Abrur Rahamn 

because they were driven by primal instincts, manifesting their fixed cultural essence, or bound 

to fight any and all institutions of government.  They fought because Abdur Rahman was 

invasive, brutally oppressive, and threatened tribal interests.  They fought Amanullah because 

they believed he threatened their religion.  Tribal leaders opposed invasive, oppressive, or 

irreligious government.  There is no evidence that they opposed the idea of government itself.  

Some critics may reply that the mere presence of conflict and violence indicates that the kings’ 

efforts were unwanted and inconsistent with Afghan culture.  Such replies are unconvincing:  

state formation around the world is typically accompanied by violence and conflict (Tilly, 1985, 

1992; Tilly, Ardant, & Bayley, 1975).  Amanullah was overthrown not because he was a 

centralizer in a society culturally predetermined to be decentralized, but because he was poorly 

armed.  Even Cramer and Goodhand, who are among the scholars who advance some of the 

inappropriate historical analogies, argue that Amanullah failed because he lacked sufficient tools 

of coercion.  They argue that Afghanistan needs “a centralized, credible and effective state,” but 

that “creating such a state is more than a technical capacity-building exercise:  it is ineluctably 

political and will generate conflict.”  They conclude that equipping the Afghan state with a 

monopoly on the tools of violence is essential to the success of statebuilding (Cramer & 

Goodhand, 2003). 

 In conclusion, Goodson notes that there is a tradeoff between a light footprint, which 

prioritizes local ownership at the price of less effective statebuilding, and a heavier footprint, 

which pushes local capacity-building aside in the short term for the sake of greater efficiency up 
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front.  The thesis of this dissertation is that there is no single policy design—no right balance 

between light and heavy footprints—that is appropriate for every statebuilding scenario.  Instead, 

footprints should become heavier and policies should grow more invasive and resource-intensive 

in proportion to how broken and failed the state is.  In that respect, I agree with Goodson when 

he concludes that for Afghanistan, the most failed and broken state in the world, “a more 

organized effort with a heavier footprint going in is probably preferable” (Goodson, 2006, p. 

161).  This chapter has shown that where a heavier footprint was used, the international 

community met with greater success. 
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Data 

Table 6.1:  Cross-Country Comparison of Governance Indicators, 2000.  Percentile Rank in World. 
Source:  World Bank (Kaufmann et al., 2009) 

 Afghanistan South Asia OECD 

Voice and Accountability 1 29.3 91.5 

Government Effectiveness 0.5 43.8 92 

Political Stability 0.5 31.1 88.3 

Regulatory Quality 0 36.2 90.8 

Rule of Law 0.5 41.4 92.3 

Control of Corruption 0.5 38 92 
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Table 6.2:  Cross-Country Comparison of Selected Economic and Social Indicators, 2001. 
Figures given for year closest to 2001 for which data is available. 
Sources:  World Bank Development Indicators Database (World Bank., 2009), (International Monetary Fund, 2009c; 
UNODC, 2005b; WHO, 2009)  

 Afghanistan Low Income South Asia World OECD 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 42.1 56.8 62.8 67.8 78.5 

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 165 87.7 66 55.1 5.5 

Hospital beds (per 1,000 people) 0.4 NA 0.7 2.6 6.4 

Immunization, measles (% aged 12-23 months) 46.0 66.7 58.1 73.4 91.1 

Immunization, DPT (% aged 12-23 months) 44.0 66.9 61.8 74.2 94.8 

Incidence of TB (per 100,000 people) (WHO) 203 277 175 138 17 

Improved sanitation facilities, % pop. with access 30.0 34.1 27.3 57.1 99.9 

Improved water source, % pop. with access 21.0 62.0 81.3 82.4 99.2 

Roads, % paved 13.3 12.1 30.8 36.3 90.9 

Telephone subscribers (per 100 people) 0.14 1.9 3.8 32.5 118.1 

Literacy rate (% age 15+) 28.0 59.9 57.9 82.1 99.4 

GDP per capita, current prices, $USD  (IMF) 175.82 N/A 700.83 6,399.20 22,361.02 

Government revenue, % GDP 3.20 N/A 11.4 25.9 27.4 

Judges per 100,000 people (UNODC) 7.0 NA NA 11.5 13.2 
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Table 6.3:  International Military Personnel Deployed to Afghanistan 
Sources:  (Afghanistan Report 2009, 2009; Fairfield et al., 2009; ISAF Troops in Numbers (Placemat), 2007-2009) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

U.S., total28 2,500 9,700 13,100 16,700 17,800 22,100 24,700 31,800 68,000 98,000 

Non-U.S., ISAF29      21,460 26,702 31,400 35,815  

ISAF, total30   5,581 8,065 9,685 19,597 31,267 47,332 56,420  

 

                                                 

28 Hannah Fairfield and Kevin Quealy, “Troop Levels in Afghanistan Since 2001,” New York Times, October 1, 2009. Accessed at: 
http://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2009/10/01/world/middleeast/afghanistan-policy.html. 

29 ISAF 

30 http://www.nato.int/nato_static/assets/pdf/pdf_2009_03/20090331_090331_afghanistan_report_2009.pdf  
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Table 6.4:  U.S. Assistance to Afghanistan, 2002-2009, millions $USD 
Source:  (Special Inspector General for Afghanistan Reconstruction, 2009d) 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2006 
subtotal 

Total 

Security 57.2 191.3 564.3 1,682.6 1,908.9 7,407.5 2,761.5 5,608.3 4,404.4 20,181.8 

Counternarcotics 60.6 2.9 295.5 950.6 364.4 563.1 550.9 485.8 1,673.9 3,273.7 

Governance and 
Reconstruction 

195.3 534.0 1,331.1 1,911.5 940.3 1,725.3 2,162.3 2,758.9 4,912.3 11,558.7 

Humanitarian 596.4 245.7 208.5 165.2 150.2 123.5 279.6 155.9 1,365.9 1,924.9 

Operations 155.1 32.8 203.5 130.3 131.9 210.2 448.8 1,073.5 653.5 2,386.0 

Total 1,064.6 1,006.8 2,602.9 4,840.1 3,495.6 10,029.6 6,203.1 10,082.4 13,010.0 39,325.1 
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Table 6.5:  International Pledges to Afghanistan, 2001-2011, millions $USD 
Source:  ("Donor Assistance Database Afghanistan," 2009) 
  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 Total 

Security 74.8 364.6 1,556.5 1,222.5 477.0 188.5 6,746.4 3,446.2 2,031.8 0.0 0.4 16,108.7 

Governance 
& Rule of 
Law 

73.2 171.3 266.3 204.5 189.4 281.6 590.1 263.7 281.3 8.4 3.1 2,333.0 

Infrastructure 
& Natural 
Resources 

73.4 321.5 1,583.0 1,407.4 652.1 783.1 1,468.9 510.4 477.1 6.8 5.8 7,289.6 

Education & 
Culture 

62.3 309.2 235.5 177.3 283.8 274.7 342.5 271.9 184.9 15.9 9.8 2,167.7 

Health 149.1 67.5 231.2 100.4 191.1 338.5 194.7 355.6 122.5 19.0 9.2 1,779.0 

Agriculture & 
Rural 
Development 

157.1 336.0 493.8 423.6 775.0 317.8 880.0 661.6 182.3 6.8 0.0 4,234.0 

Social 
Protection 

419.6 105.8 175.0 134.7 213.6 77.5 130.7 155.7 124.6 8.7 8.7 1,554.5 

Economic 
Governance 

0.4 155.4 106.8 281.1 74.6 131.1 105.9 295.1 155.2 0.0 0.0 1,305.6 

Unclassified 69.0 24.5 27.2 26.4 53.8 125.8 64.5 118.9 17.4 0.4 0.0 527.8 

Total 1,078.9 1,855.8 4,675.5 3,977.8 2,910.4 2,518.7 10,523.7 6,079.2 3,577.2 66.0 36.9 37,300.0 
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Table 6.6:  Cross-Time Comparison of Selected Governance Indicators, Afghanistan, 2000-2010. 
Sources:  (Afghanistan:  Where Things Stand, 2009; Central Statistics Organization, 2003; Charney, Nanda, & Yakatan, 
2004; Freedom House, 2002-2008; International Monetary Fund, 2005a, 2006, 2008b, 2009a; Kaufmann et al., 2009; The 
Asia Foundation, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009; Transparency International, 2005-2009; World Bank, 2005-2010) 

 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 

 (Higher value indicates better governance) 

Voice and Accountability, percentile rank  1 10.1 8.7 13.9 13 14.4 16.3 11.1   

Political Stability, percentile rank  0.5 3.8 3.4 2.4 2.9 1.4 1.9 1   

Government Effectiveness, percentile rank  0.5 3.3 7.6 13.3 9 5.2 8.1 8.5   

Regulatory Quality, percentile rank  0 2.4 2.4 4.9 3.9 3.4 2.9 3.9   

Rule of Law, percentile rank  0.5 1.9 1.4 1.4 1 0.5 1 0.5   

Control of Corruption, percentile rank  0.5 1 1.5 1.9 1.9 2.9 1 1.4   

Strength of Legal Rights index, 0-10 scale     1 1 1 1 1 6 

Government Revenue, % of GDP 0.9 3.2 4.7 5.0 6.4 7.5 6.9 6.7 7.3  

Govt. doing excellent or good job, % pop.     80 64 59 49   

% pop satisfied with democracy      76 73 68 68  

“Right direction”, % pop    64  44 42 38 42  

 (Lower value indicates better governance) 

Corruption Perception Index, rank      117  172 176 179  

Ease of Doing Business, rank          168 160 

Political Rights (1-7 scale)  7 6 6 5 5 5 5 5  
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Civil Liberties (1-7 scale)  7 6 6 6 5 5 5 6  

Freedom of the Press (0-100 scale)   74 72 68 69 69 71 74  
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Table 6.7:  Cross-Time Comparison of Selected Security Indicators, Afghanistan, 2001-2009. 
Sources:  (Afghanistan's Security Environment, 2009; Afghanistan:  Where Things Stand, 2009; Charney et al., 2004; 
Cordesman, 2009; Livingston et al., 2009; Marshall et al., 2009; Sundberg, 2008; The Asia Foundation, 2006, 2007, 2008, 
2009; Tyson, 2008; UNODC, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005a, 2006, 2007, 2008, 2009) 

 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Average daily insurgent attacks   3.79 5.30 6.52 13.91 19.28 29.70 51.85** 

Battle-related deaths (UCDP)   353 621 1,268 3,154 5,818   

Civilian casualties      929 1,523 2,118 1,947* 

Allied munitions dropped, tons 6,978 2,365 228 86 176 1,770 3,572 3,369  

IED incidents  22 80 334 1,931 2,615    

Intensity of insecurity, 1-4 scale 3.5 3.5 3 3 2.5 2.5 3.5   

% pop. who “often” or 
“sometimes” fear for personal or 
family safety 

   35  40 49 48 51 

% pop. That reported personal or 
family victim of crime  

   12  13 16 16 17.25 

Afghan National Army size 0  6,000 24,000 26,000 36,000 50,000 79,068 95,523 

Favorable view of U.S., % pop    65 83 74 65 47  

Poppy cultivation, hectares 8,000 74,000 80,000 131,000 104,000 165,000 193,000 157,000 123,000 

Opium export value, billion 
$USD 

 2.5 2.3 2.8 2.7 3.1 4 3.4 2.8 

*Through October   ** Through August 
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Table 6.8:  Cross-Time Comparison of Selected Economic Indicators, Afghanistan, 2002-2010. 
Source:  (International Monetary Fund, 2005a, 2006, 2008b, 2009a, 2009c; World Bank., 2009) 

 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009* 2010* 

Nominal GDP, billions $USD 4.1 4.6 5.9 6.5 7.7 9.7 12.1 14.0  

Real GDP growth rate, % 28.6 15.1 8.8 16.1 8.2 12.1 3.4 15.7 8.6 

GDP per capita, constant afghanis 7,874 8,683 9,093 10,161 10,579 11,551 11,635 13,106 13,866 

Growth rate, %  10.28 4.72 11.74 4.12 9.18 0.72 12.65 5.80 

GDP per capita, constant int. $ (PPP) 490 552 553 612 658 739 760 870 934 

Growth rate, %  12.66 0.16 10.67 7.51 12.31 2.88 14.41 7.41 

Official exports, value, millions $USD 100 144 305 386 416 482 603 658  

Official imports, value, millions $USD 1,983 3,283 4,416 5,482 6,049 7,246 8,273 8,093  

Telephone subscribers (mobile and fixed, 
per 1,000) 

0.26 1.04 2.75 5.30 10.28 18.07 29.40   

Internet users, thousands 1 20 25 300 535 500    

Electricity production, millions kWH 557.3 827.1 782.7 907.3 916.9     

*Estimates 
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Table 6.9:  Cross-Time Comparison of Selected Demographic and Social Indicators, Afghanistan, 1999, 2010. 
Sources:  (Central Statistics Organization, 2003, 2009; WHO, 2009; World Bank., 2009) 

 1999-2002 2007-10 

Life expectancy at birth (years) 42.0 44.1 

Infant mortality rate (per 1,000 live births) 165 111 

Immunization, measles (% children aged 12-23 months) 46.0 70.0 

Immunization, DPT (% children aged 12-23 months) 44.0 83.0 

Incidence of TB per 100,000 people 203 161 

Expenditure on health, per capita, constant int. $ (PPP) 10.0 29.0 

Access to improved sanitation facilities, % of population  12.0 45.0 

Access to improved water source, % of population  13.0 27.2 

Roads, % paved 13.3 29.3 

Telephone subscribers (per 1,000 people) 0.14 29.4 

Internet users 1,000 500,000 

Literacy rate 28.0 26.2 

Primary and secondary education, pupils 1,136,038 5,743,459 

Primary education, pupils, % female 0 36.9 
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Chapter 7:  Conclusion 

In this chapter I summarize my conclusions.  I suggest policy recommendations.  I 

briefly review statebuilding operations that started too recently to include in this study.  I 

consider alternative hypotheses.  I sketch the scope conditions under which my 

conclusions hold.  I engage briefly with the discussion about the normative merits of 

international statebuilding.  And I suggest avenues of further research. 

Summary of Conclusions 

In this dissertation I offered a definition of international statebuilding that 

improved on the current literature by being more robust and precise than other 

definitions.  Most contemporary definitions focus on rebuilding institutions.  I 

incorporated the roles of norms and power to distinguish statebuilding from both 

imperialism and non-military development assistance.  Consequently I defined armed 

international liberal statebuilding as the attempt by liberal states to use military, political, 

and economic power to compel weak, failed, or collapsed states to govern more 

effectively, as understood by Westphalian and liberal norms. 

With this definition I was able to specify the universe of cases of international 

statebuilding with greater rigor than in recent scholarship.  I included cases of post-Cold 

War UN complex peacekeeping; all five post-World War II military governments; a 

selection of the U.S. interventions in the Caribbean and Central America in the early 20th 

Century; the U.S. operations in South Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan; and the UN 

operation in the Democratic Republic of the Congo in 1960.  I compiled a dataset of 36 
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cases of statebuilding initiated between 1898 and 2005, a dataset that is both broader and 

more clearly defined that others used in the literature to date. 

I reviewed the literature on statebuilding to highlight the current, conventional 

hypotheses that seek to explain and predict the outcome of statebuilding operations.  I 

tested each hypothesis on the dataset of 36 cases with a variety of statistical methods.  I 

demonstrated that most of the hypotheses largely lack explanatory power.  I also 

demonstrated that the most convincing hypotheses look to the interaction between 

international statebuilders and local conditions in the failed state. 

I began to develop my hypothesis by starting further back than most research on 

statebuilding has done.  I began by asking “what is the state?” in order to better 

understand how they fail and, in turn, how to rebuild them.  I reviewed literature from 

political theory to develop a robust and useful definition of statehood.  I argued that the 

state is composed of five aspects or dimensions:  security, legitimacy, capacity, economy, 

and humanity.  I defined the state as a human institution that successfully invokes a 

theory of justice:  (a) to claim the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force, the 

right to expropriate resources and perform other functions at its discretion, and sovereign 

authority to make and enforce rules within a given territory and over a given human 

population, and to serve human life; (b) by providing (professedly) public goods to at 

least some of the population in a contract-like exchange:  goods for legitimacy 

(agreement to its claims).  The kind of goods that the state provides are cast in terms of 

the theory of justice which the state embodies, and the provision of just services 

constitute, in part, the state’s claim to legitimacy.  With this understanding of statehood I 

argued that states can fail to varying degrees in any aspect of statehood.  I developed a 
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typology of state failure and described the differences between anarchic, illegitimate, 

incapable, unproductive, and barbaric failures.  I argued that these failures are not 

mutually exclusive but can, and often do, happen in concert with each other.  I sketched 

the dynamics of power balancing in the conditions of state failure, highlighting that some 

groups benefit from failure and thus work to defend the status quo. 

I argued that statebuilders must have a strategy for all five dimensions of 

statehood, contrary to scholars who claim that statebuilders can focus primarily on 

security, or on building institutional capacity, or that they must sequence efforts in a 

predetermined pattern.  I then developed a way of delineating different types of strategies 

of statebuilding.  I argued that statebuilders have a fundamental choice in how they 

approach a statebuilding mission.  They can choose to 1) observe, monitor, and 

encourage reform; 2) building things and train and equip people to implement reform, or 

3) assume control and directly administer reform efforts.  I termed these, respectively, the 

Observer, Trainer, and Administrator strategies of statebuilding.  I then advanced my 

central claim:  that statebuilders must match the strategic degree of invasiveness to the 

degree of failure in each dimension.  Statebuilders should use an Observer strategy for 

aspects of the state that are weak but still functioning; a Trainer strategy for aspects of the 

state that are no longer functional but when there still local citizens willing to lead reform 

efforts; and an Administrator strategy for aspects of the state that have completely 

collapsed and when there are no locals willing or able to lead reform and reconstruction.  

I argued that intervening with a strategy that is more intensive than necessary exacerbates 

the duration and footprint dilemmas and is more likely to provoke balancing by local 

opponents and freeriding by local allies, while intervening with a strategy that is less 
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intensive than necessary emboldens opponents and leaves local allies with little choice 

but to join the opposition.  I tested my theory with focused, structured case studies of the 

interventions in West Germany, Nicaragua, Liberia, Sierra Leone, and Afghanistan. 

Policy Recommendations 

 In this dissertation I studied international outcomes, not foreign policy choices or 

process, limiting the kid of recommendations I can offer to policymakers.  For example, I 

have largely avoided the debate about how to improve coordination both within and 

between governments.  That is undoubtedly a wise goal, on which this dissertation has 

little to say—except that coordination is always easier when actors coordinate around a 

winning strategy.  Other scholars and policymakers have offered recommendations on 

how best to organize and deploy military forces and civilian embassies.  Still others have 

engaged in a much broader discussion about whether and when to undertake statebuilding 

operations in the first place.  I offer recommendations to policymakers who have already 

chosen to undertake an international statebuilding operation.  The single most important 

policy recommendation resulting from this dissertation is that policymakers should tailor 

a strategy of intervention to the conditions on the ground in the state they wish to rebuild.  

Several implications follow. 

 First, area expertise matters.  Policymakers, especially at the lower levels and 

among the personnel who actually implement policy, need to have a deep and nuanced 

appreciation of the conditions on the ground in order to understand how their strategy is 

supposed to fit.  Area expertise is especially useful for understanding how states in 

different cultural contexts legitimize themselves, an understanding that requires a careful 



 

395 

 

and detailed study of each state’s culture, history, and social mores.  Jacks-of-all-trades, 

generalists, grand strategy theorists, and international relations scholars are unlikely to be 

best suited to provide this kind of knowledge and advice.  Ideally, policymakers will want 

this kind of expertise available before choosing whether to undertake a statebuilding 

operation or not.  Officials should thus be more proactive and less reactive in how they 

apportion resources, assign personnel, and develop experts.  Specifically, officials should 

retain a human knowledge base on states that may appear strategically unimportant at the 

moment, but could damage U.S. interests if it collapsed (Venezuela comes to mind).  If 

Weinbaum is right that the international community consistently underestimated the 

challenges in Afghanistan, it seems likely this kind of expertise was broadly lacking in 

2001—which is not surprising considering the importance accorded to Afghanistan 

before the terrorist attacks.   

 Second, strategy matters.  The plan that the international actor uses is one-half of 

the equation in an international intervention.  Large, basic, and early choices, such as 

whether or not to impose direct rule over a failed state, and whether or not to assume full 

responsibility for its security, are the most important choices that policymakers will make 

in the intervention.  Area experts are unlikely to be best suited to make these decisions.  

Senior-level officials with deep and long experience in the tools of foreign policy, who 

have a grasp of what is and what is not practicable, are more likely to understand what 

goes into a coherent strategy, how long it will take, and how to implement it. 

 Third, as the foregoing paragraphs suggest, policymakers are likely to arrive at an 

optimal solution through close dialogue between area experts and foreign policy 

generalists.  Only together are they likely to understand the situation on the ground, the 
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tools at their government’s disposal, and how to apply the latter to the former to achieve 

intended results.  Strategists without experts can flounder and lapse into prefabricated, 

cookie-cutter approaches.  Experts without strategists can overemphasize the 

distinctiveness and uniqueness of the state under consideration and underestimate the 

complexity of policy design and implementation.  The interplay between strategists and 

experts is probably more important in international statebuilding operations than in other 

foreign policy challenges.  For example, diplomacy and negotiations probably can rely 

more on area technical experts.  Large-scale conventional war can rely more heavily on 

strategists and military doctrine.  Statebuilding—a unique blend of civilian and military 

action, requiring constant negotiation with locals while employing military force and 

designing large reconstruction projects—requires a more intense level of back-and-forth 

discussion between experts, strategists, and implementers.  

 Fourth, decisions about troop deployments should be made with regard to the 

security situation, not to forces’ availability or international or domestic political 

dynamics.  One of the more common errors in statebuilding failures is the deployment of 

an inappropriately-sized force, such as in Angola, Afghanistan until 2006, Liberia in 

1993, Rwanda, or the Congo.  In particular, the international community appears to have 

a hard time determining if the security environment is permissive or not.  It radically 

misjudged some cases, including Angola, Afghanistan, and Cambodia, where fighting 

continued or reemerged after the intervention started.  It may have overestimated the need 

in some a few cases, including Kosovo and Bosnia, in which tens of thousands of troops 

were deployed despite a permissive security environment (of course, it is possible the 

environment is permission because so many troops were deployed up front).  It also 
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seems to have a hard time changing course once it becomes apparent that the security 

situation is more dangerous than initially thought, as the cases of Angola and Somalia 

show.  Here unilateral operations are probably an advantage as it is easier for a single 

lead government to change course than for a coalition under a UN mandate to do so.  A 

valuable further avenue of research would be a study that generates criteria for evaluating 

the security environments of failed states to better understand when statebuilding 

operations would be permissive versus when they would be contested. 

 Similarly, donor commitments should be made with reference to the economic 

situation in the target state.   

 One of the key questions confronting policymakers at the outset of an 

international statebuilding operation is whether to establish direct rule, military 

government, or international transitional administration, or to recognize the state’s 

sovereignty and work through whatever institutions remain intact.   When is military 

government or international administration appropriate?  The question is not as 

exceptional as it sounds:  it is, in fact, another form of the question about how the level of 

resources that needs to be dedicated to the effort.  The resource in question is not troops 

or money, but (to use military terms) command and control.  The U.S. Army views 

command and control as an essential element of combat power (FM 3-0, section 4-24), a 

concept that can and should be readily applied to joint, interagency, and civilian 

operations like international statebuilding.  Viewed in this light, the question is easier to 

answer.  International command and control over a statebuilding operation is required 

when local capacity is unable to provide it.  Policymakers should thus, in consultation 

with their area experts, evaluate the level of capacity of the institutions of government in 
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the target state.  A key part of governance capacity is the quality of leadership available 

to lead the institutions, and the ability of local leaders to work with each other.  In post-

conflict settings or in states recovering from civil war, institutions may be damaged and 

interpersonal trust among local leaders destroyed to the point that international officials 

are required as a temporary measure to close the governance gap until institutions can be 

repaired and trust restored. 

 Finally, one implication of this dissertation is that policymakers probably cannot 

design appropriate shelf-ready strategies in advance of a state failure because it matters 

how states fail.  Rebuilding North Korea, for example, would require a different strategy 

if the state were to collapse peacefully from internal pressures, like the Communist 

regimes of Eastern Europe in 1989, than if it were destroyed through conquest and 

overthrow, like Iraq in 2003.  Different scenarios will lead to entirely different political 

and military dynamics within the collapsed state, requiring a different international 

strategy.  At best policymakers could draft several different courses of action—at least in 

outline or draft form—that would take effect under different scenarios.  That, however, 

would become a labor-intensive task unlikely to draw the voluntary attention of 

bureaucracies already overburdened with everyday tasks.  A specialized office, like the 

State Department’s Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization 

(S/CRS) might attempt the task, although it would be hampered unless it had strong 

participation from the Department of Defense and other organizations. 
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Operations Since 2005 

 In my case selection I omitted cases that started after 2005, which excludes the 

missions in Chad, Sudan, and Lebanon.  In this section I review these operations and 

suggest tentative conclusions about their current trajectory. 

Sudan:  UNMIS/UNAMID 

 Sudan has been at civil war for most of its independent existence.  A 

Comprehensive Peace Agreement (CPA) in 2005 established a roadmap for peace 

between the government and rebels in the south and led to the deployment of the UN 

Mission in Sudan (UNMIS).  Starting in 2003 a separate conflict with rebels in the 

western region of Darfur drew international notice when many observers characterized 

the conflict as a genocide by the government against the people of Darfur.  A Darfur 

Peace Agreement in 2006 appeared to promise the end of the violence there.  The UN 

tried to expand UNMIS to Darfur but failed because of the Sudanese Government’s 

opposition.  It succeeded in creating instead the UN-African Union Hybrid Mission in 

Darfur (UNMID). 

 UNMIS and UNMID together comprise about 25,000 UN and AU troops and 

nearly 2,000 international civilians.  They are the UN’s largest post-Cold War military 

deployments that did not involve the United States or NATO, but they rank near the 

bottom of all statebuilding operations for the ratio of troops to the population and the 

landmass because of Sudan’s large size.  Reconstruction assistance was not well-funded 

from 2005 to 2007.  Donors gave more than $2 billion in inflation-adjusted dollars to 

Sudan each year, averaging only $55.20 per person, per year. 
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 More importantly, the UN and AU mandates were inappropriate for the types of 

state failure in Sudan.  Sudan in 2005 was an anarchic security environment.  Violence 

has slowed, but not stopped, since the signing of the peace agreements and deployment of 

international military personnel.  Large swaths of the population do not view Khartoum 

as a legitimate government—and, in fact, the south is due to vote in a plebiscite on 

independence in coming years.  Institutions of government had not completely collapsed 

but were clearly faltering.  The Sudanese government ranked in the bottom tenth 

percentile for government effectiveness.  Its HDI was .53 and GDP per capita was 

$1,266, both slightly above average for states targeted for statebuilding operations but 

still among the worst in the world.  Sudan’s worst failure, aside from security, was its 

atrocious track record towards human rights.  It joins only Serbia, Rwanda, and perhaps 

Afghanistan as the few states accused of committing genocide since the Cold War. 

 Under these circumstances, as I argued in Chapter 4, if the international 

community was serious about stopping the genocide, ending the perennial civil wars, 

improving governance, and building sustainable peace in Sudan, it should have seriously 

considered regime change followed by a war crimes tribunal for Sudanese leaders, 

coupled with at least a very large civilian capacity-development program or embedded 

international civilians in the Sudanese bureaucracy (as in Cambodia).  Short of those 

drastic measures, the international community should have owned up to its inability to 

affect governance in Sudan.  Instead, UNMIS and UNAMID are largely observer 

missions with elements of train-and-equip aspects added to them.  But the Sudanese 

Government was not and is not a viable partner in a statebuilding effort because it was 

largely the cause and perpetrator of state failure.  The ongoing presence of what I have 
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called a barbaric state failure makes progress on other aspects of statebuilding unlikely.  

As it is, Sudan’s president has indeed been indicted by the International Criminal Court—

an indictment that only highlights the absurdity of UNMIS’ and UNAMID’s official 

reliance on the Sudanese Government’s “responsibility” for maintaining security in the 

areas in which it has been accused of committing genocide.  The UN’s unsurprising 

failure to expand UNMIS to Darfur because of the Sudan’s opposition to it demonstrates 

the naïveté that still characterizes some UN operations a decade after the Brahimi Report 

warned against such thinking. 

 The economy has grown since the end of the north-south civil war, averaging 4.66 

percent real GDP per capita growth since 2005.  But violence in Darfur has continued.  

The quality of national governance has not improved, nor has there been progress 

towards democracy, according to the World Bank Governance Indicators, the Polity IV 

database, or Freedom House.  The regime in Khartoum remains in power and there are no 

realistic prospects for a change in the regime’s basically oppressive character, 

accountability for war crimes, or truth and reconciliation.  Conflict appears to be in a lull 

as of early 2010, but all indicators suggest the ingredients for conflict remain firmly 

rooted in place.  Even if the referendum in the south happens on schedule and 

peacefully—which is doubtful—a number of other flashpoints remain, such as future 

elections and access to oil resources, to reignite conflict.  Absent a significant change in 

the international community’s strategy towards Sudan, the country is likely to continue 

its ongoing plight in state failure and war. 
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Chad: MINURCAT 

 Like Sudan, Chad has been at civil war for much of its independent existence.  

The latest round of fighting started in 2005 when rebel groups in the east of the country, 

apparently enjoying safe haven in the anarchy of next-door Darfur, began launching 

cross-border raids into Chad.  Chadian Government officials accused Sudan of supporting 

the rebels.  A peace agreement in fall 2007 paved the way for a UN-mandated EU 

peacekeeping force in eastern Chad, which the UN took over in early 2009.  (The UN 

also deployed troops to the Central African Republic to facilitate refugee issues).  

Fighting continued after the peace agreement, including a significant rebel offensive on 

the capital in 2008. 

 It is not clear that the EU and UN deployments in Chad should be considered full-

fledged statebuilding operations.  MINURCAT’s mandate contains expansive 

statebuilding language.  In addition to training and working with Chadean security forces 

and helping resettling refugees, the UN mandate includes provisions to observe and 

promote human rights, help promote the rule of law “including through support for an 

independent judiciary and a strengthened legal system,” and support capacity-building 

efforts in government and civil society.  But MINURCAT appears to be focusing on 

protecting and resettling refugees, and forces are primarily deployed in the east of Chad 

and north of the Central African Republic.  If MINURCAT is counted as a statebuilding 

operation, it is one of the least well-resourced in history.  The EU and UN deployed 2 

soldiers per 10,000 civilians, and donors gave $33.97 per person in 2007.   

 Early indicators do not bode well for the operation, whether it is considered a 

statebuilding operation or not.  Fighting has continued in Chad and Sudan.  From 2007 to 
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2008, Chadian governance declined in all six categories tracked by the World Bank.  Real 

GDP per capita declined almost one percent per year from 2007 to 2010.  Nothing in the 

international community’s current strategy suggests that the situation will change. 

Lebanon:  UNIFIL 

 The UN Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) was originally deployed in 1978 to 

observe the withdrawal of Israeli troops from Lebanon—which Israel had invaded to 

destroy the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) headquartered in Lebanon—and 

help the Lebanese Government reestablish its authority.  UNIFIL also provided 

humanitarian assistance during Israel’s extended occupation of Lebanese territory.  Israel 

eventually withdrew from Lebanon in 2000.  UNIFIL’s mandate changed dramatically in 

2006, expanding from a traditional peacekeeping and humanitarian force to a 

statebuilding operation.  Two conditions enabled the UN to take a larger role in Lebanon.  

First, Syria’s dominance of Lebanese affairs markedly declined following the “Cedar 

Revolution” of Lebanese citizens against Syrian interference in 2005.  Second, the 

Israeli-Hezbollah war of 2006 highlighted the continued fragility of the Lebanese state, 

endemically weak since the 1975-1990 civil war, and its need for greater outside 

assistance.   

 Lebanon in 2006 was one of the least-failed states ever to be targeted for a 

statebuilding operation.  With a GDP per capita of $3,380 (in 1990 dollars), it was the 

second richest (after Croatia) of the states considered in this dissertation.  The Lebanese 

Government demonstrated a capacity comparable to the most effective states outside 

Europe and North America.  It had the absolute highest Human Development Index (tied 
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with Kosovo at .80) of any state in this study.  Life expectancy and infant mortality 

rivaled the developed world.  The government collected over 20 percent of GDP in taxes, 

comparable to the United States.  It had a brief experience with democracy before the war 

in the 1970s—and started out in the intervention with a polity 2 score of 7, the highest in 

its history.  The recent expulsion of Syria from Lebanese affairs had arguably bolstered 

the state’s legitimacy to its highest point in a generation because it was no longer seen as 

a pawn of a neighboring state.  Security was still fragile because of the recent Israeli 

incursion (targeting Hezbollah, not Lebanese security forces) and because of the 

continued presence of armed militias inside Lebanon.  The government’s struggle to 

monopolize the instruments of coercion was arguably the only sign of state failure in 

Lebanon.  By all indicators Lebanon was a favorable environment for statebuilding. 

 The international community responded with a strategy, backed by resources and 

a mandate, seemingly well-matched to Lebanon’s challenges.  The UN expanded UNIFIL 

from about 2,000 troops to nearly 12,000 by 2009 (out of 15,000 now authorized), a 

respectable force of 31 troops per 10,000 civilians (or an even-more impressive figure of 

121 troops per 100 square kilometers).  Donors backed reconstruction with $1.7 billion in 

2006 and 2007, or $213.68 per person per year—a lavish effort only slightly less than the 

level of the donor assistance effort in Bosnia.  UNIFIL’s mandate was expanded to 

address Lebanon’s specific security failings, including by helping Lebanese military 

forces deploy throughout the south, prevent the southern region from being used as a base 

of military operations, help enforce the government’s ban on importing weapons.  The 

Security Council further mandated that all states refrain from exporting weapons to 

Lebanon or providing training or assistance to militias in Lebanon.  However, the most 
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direct measure to restore the Lebanese Government’s monopoly on coercion—the 

disarmament of armed groups in Lebanon—was left to the Government of Lebanon to 

implement without any explicit UNIFIL role.  It is unclear if the Government of Lebanon 

is any more able to implement this responsibility now than in past years when it failed to 

disarm militias. 

 Lebanon thus presents an odd case of international statebuilding.  By most 

measures it should be, and is, succeeding.  The environment was favorable and the 

strategy has been fairly robust.  The Lebanese economy has grown dramatically since 

2006, averaging a growth of 4.67 percent in real per capita GDP.  Parliamentary elections 

were held in June 2009.  Fighting has stopped, at least for the moment.  But Lebanon 

rightly ranks near the bottom of all states on the World Bank’s indictor for political 

stability.  Hizbollah has not been disarmed.  Lebanon is probably incapable of disarming 

the group by itself.  Israel continues to feel threatened by Hizbollah’s presence—and thus 

the Lebanese state still lacks a monopoly on coercion within its own borders.  Ongoing 

political wrangling between Lebanese political factions, including Hizbollah’s political 

arm, have induced months of political paralysis on the capital in recent years and may not 

remain within the peaceful political process for long. 

Alternative Explanations 

 In this section, I consider three alternative explanations:  the presence or absence 

of ongoing violence, the absolute level of economic prosperity, and multilateralism. 



 

406 

 

The Security Environment 

 Statebuilding has failed in almost all cases in which there is ongoing violence, 

including in South Vietnam, Angola, the Congo in 1960 and 1999, Somalia, Rwanda, 

Nicaragua in 1927, and Iraq.  Instead of my complicated argument about matching a 

statebuilding of strategy against the degree and type of failure across five dimensions of 

statehood, scholars and policymakers might be better off with a much simpler and 

straightforward analysis about whether or not war is likely to re-emerge in the target 

state.  If there is war, or it is likely to recur, then statebuilding is likely to fail. 

 Edelstein developed a convincing argument about the causal mechanism linking 

the security environment to the outcome of an international statebuilding operation.  He 

argued that a state that faces continuing internal threats, such as from an insurgency or 

factional violence, is likely to present sharper dilemmas for international military forces 

because ongoing fighting and multiple actors will make it harder for international forces 

to be universally welcomed.  We can expand on his insight and argue that international 

forces will either have to attempt neutrality, and risk becoming ineffective for fear of 

jeopardizing its relationship with the warring parties, or pick sides and essentially go to 

war.  Even if international statebuilders can successfully remain neutral, ongoing 

violence raises to cost of doing business:  it makes logistics, transportation, and 

communication slower, more difficult, and more expensive.  Security costs must be 

added into every reconstruction and capacity-development project.  Higher costs will sap 

international will more quickly, making a long duration less likely.  Statebuilders are 

unlikely to make progress restoring a state’s humanity that is still at war, which may also 

sap international will and erode statebuilders’ domestic support.  The nearly-perfect 
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record of failure among states with ongoing internal security threats seems to corroborate 

the hypothesis that the security environment can convincingly explain the outcome of 

statebuilding operations.  

 I acknowledge the strong explanatory power of the security hypothesis.  I 

respond, however, that the security environment appears to be a straightforward and 

accurate explanation of how and why some statebuilding operations fail, but it cannot 

account for variance in outcomes among other operations, or explain why some 

operations fail even in permissive environments.  Relying solely on the security 

environment to explain or predict a statebuilding outcome works only for a subset of 

statebuilding cases:  those in which security is contested.  Several statebuilding 

operations in which there has not been ongoing violence have still failed, including Cuba 

in 1898 and 1906, Haiti in 1915 and 1993, the Dominican Republic, and Cote d’Ivoire.  

That is why my statistical analysis and chi-squared test in Chapter 2 showed at a 

statistically significant threshold that the security hypothesis was not congruous with the 

dataset. 

 Furthermore, there is an endogeneity problem with the security hypothesis, when 

formulated simplistically.  If all states in which there is ongoing violence will result in a 

failed statebuilding operation, then ongoing violence essentially becomes part of the 

definition of failure.  A variable used to explain success or failure doubles as part of the 

definition of success or failure.  Ongoing violence is both an independent and dependent 

variable.  This is not a mere academic quibble over methodology.  It has practical 

consequences.  If policymakers use the security environment as a shorthand to assess the 

likelihood of success and determine which statebuilding efforts to undertake, then it 
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becomes a self-fulfilling prophesy.  Statebuilders will either not attempt, or will 

preemptively end, operations in states with ongoing violence, and will only attempt 

statebuilding operations in already-pacified states—possibly overlooking opportunities in 

states with violence and underestimating the challenges in peaceful states as a 

consequence. 

 And there are opportunities to make a difference, even in states with ongoing 

internal security challenges.  I code Haiti in 1915, Cambodia, and Afghanistan as cases 

with ongoing violence that nonetheless ended in at least a shallow success.  Not all 

scholars agree with coding them a success—but even if they disagree with the 

terminology of “success,” observers should recognize that the ambiguous outcomes in 

those three cases are surely better than the total failures in Rwanda, Liberia in 1993, 

South Vietnam, or Angola.  In other words, even granting that my three “shallow 

successes” are far from perfect, we can still recognize that there is a spectrum of positive 

and negative outcomes, and that among states with internal security challenges some 

have more positive (or less negative) outcomes than others.  The security hypothesis by 

itself cannot account for the variance.  I argue that international efforts account for that 

part of that variance.  In practical terms, a policymaker may overlook the way that his or 

her decisions will affect the likelihood that a potential target state will revert to war:  the 

decision to deploy forces by itself can change the dynamic within a state to make war less 

likely.  International statebuilding operations, even in states with internal security 

challenges, can still make a difference. 
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Prosperity 

 Another factor that accounts for variance among cases is the overall level of 

prosperity in a society.  We saw in Chapter 2 that GDP per capita and a state’s Human 

Development Index (HDI) are reasonably accurate predictors of statebuilding outcomes.  

Once again, we might ask if scholars and policymakers would be better off relying on 

these variables as a simpler way of determining if a statebuilding operation is likely to 

succeed or fail. 

 My response is much the same as to the security environment hypothesis.  

Economic conditions by themselves cannot account for the variance within subsets of the 

cases—poor states that succeeded, like Sierra Leone, or more developed states that failed, 

like Nicaragua in 1927.  A hypothesis that focuses only on indigenous economic 

conditions has the same endogeneity problem—HDI and GDP become both independent 

and dependent variables—and can occasion policymakers’ self-fulfilling prophesies. 

 I am not arguing that either the security hypothesis or the prosperity hypothesis 

are invalid, but that they are too parsimonious for their own good.  My theory is less 

simple than either, but seeks to combine the insights of both.  I acknowledge that the 

presence or absence of ongoing violence is a major factor in the outcome of a 

statebuilding operation, as is the overall level of prosperity in a target state—and both are 

as important as how the international statebuilders account for military and economic 

conditions in their strategy of statebuilding.  Only by combining the effects of all 

significant variables—which I attempted to do in defining my independent variable—can 

we maximize our explanatory power. 
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Multilateralism and U.S.- vs. UN-led Operations 

 It may be that success or failure in statebuilding operations is not primarily a 

function of the strategy of statebuilding, but the identity of the statebuilder.  Under this 

view, unilateral interventions are less likely to succeed because the local population is 

likely to be more suspicious of a single outsider power’s motives.  Multilateral operations 

give more credible commitments to exit and restore the state’s sovereignty.  Often this 

view is reduced to a simplistic contrast between U.S.-led and UN-led operations. 

 I reject this view for several reasons.  Many UN-authorized military forces are 

dominated by a lead state, either in numbers or leadership.  Australia led INTERFET 

prior to the deployment of UNTAET in East Timor, and continued to play a dominant 

role after INTERFET redeployed.  The United Kingdom played a crucial role supporting 

UNAMSIL in Sierra Leone in 2000 and in training Sierra Leonean military forces 

afterwards.  Indonesia contributed more than 10 percent of the troops deployed for 

UNTAC in Cambodia.  Bangladesh contributed nearly a quarter of the troops deployed 

for ONUMOZ in Mozambique and for UNAMIR in Rwanda.  (The Bangladeshis, in fact, 

were renowned in the 1990s for their disproportionately large participation in 

peacekeeping operations, yet scholars do not make a distinction between “Bangladeshi-

led” and “UN-led” operations.) 

 I cite these examples to demonstrate that the supposed contrast between unilateral 

and UN operations is surprisingly weak.  To take just the example of operations usually 

classified as “U.S.-led”, several such operations have involved strong U.S. leadership at 

one chronological stage and a strong UN or NATO presence at another, such as in 

Somalia, Haiti in 1993, Bosnia, and Kosovo.  We cannot classify these operations simply 
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as a U.S., UN, or NATO operations:  they were all of the above, at different times.  Other 

missions divide functionally as well as temporally. In Afghanistan the United States 

played a dominant role in security affairs early on.  NATO then increased its role 

substantially starting in 2006, until the United States arguably reasserted its leadership 

role starting in 2009.  Meanwhile, the United Nations, donors, and other international 

organizations played a dominant role in reconstruction and institution-building.  Is 

Afghanistan a U.S.-led mission or a UN-led mission?  It is not clear that the question is 

usefully framed. 

 Moreover, some supposedly “unilateral” operations were not, in fact, unilateral.  

Even in Iraq, where the United States comprised a large majority of the international 

military personnel, some 39 other states deployed troops.  West Germany was rebuilt by 

the Allies, not by the United States.  Austria was occupied by the Allies and by the Soviet 

Union together.  As previously mentioned, the United States shared its responsibilities in 

Bosnia, Kosovo, and Afghanistan with NATO and other partner nations.  Only a few 

operations, such as the U.S. in the Caribbean and Central America in the early 20th 

Century and in Japan and South Korea after World War II, were fully and completely 

unilateral.  (Even in Japan an Allied Control Council technically set policy). 

The view that multilateral operations operate under fundamentally different 

dynamics than unilateral ones must account for these realities by arguing that the 

difference is one of degree, not a binary either-or variable.  This view must argue, in 

effect, that as the number of states participating in an international statebuilding operation 

goes down, or as the proportion of an operation’s force that is comprised by a single actor 

goes up, the credibility of statebuilders’ commitment to depart decreases.  As 
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statebuilders’ credibility decreases, local willingness to cooperate with an intervention 

also decreases, leading to an overall smaller likelihood of success. 

There are a number of problems with this view.  It almost certainly overstates the 

extent to which locals care about or even are aware of the fine details of an international 

statebuilding operation.  Locals care about whether or not the statebuilders will help 

improve their lives, bring order, and facilitate reconstruction.  They may believe that 

multilateral operations are more effective or credible in doing so, or they may not; but 

regardless, many other variables influence their perception of statebuilders as well, 

including how well armed and funded the operation is, what its mandate is, and how 

effective it proves in addressing key challenges on the ground.  To focus on whether one 

or many states comprise the statebuilding mission misses the point. 

This view is also needlessly complex.  To operationalize this hypothesis, we 

would need to posit some threshold numbers—say, operations conducted by fewer than 

ten states, or in which 40 percent of resources originate from one state—beyond which 

local cooperation begins to erode.  But it is not the numbers which offend local 

sensibilities, but local beliefs about what those numbers signify.  Local perception of 

international intentions is the causal mechanism in this hypothesis.  Once we go this 

route, it becomes evident that the hypothesis about multilateralism is unnecessary.  

Perception is indeed an important variable—so important, in fact, that claiming that 

perception functions primarily as an effect of the numerical status of the intervener is 

implausible on its face.  It would be more effective and simpler to construct a theory 

around local perceptions than to get at perceptions through multilateralism.   
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 Finally, the history of statebuilding operations does not support the belief that 

multilateral operations end more quickly or are more successful, or that unilateral 

interventions lead to neo-imperialism.  Australia did not seek regional hegemony in the 

South Pacific through its intervention in East Timor.  The United Kingdom did not 

resurrect its African colonial rule through the operation in Sierra Leone.  Even the United 

States’ interventions in the Caribbean and Central America definitively ended.  I 

conducted multivariate regression analysis to determine if the presence of multilateralism 

has a statistically significant impact on the outcome of international statebuilding 

operations, using conventional coding for unilateral and multilateral.  It does not.  I 

controlled for a variety of social, economic, political, and military conditions.  I even 

controlled for the type of war preceding an intervention under the hypothesis that 

multilateralism might work better in states emerging from colonial rule, or recovering 

from defeat in interstate war, where locals might be more sensitive to unilateral 

interventions.  Multilateralism did not show a statistically significant affect in any 

regression.  Within U.S. cases, there is substantial variance, from the comprehensive 

success of Japan to the clear failures in Cuba.  Similarly, there is variance within the UN 

cases, including successes in Namibia and Mozambique and failures in Liberia and 

Rwanda.  The different outcomes in those cases are best explained not by reference to 

which actor led the operation, but what they did and whether it effectively addressed the 

situation in each state. 

 Studying the relative roles of the U.S. or UN would be valuable in a study about 

how decisions about statebuilding operations get made.  We might ask, for example, what 

caused statebuilders to adopt successful strategies in some situations and failing strategies 
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in others.  The answers might be found in domestic U.S. politics or the ideology of the 

different presidential administrations, or by reference to politics within the UN security 

council—in which case the identity of the statebuilder would be clearly relevant for 

generating explanations—but that is not the focus of this study.  This is not a study of 

foreign policy process, but of international outcomes.  I am not interested (in this study) 

about how to arrive at and implement the right strategy, but about what the right strategy 

is in the first place. 

Scope Conditions and Further Research 

 There is a large and growing body of research on early post-Cold War cases of 

international statebuilding.  The field’s principle need for further research is for more 

case studies.  Continued case study research on more recent and ongoing operations—in 

Bosnia, Kosovo, Sierra Leone, Burundi, Cote d’Ivoire, Timor-Leste, Iraq, Afghanistan, 

Haiti, the Democratic Republic of the Congo, and Lebanon—will help corroborate and 

refine the theory I developed, especially as the interventions in these states conclude.  

Additionally, further case study research is needed on older operations that have not 

traditionally been viewed as cases of international statebuilding, including the Caribbean 

interventions, South Korea, South Vietnam, Italy, and Austria.   

 There are three additional areas for further research.  First, scholars should 

compare cases of statebuilding to “negative cases” of failed states in which international 

actors did not intervene to explore if we can identify the impact successful interventions 

makes in postconflict societies.  Secondly, scholars should explore other eras of history to 

identify pre-20th Century cases of statebuilding.  Thirdly, scholars should test the 
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definition I provided at the beginning of this dissertation, specifically the distinction 

between statebuilding and imperialism.  Lastly, scholars should begin to look at the 

foreign policy processes of statebuilding. 

Negative Cases 

 The set of 36 cases of international statebuilding should be contrasted with the set 

of “negative cases,” that is, cases of failed states in which there was not an armed 

international statebuilding intervention.  The Political Instability Task Force is a good 

tool for comparison.  It lists 153 incidences of ethnic or revolutionary war, genocide, or 

regime change between 1955 and 2008.  Cases of armed international statebuilding are 

almost entirely a subset of the 103 cases of war or genocide.  Twenty-six cases of armed 

statebuilding examined in this study occurred during the time frame covered by the PITF 

dataset (i.e., excluding the early 20th Century Caribbean interventions and post-World 

War II occupations); twenty-two of those occurred during or immediately after a case of 

war or genocide as defined in the PITF dataset.  (Haiti is coded a case of regime change 

in 1991.  Namibia, the Central African Republic, and Haiti in 2004 are not coded as 

having experienced a state failure event during or immediately prior to the intervention).  

We can infer that the remaining 78 cases of state failure are the negative cases—

candidates for an armed statebuilding mission in which international actors chose not to 

intervene. 

 Nearly one-third (25 of 78) of state failure events were recidivist; that is, there 

were 25 cases of war or genocide that were not the object of a statebuilding operation, 

and which subsequently experienced another state failure event within the next few 
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decades.  That compares to one-sixth (6 of 36) of statebuilding events that showed 

recidivism within a much longer time frame—and only one of 36 successful statebuilding 

operations that showed recidivism (Haiti in 1915).  Thirteen of the 78 cases are ongoing.  

They have an average duration of almost 21 years—far longer than the duration of a 

typical statebuilding operation.  More robust comparisons—for example, charting the 

economic and political progress of all 78 negative cases during and following state 

failure—would clearly be relevant in order to make statements about the relative impact 

of international statebuilding compared to postconflict recovery without international 

assistance, but are beyond the scope of the present study. 

Beyond the 20 th and 21 st Centuries 

 This study has focused exclusively on international statebuilding operations by 

the United States or the United Nations since 1898.  One of the strengths of my research 

design is that I drew cases from throughout the 20th Century:  my findings are not limited 

only to the post-Cold War or post-9/11 environment.  However, my findings are limited 

to the 20th and 21st Centuries.  The cases of international statebuilding that I have 

explored all take place within the current Westphalian international system during an age 

in which liberal norms have grown increasingly influential.  That change in norms is, in 

all likelihood, what created the possibility of liberal international statebuilding itself.  It 

would be fair to question if my findings would apply to a hypothetical case of liberal, 

international statebuilding in, for example, the 18th or 19th Centuries.   

 Additionally, further research should focus on earlier eras of interventions to see 

if there are any cases which might qualify as liberal interventions.  Historically, states 
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attempted to impose domestic institutions on other states in three historical clusters:  

during the Wars of Religion (1600-1650), the French Revolution and its aftermath (1789-

1849), and what we might call the Wars of Democracy (1917 – present) (Owen, 2002).  

The era of the French Revolution, when the Revolutionary Armies of France effected 

regime change and attempted to spread early liberalism across Europe, is the most likely 

pool of potential cases on which further research could focus. 

Imperialism and Decolonization 

 I distinguished between statebuilding and imperialism, and excluded the latter 

from this study, including European and Soviet imperialism.  My findings therefore do 

not apply to imperial or illiberal scenarios.  In particular, one of the virtues of a carefully-

calibrated statebuilding strategy attentive to the situation on the ground is that it is more 

likely to be consistent with locals’ own aspirations—a key objective of liberal 

statebuilders.  Imperial and illiberal interventions need not heed local preferences, 

opening up policies and strategies of raw coercion that are (happily) unavailable to liberal 

statebuilders.   

 Further research could, however, challenge this distinction to see if it is valid.  

There may be some cases of European and American imperialism in which liberal norms 

played a large enough role that some of my findings in this case study might apply, 

perhaps in revised form.  The League of Nations mandate system or some cases that fell 

under the UN Trusteeship Council would be good candidates for further research.  In 

particular, research might focus on cases of nonviolent or cooperative decolonization.  

Possible cases include, but are not limited to, Botswana, Sierra Leone, the Philippines 
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(after the initial war of 1899-1902), the Marshall Islands, Micronesia, Palau, Nauru, 

Kiribati, and Tuvalu. 

Foreign Policy Process 

 This study has operated at the level of international outcomes, not of foreign 

policy process.  I have sought to explain how international statebuilding operations 

succeed or fail.  I have not offered an explanation for how individual policymakers, 

bureaucracies, military forces, or inter-governmental institutions arrive at the policies that 

cause success or failure (or, indeed, how they arrive at a decision to intervene in the first 

place).  Such a study would be a valuable complement to this one.  If international 

statebuilders can choose successful strategies of statebuilding, what causes them to 

choose failing strategies? 

 Part of the answer lies in the limits of political possibilities.  In this study I have 

not taken into account the limitations of what is politically realistic, either in my 

assessment of past statebuilding operations or in my policy recommendations (regime 

change in Khartoum, for example, is hardly in the cards).  Some of my criticisms of past 

international statebuilding operations may be considered unfair insofar as I am criticizing 

governments for actions they simply would not undertake under any imaginable scenario.  

Some of my policy recommendations may strike some readers as far-fetched or 

unrealistic.  That may be so.  I have only sought to explain what causes success or failure 

in these operations, not whether any given operation was feasible or realistic to begin 

with.  It may be that when all considerations are taken into account, some or even most 

potential statebuilding operations are unlikely to succeed given the constraints that 
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statebuilders must act within.  Perhaps this study can help policymakers make that 

determination in advance before taking action.  Further research on the foreign policy 

process surrounding statebuilding choices will help illuminate this dynamic. 

 In this further line of research, it will also be necessary to distinguish cases of 

statebuilding by those led by the U.S. from those led by the UN—and other actors, if we 

expand the dataset to include decolonization or pre-20th Century cases.  In my research 

design I amalgamated U.S. and UN interventions as comparable cases of international 

statebuilding at the level of international outcomes.  But if we look at the process that 

forms strategies of statebuilding, disaggregating the cases becomes necessary. 

Normative Criticisms of Statebuilding 

 Some critics have expressed hesitancy about international statebuilding based on 

three related grounds.  First, some critics believe statebuilding is too similar to 

imperialism; that it is, in fact, imperialism in new garb.  Second, other critics worry that 

statebuilding is almost guaranteed to fail because it involves the effort to transfer 

“western” forms of governance to non-western societies—an effort that is ethically 

suspect on its face and probably doomed to fail like an organ transplant to a patient with 

the wrong blood type.  Third, I interpret the critics’ concerns as stemming from a deeper 

concern to protect the norms of the Westphalian sovereign state system and the 

Wilsonian norms of self-determination.   

 This dissertation is not primarily an engagement with the literature on the norms 

and ethics of statebuilding, but it seems appropriate to address these criticisms after 

having discussed how to make statebuilding succeed more effectively.  I respond that 
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statebuilding is indeed an exercise of power, like imperialism, but important differences 

remain.  I respond that far less of the statebuilding project that is commonly assumed 

involves the transfer of “western” institutions.  I respond that criticisms of statebuilding 

seem to rely on a sacralization of Westphalia that is unwarranted considering the net costs 

and benefits of an un-amended Westphalian system compared to one which allows for 

selective cases of intervention.  Finally, I seek to adapt just war theory to develop a “just 

intervention” framework with which we can evaluate when interventions are justified. 

Statebuilding and Neoimperialism 

 Some critics oppose statebuilding because of its similarity to imperialism, because 

of the seemingly inherent contradiction between the means of statebuilding (military 

force and international administration) and the end (local sovereignty), and because it 

appears to go against the grain of the Westphalian system of states that are sovereign 

within their borders.  Statebuilding is felt to violate the basic principle of non-interference 

among states. 

 For example, David Chandler calls statebuilding “Empire in Denial” and “empire-

lite.”  Statebuilding is best understood as “attempts by Western states and international 

institutions to deny the power which they wield and to evade accountability for its 

exercise.”  Statebuilding is the latest manifestation of the power dynamic that has always 

characterized relations between rich, powerful states and poor, weak ones.  The change in 

norms which I argue defines the difference between statebuilding and imperialism is, in 

fact, merely the rhetorical mechanism statebuilders use to deceive themselves and the 

world about the true nature of the statebuilding project.  Further, the rhetoric of 



 

421 

 

statebuilding and local partnership allows them to evade responsibility for the power they 

continue to wield over poor states and place the onus of burden on the poor states 

themselves for the failures of the statebuilding projects.  Because statebuilding 

emphasizes local sovereignty in the midst of international interference, statebuilders are 

able to exercise power at will while blaming locals for difficulties or failures.  

Statebuilding is “no less elitist and patronizing and, in its consequences, no less divisive, 

destabilizing, and restricting” than imperialism.  Statebuilding is problematic because it is 

framed in terms of “non-political, therapeutic or purely technical, administrative and 

bureaucratic forms.”   

 Chandler recognizes that his argument and similar views from other scholars owe 

a debt to a “Foucauldian” approach to international politics.  Echoing Michel Foucault’s 

argument in Discipline and Punish about how relations of power characterize everyday 

institutions like prisons, militaries, and schools, and in The Order of Things about how 

the very delineations of fields of knowledge influences how we think about human life, 

Chandler argues that “intervention takes forms which appear to be consensual rather than 

coercive, through which the technologies and practices of domination simultaneously 

produce or constitute the subjects being dominated through the discursive practices and 

frameworks of knowledge, meaning, and values,”  (Chandler, 2006; Foucault, 1970, 

1977).  I understand Chandler to be arguing that the international community subtly 

dominates poor states partly by enticing them with promises of liberalism and good 

governance while actually controlling them through capacity-building and aid 

conditionality. 
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Chandler is essentially correct that international statebuilding is an exercise of 

power by strong states over weak ones.  I incorporated that insight into my definition of 

statebuilding, and I argue that by doing so I have made an improvement over the 

definitions of statebuilding current in the literature.  Chandler is right again when he 

accuses statebuilders of cloaking their efforts in technical, bureaucratic, or administrative 

language.  International statebuilding is, at least in part, the imposition of outside powers’ 

collective will on a weak state.  Owning up to that fact will help statebuilders understand 

their own activity more clearly.  However, Chandler seems to think that this by itself is 

grounds for viewing statebuilding as nothing but “empire in denial” and normatively 

suspect.   He discounts the norms invoked to justify statebuilding and differentiate it from 

imperialism.  I respond that the exercise of power by itself is not inherently suspect.  

Chandler repeats the error characteristic of much postmodernist analysis of social 

phenomena:  he ties social relations to power dynamics and condemns the former by taint 

of association with the latter.  But even Foucault recognized that power can be productive 

even while remaining a relation of dominance.  Schools and armies rely on relations of 

dominance precisely in order to produce scholars and soldiers.  So too with statebuilding:  

it is a relation of dominance with a productive goal in mind:  the production of statehood 

and effective governance in areas lacking them.  This is why norms matter.  The 

invocation of norms indicates what productive goals are in mind, and they become 

manifest in behavior.  Statebuilding norms guide statebuilders to invest significant 

resources—including money and lives—into an effort; imperial norms usually guide 

imperialists into extracting resources and denying opportunity to locals.  Chandler’s 
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effort to blur the difference between the two and elide the former into the latter is 

unconvincing. 

Statebuilding and Cultural Imperialism 

Other scholars oppose statebuilding because they believe it is unlikely to succeed 

in most or any contexts because it wrongly seeks to transfer “western” forms of 

governance to other cultures, an act of illegitimate cultural imperialism.  Beate Jahn 

argues that statebuilding rests on the faulty assumptions that weak states lack something 

which the international community can provide.  Statebuilding cannot take place without 

a notion of what the state is and should be; Jahn argues that the international community 

has settled on the model of the liberal free-market democracy as the pattern for all 

polities, but argues that that model may be inappropriate (Jahn, 2009).  

Similarly, David Roberts argues that democratic statebuilding fails because 

culture and history trump institutions.  “Superimpositions of democratic practice cannot 

substitute for or replace, in the short-term, political behaviors derived from needs, 

experiences, histories and evolutions quite different from those from which Western 

democracy is derived.”  Pushing democracy and Western norms can be 

counterproductive.  “The transformation of such systems can often lead to volatility as 

the introduction of Western liberal framings of the rule of law and democracy conflict 

with non-Western social norms and practices.”  Roberts does not think statebuilding is 

useless, but that the goal should be redefined.  Statebuilding cannot result in democratic 

governance, but it can result in stable “hybrid polities” which reflect a mix of 
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international and domestic, democratic and traditional forms of governance (Roberts, 

2009). 

I respond that far less of the liberal statebuilding project than is commonly 

assumed uses inherently “western” notions of governance.  The criticism conflates 

“western” norms not just with democracy, but with good governance generally and 

implies that cultures outside the west do not have traditions of good governance.  As I 

discussed in Chapter 6 when rebutting a common criticism of the mission in Afghanistan, 

bureaucracies, law courts, police and military forces are not “western” phenomena.  

Tribal societies elsewhere in the world have adapted to legal-bureaucratic mechanisms of 

governance.  Elections, majoritarian rule, and representative decision-making bodies have 

been successfully adapted in countries outside of Europe and North America:  one-third 

of democratic countries are in Africa, Asia, or Latin America.  Concepts of human rights 

may be more uniquely western in their origin, but their incorporation into the UN 

Universal Declaration on Human Rights suggests their universal appeal (if not 

enforcement).  Given the success of these institutions in states outside of Europe and 

North America, the effort to paint statebuilding operations as a hidden attempt at 

“westernization” and cultural imperialism gives the west too much credit for the 

development of government. 

Statebuilding and Westphalia 

 Chandler, Roberts, and other critics’ views seem to stem from an over-emphasis 

on key norms that underpin the international system:  sovereignty and self-determination.  

International norms have been defined for nearly four centuries by Westphalian 
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sovereignty and, for almost one century, by Wilsonian self-determination.  The 

Westphalian regime was advanced as means of containing and limiting interstate war.  

Self determination was advanced as a means of solving an alleged root of war and of 

promoting human flourishing.  The Westphalian regime, especially after its enshrinement 

in the United Nations system and its global expansion through decolonization, has 

effectively limited interstate war.  In exchange, there has been a rise in intra-state war.  

The concept of self determination has, arguably, been a proactively belligerent force in 

human affairs.  That is not to say it is wrong, or that there is no right to self-

determination.  It is, however, evident that after a century we still lack the legal, 

diplomatic, and nonviolent tools to advance the cause of self-determination peacefully. 

 The two norms argue that all peoples have a right to govern themselves, and that 

all states are sovereign in their domain and have a right to non-interference from outside 

powers.  While the norms have transformed the world in some indisputably positive 

ways, it is also increasingly clear that the combination of sovereignty and self-

determination has allowed some states to murder their citizens, become embroiled in 

endless civil wars, neglect social and economic development, engage in wholesale theft, 

permit and even encourage the destruction of human beings, dissolve or dominate civil 

society, destabilize neighbors and regions, destroy wealth and prosperity inside and 

outside their borders, and generally advance the ideals of barbarism.  In the face of such 

clear failings, the burden of proof lies with defenders of the status quo to explain why 

that price is an acceptable one to pay to maintain the norms of sovereignty and self-

determination without revision. 
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 International statebuilding can be seen as an attempt to revise Westphalia and 

Wilsonianism to better answer the problems of civil war, genocide, state failure, and post-

conflict collapse.  International statebuilding operations are not always fully consistent 

with the recognition of failed states’ sovereignty, and may involve a temporary denial of 

a people’s right to self-determination.  They may involve military government or 

international administration, whether it is called conservatorship (Helman & Ratner, 

1992), “shared sovereignty” (Krasner, 2004), or “neo-trusteeship” (Fearon & Laitin, 

2004).  But critics fail to acknowledge that international statebuilding is not designed to 

overturn the Westphalian system, but to make it work better.  The long-term goal of 

international statebuilding is to improve failed states’ empirical, positive, or “de facto” 

sovereignty, even at the short-term expense of its negative or “de jure” sovereignty 

(Jackson, 1990). 

 International statebuilding operations clearly must be undertaken with care and 

even with humility.  This dissertation has sought to demonstrate that such operations are 

possible, that they can and have resulted in success, and that success has reinforced 

sovereignty and self-determination while bringing better government and economic 

opportunity to real human beings.  If that is indeed the case, criticism of international 

statebuilding operations on the grounds that they bear a superficial resemblance to 

imperialism is simply unimpressive. 

Statebuilding and Just War Theory 

 We can adapt a version of just war theory to guide policymakers’ decisions about 

when to undertake an international statebuilding operation.  Thomas Aquinas argued that 
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war could only be waged by a right authority (the sovereign, not private citizens), for a 

just cause (to punish evil or defend against aggression, not for private gain), and with a 

right intention (the sovereign must actually intend to achieve the just cause, not use it as 

an excuse for other ends).  Later thinkers added that war should be a last resort and only 

be undertaken if there is a reasonable chance of success.  (Still later thinkers developed 

criteria about justice during war, which is less applicable for our purposes). 

 If we adapt just war theory to develop a theory of “just statebuilding” we first see 

that armed statebuilding should be a last resort after other policy options—such as aid, 

technical assistance, unarmed statebuilding, or traditional peacekeeping—have failed or 

would be inappropriate.  Secondly, interventions must have a reasonable chance to 

succeed.  This dissertation has sought to demonstrate that success is possible—contrary 

to some critics—and to outline how to maximize chances for success and help 

policymakers judge their chances of success more accurately.  Thirdly, statebuilding 

should be undertaken by a right authority.  Some argue that the UN is the only legitimate 

authority for interventions, others that multilateral coalitions can be a right authority.  I 

define the right authority as a sovereign state or states acting together that collectively 

hold to and retain a right intention.  It may be that no coalition can be mustered that 

retains a right intention, in which case a unilateral intervention may be technically 

justified, if not preferred.  Fourthly, statebuilders must have the right intention—namely, 

to achieve the goals of statebuilding:  to build more effective governance, as defined by 

Westphalian and liberal norms. 

 Finally, statebuilding must be undertaken for a just cause.  This is likely to be the 

most contentious part of my proposed “just statebuilding” theory.  Just war theory did not 
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originally specify what constituted a just cause beyond barring aggression, 

aggrandizement, conquest, or private gain.  Aquinas said little more than that “those who 

wage war justly aim at peace.”  Over time thinkers have come to define a just cause as 

self-defense and little else (but including aid to help others defend themselves, such as 

allies to whom one is committed.  The U.S. was not acting in self-defense when it fought 

to oust Iraq from Kuwait in 1991, but it was helping Kuwait exercise self-defense.).  

Under this understanding a statebuilding operation is just if it is undertaken in self-

defense or to help others defend themselves.  But that is ambiguous:  whose self-defense?  

If we are helping defend the failing state or the citizens within it, then an operation in any 

failing state could be justified.  If it is the self-defense of neighboring states or the world 

order generally that we have in mind, then perhaps very few operations could be justified:  

international actors would be constrained not to interfere unless state failure threatened to 

spill over international borders and threaten regional or global peace.  That may also be a 

self-defeating criterion because it forces international actors to wait until state failure has 

developed to a very high degree, which makes any eventual intervention much harder and 

more likely to fail. 

 The answer surely lies between the two extremes.  International actors should not 

intervene with armed force anywhere at will simply on the belief that a state is about to 

fail or is failing, whether or not the actor has a direct interest at stake.  Actors without 

interests at stake can be very unreliable and impatient participants in a statebuilding 

operation.  On the other hand, however, statebuilders should not feel overly constrained 

by international rules that were not designed to cope with state failure and genocide.  

Statebuilding becomes harder the longer outside powers allow failure to go on and 
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deepen.  Early intervention can achieve better results.  No doubt this answer will be 

insufficient for many scholars, but it has the virtue of being true to the policymaking 

process.  Each case will be up to the judgment of the policymakers at the time, whether or 

not scholars develop a formula to dictate when interventions are appropriate or not. 

But someone may criticize my formulation for glossing over the avowed justice of 

international statebuilding in the first place.  According to this view, whether or not a 

statebuilding operation is undertaken in self-defense or not is beside the point:  it is 

simply unjust to try to use armed force to make other countries govern more effectively 

according to our view of “governance.”  Statebuilding is an act of political coercion and 

an exercise of power by the strong over the weak.  For that reason alone, it is highly 

suspect.  Government is simply a mechanism of control; rebuilding government is simply 

another means of exercising dominance over people.  “Failed states” are not problems to 

be solved but experiments that we should watch to see what might grow and develop 

there. 

This criticism goes to the heart of the statebuilding enterprise.  As I acknowledged 

before, statebuilding does indeed involved the exercise of power by the strong over the 

weak.  I disagree with the criticism’s view of government.  Good governance is not 

merely a technical ability to control people.  It is an agent of power to maintain public 

order.  It is an effort to uphold and reflect shared notions of right and justice.  It is a set of 

institutions for distributing goods.  It is a framework for promoting commerce and trade.  

It is a tool for human life.  Government, performed well, blesses human life.  Good 

governance that is also liberal creates states that are stable and self-governing, which are 

less likely to war against each other. 
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International statebuilding is an attempt to provide good governance in the places 

where it is most severely lacking.  When it succeeds—and this dissertation has 

demonstrated that it can succeed—it promotes human flourishing and less frequent war.  

Whatever our understanding of justice, human flourishing and peace should surely be 

part of it.  We must conclude that statebuilding can be a just cause for concerted 

international efforts.  It should remain a legitimate policy option for the international 

community, and learning to get it right should be a top priority for scholars and 

policymakers alike.  The potential end result is nothing less than fuller human lives and a 

more just and lasting peace among nations. 
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