Lessons on Influencing Nationalism to Align National Interests: Stemming the Tide
of Pakistan’s Chaos

Pakistan’s rapidly deteriorating situation requires the United States to use strategic
foreign policy to prevent a spiral into chaos. The U.S. may be able to influence Pakistani
behavior by appealing to Pakistani nationalism and national interests to achieve stability,
drawing on lessons from past successes with Spain and Poland. Inherent within this
process, the U.S. needs to come to understand its own nationalism and how that
positively and negatively affects cooperation with other states. This understanding can
further U.S. national interests while a lack of understanding could undermine U.S.
interests. Moreover, U.S. foreign policy needs to remain adaptable to satisfy current U.S.
national interests while staying flexible enough to tackle future challenges should those
interests change. And though different administrations set their own priorities and thus
pursue different foreign policies, these case studies form a foundation for future
applications.

Executive Summary
Nationalism can work against coordination because of misaligned objectives, but if each
side understands what produces nationalist reactions in the other, the two nations can
work together. Simultaneously, finding common national interests can also facilitate
coordination. In defense and security matters, specifically, it is in many states’ interest to
work with the United States because of the latter’s large related resource holdings and
capabilities. Therefore, the U.S. needs to first understand the dynamic of a partner state’s
nationalism to best influence that state so the U.S. can fulfill its own interests while
making such interests appear to overlap or parallel with the partner state’s own.

The fact that changing political dynamics and administrations can vary practices, even
the definition of national interests, complicates the picture. A static approach will fail to
account for such global and domestic change, yielding mismatched strategies at best, and
at the worst, opening the door for counterproductive outcomes. Because of this risk, U.S.

foreign policy needs to evolve, not only taking another state’s changing national interests
into account, but adapting to its own changing national interests as well. Such
modification is evident in the George W. Bush administration’s policy for Pakistan
(unilateral emphasis) versus the Barack Obama administration’s policy for Pakistan
(multilateral and regional emphases), which will be explored below.

Pakistan provides a vital ally in the U.S. Overseas Contingency Operation (OCO) in
South Asia and the Middle East1 because of its geostrategic position. However, effective
partnership relies on Pakistan’s internal stability, which is highly questionable with
Pakistan’s current president, Asif Ali Zardari, and his relatively weak, albeit
democratically-elected, civilian administration. Moreover, U.S. foreign policy needs to
strategically handle Pakistan’s highly nationalist character or else cooperation will be
tenuous if not impossible. Operational moves like U.S. Predator and Reaper drones run
from inside Pakistan and resulting in Pakistani civilian casualties fall far short of such
criteria (Harrison 2009). In effect, past attempts using an unilateral approach have not
worked, but rather yielded greater divides, and current attempts are still failing to produce
positive results. U.S. foreign policy must first recognize the pervasive importance and
driving role of nationalism as a policy factor in Pakistan and its other allies, including
how this influence may change, and the inadequacy of a purely military effort. The U.S.
must use this recognition to strategically influence Pakistani nationalism to satisfy its (the
U.S.’s) own ends while not alienating the Pakistani people. The Barack Obama
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administration has departed from the more unilateral approach adopted by the George W.
Bush administration to begin such an effort, but more needs to be done.

In its current time of chaos and struggle, Pakistan’s national interests of security,
stability, and economic growth run both parallel and contrary to the worst manifestation
of nationalism, which identifies the nation with the Islamic religion. The U.S. needs to
understand Pakistani nationalism to first influence it in order to exploit Pakistan’s
interests, many of which it can fulfill with its own vast resources (military and
otherwise). It is in the U.S.’s interest, therefore, to make its policies seem in Pakistan’s
interest. The U.S. can most effectively succeed in this venture by drawing on previous
foreign policy successes with nationalist Spanish and Polish administrations to help
Pakistani democrats affect the more radical manifestations of nationalism.

U.S. nationalism and national interests, many of those tied to national security, critically
impact partnership with Pakistan and other nationalist states. Unlike ethnicity-centered
nationalisms abroad, U.S. nationalism is different in that elements of U.S. identity focus
on the absolute superiority of the U.S.’ power and its historic democratic institutions,
often seen as superior by extreme U.S. patriots. Such attitudes need to be subdued or
deconstructed, or else superiority complexes will repel cooperative efforts, even for those
that connect a democracy to another democracy (e.g. the U.S. and Pakistan). In this
increasingly global world, especially in terms of security, cooperation and coordination
are a must.
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Background and Analysis

Nationalism has competing definitions, but perhaps the most common definition is pride
of nation. When such pride blinds policymakers, it can lead a nation to act in a way that
runs counter to a constructive relationship with another nation, or even counter to
national interests. The nationalist surge to prove superiority of one’s collective identity
affects many states’ development, domestic trends, and foreign policy. According to the
nationalist scholar, Anthony D. Smith, “Nationalism may be defined as an ideological
movement for the attainment and maintenance of an autonomy, unity and identity on
behalf of a population some of whose members deem it to constitute an actual or
potential ‘nation’ ” (Smith 175).

The United States’ partnership with Pakistan has deep roots in foreign policy. This mixed
bag of tricks includes an U.S. alliance with Pakistan during the late 1970s and 1980s
when the Soviet Union invaded neighboring Afghanistan. When the U.S. needed
Pakistan’s help to stem what it viewed as an unwelcome advance, Pakistan’s nuclear
development was set aside by the superpower. But as soon as the Soviet Union no longer
presented a credible threat, the U.S. abided by the Glenn Amendment and its legal
requirement of retracting development aid and imposing sanctions on a non-nuclear
weapon state that explodes a nuclear device (Hathaway 2000).2 This impetuous turn of
events needs to be carefully considered in moving forward with Pakistan because such
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policies undoubtedly color the nation-state’s perspective. Nationalism, of which Pakistan
has a good deal, does not make for good puppets.

As in every nation, Pakistan is subject to nationalist tendencies, which sometimes
complement and sometimes oppose its national interests, such as its regional power status
and economic stability. Pakistan’s unique brand of nationalism currently has it careening
toward chaos. In effect, Pakistani nationalism is so precarious because at its base, there
are several “nations,” operating almost autonomously and vying for power within the
greater state.

General state legitimacy has been difficult for Pakistan since its inception in 1947 after
the partition of British India. Pakistan’s borders bring together various groups that have
diverging interests, e.g. those working toward a democracy versus those working toward
an Islamic state versus those working toward a dictatorial state. Because the different
groups believe in the supremacy of different ideals, the ruling group often has to make
concessions to one or more of the others to keep them subdued and less of an overt
threat.3 General Zia was one of the first to do so in the 1970s and 1980s (Burgess 2003).

Zia began his tenure by using Pakistan’s Islamic groups to his advantage. Zia’s strategy
exploited Islam to strengthen his position and legitimize his rule vis-à-vis potential
threats by incorporating the potentially divisive Islamic groups into his government
(Burgess 2003). However, Zia stopped short of full inclusion and tried to retain a sizable
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grip on power by limiting the Islamic groups’ scope to only Islamic affairs issues
(Burgess 2003). Unfortunately, Zia’s strategy did not pay off as well as he expected, and
the Islamic influence began to spread and infiltrate sectors such as the Pakistani InterServices Intelligence (ISI), Pakistan’s intelligence service. This infiltration skyrocketed
during the Soviet Union’s invasion of Afghanistan when the ISI recruited fighters from
the Islamic groups to build up the insurgency force, the Mujahideen (Burgess 2003). As
this recruiting continued, Islamic radicals began to make up more and more of the ISI and
its affiliates, allowing the Islamic grip to tighten its influence on Pakistan’s military
(Burgess 2003). Zia’s control and use of Islam to legitimize his rule had begun to shift,
and he lost his prized stability (Burgess 2003).

President Zardari’s concessions to the Taliban, therefore, mark a continuance of an earlier
policy to achieve Pakistan’s stability. Recent events like Zardari’s ceding of the Swat
Valley to the Taliban by granting it the right to impose Sharia Law, the Taliban’s
subsequent movement towards the capital of Islamabad and declaration that democracy
has no place in Pakistan, highlight the need for a strong central government supported by
its citizens. As the situation becomes more and more desperate, the U.S. and international
community are witnessing the nationalist-driven power of attrition between Pakistan’s
legitimate (Zardari) and illegitimate (the Taliban) ruling elements. Attrition has eroded
other military states, and without outside help, the same fate will befall the weak Zardari
civilian administration.
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Successful U.S. foreign policy will sew U.S. operations into the goals of Pakistani
nationalism by making U.S. strategy appear one and the same with empowering the
Pakistani state. Indeed, the two nations share a common threat: Islamic extremism. While
the U.S. seeks to prevent radical Muslims from carrying out terrorist attacks within the
U.S. and its outposts, Pakistan’s moderate Muslims are also threatened by this brand of
extremism. To achieve cooperation with Pakistan, the U.S. policy product needs to
appear pleasing to the Pakistani people to satisfy their nationalist desires and so drive the
policy’s sustainability and longevity. In this way, U.S. foreign policy operations need
public support as an essential objective (Kiesling 2006).

With effective influence on Pakistani nationalism to disarm its barrier-like divisiveness,
successful U.S. policy also needs to appeal to Pakistan by helping it overcome a shortfall
in its pursuit of its national interests. Pakistani nationalism, as with other states’
nationalisms, finds itself with a common weakness that the U.S. can use to its advantage:
Nationalism can be influenced positively by economic development, but that requires
resources. In respect to security and defense resources, of which the U.S. has a great
stockpile, the U.S. can strategically use its resource base to help Pakistan pursue national
interests, as it has done with other states such as Spain and Poland. As the U.S. learned
from its relationships with Spain and Poland, nationalist states justify U.S. partnership to
themselves by recognizing that the U.S. is the Goliath of military means (Lansford 1999).
The “need for American leadership in security matters and access to U.S. military
capabilities, particularly in intelligence and strategic lift” gave, and continues to give,
nation-states a reason to pursue U.S. defense and development relationships (Lansford
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1999, p.2). Pakistan’s need for U.S. partnership, especially in the current chaotic climate
that is increasingly cutting away from its determination to remain sovereign, grows by the
day. Although other defense and security partners may present themselves to Pakistan,
“No country but the United States retains the force structure and huge logistical capacity
to undertake the conquest of any developed-world country, and no one feels the lack [of
this authority] (Kiesling 2006, p.57).” The U.S. must recognize this ability to effectively
capitalize on its possibilities.

American politicians must also address an endogenous factor, looking inward because
they commonly neglect U.S. nationalism and its impact on foreign policy and security to
their own detriment.

As befits a nation of immigrants, American nationalism is defined not by notions of ethnic
superiority, but by a belief in the supremacy of U.S. democratic ideals. This disdain for Old World
nationalism creates a dual paradox in the American psyche: First, although the United States is
highly nationalistic, it doesn't see itself as such. Second, despite this nationalistic fervor, U.S.
policymakers generally fail to appreciate the power of nationalism abroad (Pei 2003, p.31).

In this regard, the U.S. government (including the U.S. Congress) is often like a
rudderless ship, navigated by some force within that it does not understand and coming
into contact with a force without that it does not know how to comprehend. As a result of
these complexities, the U.S. faces obstacles to understanding its own nationalism, much
less controlling it, when forming and implementing policy. The U.S must resolve these
complications to effectively handle other states’ nationalist complexities. Successful
policy will first define that rudder: superior democratic ideals. Indeed, “Democracy
promotion is not just another foreign policy instrument or idealist diversion; it is central
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to U.S. political identity and sense of national purpose” (Monten 2005, p.113). And
second, successful policy will be sympathetic to best understand the force without:
nationalism of others, both how it exists and how it can and does change. The most
urgent of these is Pakistani nationalism.

Case Study Analysis I-Spain
Spanish nationalism has historically served as a collective, uniting force for an
amalgamation of feudal and various other Spanish regions. This historical concept was
first captured in the 1812 Cardiz Constitution, a document that effectively transformed
the Spanish diaspora’s subjects into citizens of a Spanish country. A nation-state was
born (Moreno and Garzon 2002). “The creation of this [nationalism in Spain] served to
both justify the new power relations established during the liberal revolution and to give
coherence to its political independence from other states and nations (Moreno and Garzon
2002, p.259).”

This idea of an united Spain fiercely supportive of its Spanish history was promulgated
by the Spanish state. Spanish statehood, it seemed, was highly dependent on its citizens
building and maintaining bonds within this nation of different peoples, an especially
important goal considering the varied groups that now made up the whole. “The state
became the principal force behind this effort to define the conduct of citizens, and a
concerted effort was made to ensure that the sense of belonging to the nation-state of
Spain overrode both old social conflicts and new social antagonisms” (Garzon 2003,
p.59). It is this very role played by the state that defines who the U.S. confers with to
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determine not only national interests, but figure out which nationalist group is the most
powerful for addressing and proceeding with foreign policy.

Spanish nationalism was, and remains, highly complex because of the disparate groups
that make up the whole. For example, nationalism is present at the state level with the
collective identity interest formed during the 19th century, but it is affected by separatist
groups like the Basques and the Catalans vying for their own nations apart from greater
Spain (Bollen and Medrang 1998).4 In this sense, scholars have described Spain as
having traditional nationalism, that supporting the defined Spanish state, and peripheral
nationalism (Spain shares this internal nationalist dynamic with Pakistan), that belonging
to the stateless Basque and Catalan groups who are seeking their own states (Muro and
Quiroga 2005). Whereas the Basque and Catalan nationalist sentiments are those of
separatist movements desiring their own nation-states, the Spanish nationalist feeling
remains that of a regenerationist character, a feeling of rebuilding Spain to its previous
grandeur and social community from the 19th century (Muro and Quiroga 2005). The
U.S. addresses this traditional nationalism with its foreign policy because it influences the
Spanish state’s character and policies, and is thus this analysis’ focus as well.

The U.S. pursued a distant relationship with Spain during World War II because of its
distaste for the Franco regime’s autocratic nature, a view shared by others in the West
(Payne 1971). Two shifts, one ideological and the other geographical, precipitated a
change in this relationship. First, Spain’s strategic importance en route to the Persian
4
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Gulf and the rest of Europe increasingly brought the U.S. and its allies into contact with
the Franco regime during the 1960s. This contact broadened the U.S.’s exposure to the
Franco regime, giving it a more accurate ideological and political depiction of Franco’s
mechanics (Payne 1971). Through this contact, the U.S. realized that Franco’s regime
was not as fascist and repressive as originally perceived, but rather a “pragmatic
authoritarian system, without very clearcut ideological boundaries, that has been
characterized by a limited but undeniable pluralism (Payne 1971, p.342).” Without the
adverse ideological underpinnings driving a wedge between Spain and the U.S.,
cooperation became a feasible goal.

In addition to reexamining and reconciling ideological differences, the national interests
of both states at the time encouraged coordination. The Middle East’s rising importance
as a center of political turmoil in combination with Franco’s adoption of an increasingly
anti-communist and anti-fascist regime during the Korean Conflict, were two key U.S.
interests motivating a return to the diplomatic table with Spain. In effect, the U.S. felt its
geostrategic interests would be served by fostering a productive foreign policy
relationship with the Spanish dictator for Middle East operations and the burgeoning
Cold War (Payne 1971). The 1953 bilateral defense agreements where the U.S. was
granted permission to build naval and air bases on Spanish soil to contain the Soviet
Communist threat realized this intent for cooperation between the two states (Cosido
2003).

Drucker

11

Spain’s national interests also benefited from the partnership as the U.S. gave Spain
defense resources to improve its defense position and to begin to shift the national focus
of the Spanish military (Cosido 2003). Moreover, the Spanish people’s interest in
becoming a member of the broader European community, a community that it was
excluded from during Franco’s years, coupled with this interest to drive a desire for
greater cooperation. Consequently, the Spanish administration sought an organization
that would help it achieve both goals. The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO),
an U.S.-led organization, provided a means to attain both, serving as a means of security
because of its Article 5 Collective Defense commitment: An attack on one member
constitutes an attack on all members of the agreement; and through that benefit, NATO
acted as a gateway for broader European integration. NATO not only fulfilled this
nationalist interest of identity protection and image projection, but it served the state’s
national interest of diverting a military hostile to democratic change from focusing
inward to focusing outward. The new administration could unite the Spanish people
under an unifying cause of European integration while serving its own end of alleviating
the military’s threat on its legitimacy.

The post-Franco 1970s saw a Spanish administration proceed differently than its
predecessor in U.S. and other relationships. While Franco negotiated bilateral agreements
between Spain and the U.S., in part because Spain was excluded from some of the larger
global alliances, the new Spanish administration was freed of some of the ideological
constraints and so preferred a multilateral and not a bilateral approach. For example,
bilateral defense work with the U.S. gave way to NATO preference and participation
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because Spain saw NATO as a gateway to greater multilateral cooperation on other
fronts, especially economic integration. Spanish interest in cooperating with the U.S.
subsided some when the new democratic government came to power, especially because
this government saw U.S. foreign policy as being hegemonic (Cosido 2003). However,
the degree of this falling away is debatable since the U.S. played and plays a leading role
in NATO, suggesting that some of the shift was more apparent than real.

The mid- to late 1980s witnessed a resurgence of Spanish interest in bilateral U.S.
security cooperation similar to the diplomatically prosperous periods of the Franco
regime. The Spanish administration’s realization, or perhaps simply acceptance, that the
U.S. had the necessary degree of military power and the breadth of resources to
strengthen its own position within global affairs dawned (Cosido 2003). Spain once again
allowed U.S. defense operations near its borders—U.S. ships were allowed to dock and
pass through Spanish waters on their way to the Persian Gulf during the Gulf War in late
1990 (Rodrigo 1997). A new perception of Spanish national interests propelled this turn
of events.

Spain continues to turn towards the U.S. in its quest to protect its coveted Spanish nation,
believing its European allies may have valuable economic ties, but that they lack the
technological and strategic capacities to successfully confront terrorists and other modern
threats carried out by non-state actors (Cosido 2003). Once again, national interests are
pushing for renewed U.S. coordination. The August 2007 AEGIS Weapons System
agreement illustrates a recent example of this continuing commitment (U.S. Navy
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website 2009).5 The AEGIS agreement entailed U.S. provision of specific military
equipment, such as naval systems, to Spain so the partners could better coordinate
defense systems, with Spain providing enhanced logistical support and general
“interoperability” with U.S. forces (DSCA 2007).

U.S. interest in developing a cooperative security relationship with Spain and a Spanish
interest in such coordination were aligned, but successful implementation required that
Spanish nationalists be satisfied that their objectives were achieved and strengthened by
the partnership. Conveniently for the U.S., Spain’s experience with wars, other conflicts,
and changing borders has threatened its integrity and sovereignty in the past (Moreno and
Garzon 2002). Because of the strong link between nationalism as identity and its national
interest of security to protect that identity, the U.S. presented Spain with an attractive
offer: a bastion of defense and security resources, and a relatively nonthreatening
perception to Spain’s territorial integrity. Moreover, due to the Spanish state’s historical
role in defining Spanish nationalism and framing policy, the U.S.’s task was simplified
since it could negotiate with one dominant group as opposed to several disparate groups
(Garzon 2003).

The importance of Spanish sovereignty and territorial integrity is difficult to overstate.
Spain has fought for this goal since the 19th century, undertaking numerous efforts to
secure this goal. For example, because a state’s greatness is often linked with that state’s
history, the Spanish state not only defines nationalism, but it changes the trajectory of
Spanish history in textbooks to selectively teach its citizens about Spanish grandeur
5
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Drucker

14

(Moreno and Garzon 2002). However, with U.S. resources to empower its abilities,
especially those in the security sector, Spain can achieve its desirable end of sovereignty
without retroactively editing events.

The U.S. experienced nationalism’s disruptive and productive effects in its relationship
with Spain. In a disruptive sense, U.S. hegemony and its perceived impact on Spanish
identity during the Franco regime alienated Spanish political elements driven by rising
nationalist ideals, i.e. those divorced from Franco. This negative force created an antiAmerican sentiment, driving Spain towards European integration where it could fulfill its
national interests with what it believed was a lesser threat to its collective community.
Europe, not the U.S., was believed to be the dominant partner from whom Spain would
secure its image-boosting resources.

This European “solution” was only temporary, however, because of Europe’s limited
capacity to fulfill Spain’s complete desires. A return to bilateral partnership with the
U.S., in conjunction with existing multilateral European relationships, took hold. Spain’s
need to protect the valuable Spanish identity, which relied on Spain’s sovereignty and its
security partners, not only propelled the Spanish administration to reform its policy
towards the U.S., but defined its national security strategy as stemming the tide of threats
through a sense of shared purpose between states (Edwards 2008).
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Case Study Analysis II-Poland
Adam Bromke writes, “It is an old truth that in the long run the foreign policy of any
country is determined less by ideological forces than by the facts of geography and
history. And so it is in postwar Poland (Bromke 1962, p.635).” Poland’s geographic
position has rendered it susceptible to foreign invasions, notably by both Germany and
Russia. Poland has striven to retain its national identity in the face of these territorial
incursions, which is evinced through its identity-driven politics (Bromke 1962). In this
respect, Poland’s national interests are driven by its goal of preserving the Polish nation,
its identity. Indeed, it is the very belief of Polish identity, nationalism in this nation-state,
which propels the Polish state in its endeavors. In this quest, Poland uses bilateral and
multilateral means as the dominant tools to succeed in attaining effective defense and
security (Bromke 1962).

The Soviet Union’s demise in 1989 was a significant turning point in the U.S.-Poland
relationship, and Poland’s subsequent pursuit of broader Western collaboration. In fact,
“From the government of Tadeusz Mazowiecki (1989) onwards, all the succeeding
administrations in sovereign Poland have consistently pursued a European and EuroAtlantic policy. Their aim has been to lock Poland into the West and its institutions
(Ananicz, Grudzinski, Olechowski et al. 1999).” The U.S.-Poland defense dynamic has
three distinct periods: pre-Cold War Poland, Cold War Poland, and post-Cold War
Poland. The differences between the three periods spring mainly from the dominant
sphere of influence at the time, whether that was Germany during World War II, the
Soviet Union during the Cold War or the U.S. during the post-Cold War period. During
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the Cold War, Poland was a Warsaw Pact6 member, which precluded nearly all
cooperation with Western powers. After the Soviet Union’s fall in 1989 and the
subsequent “end” of the Cold War, Poland gained a relative amount of freedom in its
foreign policy actions, enabling it to partner with the West to strengthen its security. With
this growth of freedom in its foreign policy, Poland needed and needs to reconcile such
new possibilities with inhibitive reminders of destructive past or existing partnerships to
successfully throw off the shackle of oppressive Russian relations, often termed the
“legacy of Yalta” (Ananicz, Grudzinski, Olechowski et al. 1999). Cooperation with the
U.S., and the defense benefits that entails, heavily depends on it.

The U.S.-Poland partnership pursues several objectives simultaneously, including
military initiatives such as the U.S.-Poland Missile Defense Pact, joint military exercises,
nonproliferation work, and a somewhat undefined “other areas of mutual interest”
catchall category (Gallis 1997). In its relationship with the U.S., Poland’s nationalist
mechanics are unique because they prevent it from neglecting its own agenda, enabling it
to leverage negotiating power in recognition of the geostrategic importance between the
East and the West. Likely because of this awareness, Poland will continue to pursue such
symbiotic foreign policy where it sees a direct benefit from participation while the U.S.,
or another partner, does as well (Ananicz, Grudzinski, Olechowski et al. 1999).

Although Poland presents one of the most pro-American Central European faces, shown
by its strategizing with the U.S. on missile defense, the partnership has tumbled into a

6

The Warsaw Pact was the Soviet Union’s Cold War defensive alliance that was analogous to the West’s
North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO).
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misstep. The European Union’s (EU), of which Poland is a member, increasing economic
and other integration contends with the U.S. for Polish attention and loyalty. As with
other nation-states, Poland has many national interests, with defense and security of its
sovereign territory being only one, albeit a leading one. To mitigate this conflict, the U.S.
needs to influence Polish nationalism to see that its strength and continuation are best
served through partnerships where the U.S. plays at least a leading role. If the Polish
nation sees its identity threatened by aggression, the Polish state will react to retain its
legitimacy in the eyes of its people. A democratic administration without the support of
its people will be weak, and an outcome that Poland can avoid with U.S. defense and
security cooperation and its membership in NATO.

Sustained cooperation requires that the U.S. reframe its foreign policy actions from the
unilateral-looking to those that are more bilaterally and multilaterally inviting. The U.S.’
unilateral decision to invade Iraq in 2003 provides an example of divisive rather than
collective action, having splintered the partnership’s foundation. The Iraq move
jeopardized states’ participation in U.S. foreign policy by demonstrating the U.S.’
practice of taking allies for granted, and its minimized need for broad defense and
security coalitions. Iraq provides a case where headstrong U.S. nationalism risked global
cooperation (Larrabee and Karkoszka 2007). In Poland and elsewhere, citizens need to
believe their states are acting in their best interests, not merely ceding to U.S. dominance.

Much of Poland’s interest in pursuing its multilateral relationship with the U.S. and the
global community stems from its paranoia of threatened identity: fear of destruction of
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the Polish nation. It is through NATO’s Article 5 collective security provision that Poland
obtains the comforting reassurance: An attack by an outside country on one of the
signatories represents an attack on all countries (Gallis 1997). Considering Poland’s
trepidation regarding possible adversaries and other states that fall between being explicit
adversaries and explicit allies, this provision provides a critical assurance of security.

The U.S. has recognized Poland’s dominating national interest of identity protection and
has capitalized on it with bilateral defense and security agreements, providing Poland
with a supplemental security link beyond NATO. This additional security is particularly
significant for a nation-state that has been critically impacted by past incursions on its
soil. Poland has a conscience laced with distrust and fear, often described as being both
“Euroskeptic”7 and “Russophobic” (Stratfor Global Intelligence 2008). The U.S. can
seize upon this continuing national interest to further its own security interests, coming
from a position of military strength and power. Poland, as with many other European
states, views bilateral and multilateral security cooperation as critical components to
nation-state integrity because of partners’ comparative resource advantages.

Although the two share a similarity in nationalism acting to preserve their collective
identities, Poland and Spain were brought to the table by different national interests:
Spanish nationalism was threatened more by internally divisive factors and Polish
nationalism was threatened more by externally divisive ones. Poland experienced foreign
invasions and other trespasses during its history, making it more attuned to externally
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“Euroskeptic” is definable as being skeptical of European relations and alliances for the state’s (Poland’s)
own national statehood.
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directed security measures than Spain, which has experienced fewer foreign incursions on
its own soil but more internal disturbances. Cooperation provides Poland with an
enhanced ability to fend off adversaries than it otherwise would be able to do alone
(Ananicz, Grudzinski, Olechowski et al. 1999). In this quest, Poland looks to the U.S. as
an individual partner and as a leader in NATO as effective methods of deterrence against
future aggression. It is this very national interest of security that subordinates
divisiveness within Polish nationalism, by first securing the existence of the Polish nation
and identity. The U.S. must take heed of this continuing desire because it will propel
Poland to pursue and fulfill bilateral and multilateral relationships that will preserve its
independence and sovereignty (Ananicz, Grudzinski, Olechowski et al. 1999).

As with Spain, the U.S. has and continues to encourage Poland’s interest in acquiring
additional resources, especially in the defense and security spheres. In the case of NATO,
a dominant part of Poland’s security network, the U.S. plays a leadership role by
providing stability through its diplomacy and show of force. However, it is not the case
that the U.S. can do no wrong. The U.S. needs to exhibit caution in this and other
relationships where the partner nation-state has been subject to hostility and or oppression
by a stronger power. A nation-state that has recently thrown off the shackles of one
oppressive relationship is unlikely to tolerate a repeat of such an offense. The U.S. would
do well to persuade Poland and likely minded nationalist partners that preservation of
their nation-state is best achieved by partnering with the U.S. through resource sharing
and cooperation. Effective U.S. policy will both understand such nationalism and
anticipate its reactions to U.S. foreign policy by guiding it through cooperative measures.
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Case Study Analysis III-Pakistan
Pakistan as a specific case presents the U.S. with an extraordinary challenge and yet also
an opportunity for foreign policy growth:

Pakistan’s most unique feature is not its potential as a failed state but the intricate interaction
between the physical/political/legal entity known as the state of Pakistan and the idea of the
Pakistani nation. Few if any other nation-states are more complex than Pakistan in this respect,
with the Pakistani state often operating at cross-purposes with the Pakistani nation (Cohen 2002,
p.1).

Similar to the U.S.’s somewhat unbalanced relationship with Spain and other countries
with pronounced nationalist tendencies, U.S. policy toward Pakistan has lacked
consistency. U.S.-Pakistan partnership can provide a valuable weapon for the OCO, but
developing this partnership requires that the U.S. look beyond its own interests, and
instead focus on supporting Pakistani democracy as a critical development for a healthy
country. For example, although the U.S. sought Pakistan’s help in fighting against the
Soviet Union during the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in the 1980s, it simultaneously
pursued a strict nuclear nonproliferation position with Pakistan that hampered its nuclear
ambitions (Schaffer 2003). When the U.S. needed Pakistan’s support for the first effort, it
overlooked most of the nuclear developments, but when this need dissipated, so did U.S.
tolerance for Pakistan’s nuclear program (Schaffer 2003). The link between cooperation
catalyzing a state’s internal legitimacy for U.S. defense policies, legitimacy being a
critical tool for nationalism, was undermined. As a result, the Pakistani state lost
legitimacy among its citizenry because of what its public saw as submission to and use by
the U.S. (Schaffer 2003).
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U.S. policy towards Pakistan has greatly differed during the past 10 years alone. To
begin, the George W. Bush administration led a fundamental revolution in U.S. foreign
policy based on two principals: first, America threw off the constraints imposed by
cooperative leadership and action with its friends and allies to guarantee security; and
second, the U.S.’s gift of power should be used to improve the state of the world by
changing the status quo (Daalder 2003). Bush preferred unilateralism, especially its
efficiency, in his policy approach, although he was willing to broker a multilateral deal if
he did not have to compromise on speed and victory (Daalder 2003). Even more telling
was Bush’s position on preemption: The U.S. should not wait to react to evil, but move
preemptively to defuse a threat before it materialized (Daalder 2003).

Bush’s Pakistan policy represented a dramatic departure from a short time earlier, in
1999, when the U.S. distanced itself from then dictator General Pervez Musharraf.
Instead, Bush embraced Musharraf and discarded earlier sanctions because he strongly
believed in Pakistan’s importance for U.S. security operations (Carothers 2003). A full
retraction of the previous policy was not in the cards, although the Bush administration
continued to voice its displeasure with Musharraf’s authoritarian nature, but “only
halfheartedly to this process, publicly repeating tepid calls for democracy but exerting no
real pressure” (Carothers 2003, p.85). In this strategy, Bush continued his father’s,
George H. W. Bush, Reaganite policy and that of Ronald Reagan before him: democracy
promotion and selective coupling with certain authoritarian regimes that furthered U.S.
security interests (Carothers 2003). Successful U.S. policy needs greater transparency to
stabilize Pakistan’s fledgling democracy.
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Bush’s emphasis on military means in a unilateral or “coalition of the willing” approach
has brought the region destruction rather than stability. President Obama, the new U.S.
president, has proposed a different approach, although it still may overemphasize the
military’s importance in a solution and could thus jeopardize lasting success. According
to some, military forces have caused “social decay and political instability in both
countries [Pakistan and Afghanistan]. An increase in military operations by international
armed forces and the Pakistan army will only compound the social and cultural
unraveling that is a significant source of violence in both societies” (Pandya 2009). The
Obama administration, therefore, in trying to reach out to broader swaths of Pakistan is
undermining the very success it wishes to achieve. This deficit works against Obama’s
more participatory foreign policy approach, which emphasizes Pakistan’s sovereignty and
the importance of including the international community along with acknowledging U.S.
policy failures. The U.S. must sell this new approach from a disadvantaged position since
some Pakistanis believe U.S. actions against the Soviets in Afghanistan during the 1980s
are at least partially responsible for the current instability (Pandya 2009). U.S. policy,
therefore, needs to involve seeking greater common ground with the Pakistani state.

Perhaps Obama’s most destructive line is his reservation about the Pakistani state’s own
efficacy, and his constant critique that the Pakistani government is not moving
aggressively enough against the Taliban insurgency.
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The implication that the US would consider overriding the sovereign judgments of Pakistan, that
we presume that Pakistan is not aware of its own security interests in rooting out these sources of
violence, is ominous in the extreme. It flies in the face of all that we know about the deep
nationalist concern and distrust - among liberal, progressive and secular Pakistanis - of our
intentions and attitude in Pakistan (Pandya 2009).

Zardari’s already unstable government will fall into greater despair if it allows U.S.
interests to throw Pakistani sovereignty to the wayside. U.S. policy that dominates the
sovereignty of a partner state will face an uphill battle for success when it leads the local
population to sympathize with the opposing group. This is the case in Pakistan where
some who have traditionally opposed the extremists, including the Pashtuns in the
northwest, feel the insurgents are standing up to the U.S. and its hegemonic presence
(Pandya 2009). The U.S Predator and Reaper drone attacks resulting in civilian casualties
in the Federally Administered Tribal Areas (FATA) are one of the leading causes of this
increasing opposition:

Whether the drone attacks come from secret bases in Pakistan or from Afghanistan, they are
viewed throughout Pakistan as violations of Pakistani sovereignty. To the extent that the United
States transgresses into Pakistani territory to pursue Al Qaeda, as has been threatened, or is
perceived as doing so, it will stoke anti- Americanism in Pakistan and undermine the Pakistan
government (Harrison 2009, p.32).

The U.S. is driving tribal groups in this area away from cooperation and toward a union
with the Taliban since the latter identifies itself as the savior of the Pashtun people
(Harrison 2009).8 Even if the Pakistani state could somehow come to terms with allowing
U.S. operations on its soil, it is highly doubtful that it would have enough momentum to
make it through the second hurdle.

8

The Pashtuns are a tribal people living in northwest Pakistan and across the border in neighboring
Afghanistan. Traditionally, they believe they are separate from both Pakistan and extremist groups like the
Taliban, sharing a significant degree of common interests with other Pashtuns in the region regardless of
national boundaries (Harrison 2009).
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The U.S. must handle Pakistani nationalism with caution because of Pakistan’s internally
fragmented nature and regional sensitivities. Pakistan’s internal stability is a prime
consideration for U.S. defense interests, evinced by its very definition of nationalism that
pits the state against the nation. Pakistan’s state’s structure finds itself adrift because of
competing sovereign claims (e.g. civilian versus military versus tribal) and the absence of
one unifying nationalist identity. However, a unifying force does exist in the form of
Pakistan’s constitution. In September 2008, President Zardari stated, “[T]he 1973
Constitution is the only consensus document that can fashion the social contract needed
for reconciliation and harmony” (Harrison 2009, p.31). However, as of now, no action
using this constitution to unite the nation-state has been taken.

Next, the U.S. needs to consider regional sensitivities such as culture and other forms of
ethnic nationalism that influence Pakistan’s policy when making policy overtures. Policy
adaptation is critical because it accounts for different culture influences stemming from a
predominantly Islamic area. In the OCO, U.S. defense interests heavily depend on
productively focusing on nationalist issues, as opposed to creating a mangled focus on
Islam and other religiously themed outcomes (Telhami 2004). Unfortunately, past U.S.
policy has fueled current nationalist tensions rather than producing a workable outcome
(Harrison 2009).

U.S. policy in Pakistan heavily relies on continuing operations within Afghanistan. U.S.
policy in Pakistan and Afghanistan are interlinked, and the two nation-states must be
dealt with jointly because actions in one will spillover into the other. This outcome has
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been realized by U.S. operations in Afghanistan targeting the Taliban and Al Qaeda. As
U.S. forces target these and other extremist groups in Afghanistan, such extremists
escape into Pakistan. The U.S.’s national interest of security and its dependence on
eradicating or at the very least reducing terrorists will be wrapped up in security within
both Pakistan and Afghanistan. The U.S., its international partners, Pakistan, and
Afghanistan need to develop and agree on a common purpose (Barton, von Hippel, Irving
et al. 2009). The resulting agreement needs both a high probability of success and
simplicity or regional success will remain out of reach (Barton, von Hippel, Irving et al.
2009).

India also plays a significant role in Pakistan’s policy, which the U.S. needs to address if
it aims to emphasize how the two’s national interests are currently similar as opposed to
dissimilar. The conflict over Kashmir and other longstanding disputes have some
Pakistanis convinced that the enemy lies without, and has led to the diversion of critical
military resources away from the (true) Islamic extremist threat within to the (imagined)
Indian threat without. However, a recent catalyst for cooperation has come into play:
safety (Barton, von Hippel, Irving et al. 2009). After Mumbai, the international
community saw Pakistani, Indian, and Afghan intelligence forces boost inter-service
cooperation (Barton, von Hippel, Irving et al. 2009). Shared national interests between
these groups and the wider international community, especially the U.S., can be used to
improve the regional situation. The U.S needs to recognize this potential and act on it
before the national interest and opportunity passes from disenchantment from one or all
sides.
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At first glance, Pakistan’s national interests seem to differ from those of the U.S., making
a cooperative agenda difficult.

Divergent interests between the United States and Pakistan complicate efforts to shift
from a quid pro quo model to a real partnership with Pakistani ownership of issues it now
considers only the priority of the United States. The United States is primarily concerned with
transnational terrorism and the militant threat emanating from the tribal areas of
Pakistan. Pakistan has been overly focused on the perceived external threats from India
though it has recently become more concerned with its own internal insurgency due to
increased extremist violence within Pakistan (Barton, von Hippel, Irving et al. 2009, p.6-7).

However, closer reflection reveals convergence among U.S. and Pakistani interests today.
Both desire a stable Pakistani state, envisioned through political fairness and economic
growth. Success, however, is still a long way off and possible disaster and humanitarian
crisis is looming. “Preventing such disastrous outcomes rests on Pakistan’s own
determination to act boldly and on its ability to weather these storms while promoting
representative government and the rule of law” (Hagel and Kerry 2009). Therefore,
crafting successful foreign policy with Pakistan will thus emphasize the nation-state or
national interest and deemphasize ethnic and other disparities. The U.S. needs to
recognize that “Nationalism makes the domestic politics of foreign states a difficult
environment for the exercise of U.S. power” (Kielsing 2006, p.47).

The U.S. must rise to this challenging dynamic, using the lessons it learned from Spanish
and Polish affairs. Pakistan is both alike and different from Spain, Poland, and other
nationalist partners in U.S. foreign policy. These corollaries and disparities allow the U.S.
to apply foreign policy successes from the previous case studies to Pakistani nationalism
and Pakistan’s national interests while requiring a new strategy to approach the
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differences. Trust between the partners, Pakistan and the U.S., is now more important
than before (Hagel and Kerry 2009). Bringing Pakistan into the U.S.’s security fold is a
necessity, an objective the U.S. needs to achieve through a combination of transparent
diplomacy with shared national interest and influencing nationalism.

Options

Option 1
The U.S. could stay the present course and do nothing, allowing the Pakistani conflict to
wear itself out. U.S. involvement could either prolong the reconstruction or cause it to
backfire, as has happened in previous times with other internecine conflicts and currently
with Pakistan accusing the U.S. of violating its sovereignty with drone attacks and
civilian casualties. If the U.S. does not choose wisely in its partnering, it could either
select the eventual losing side or, perhaps worse, become the Mary Shelley to a modernage Frankenstein. The U.S. interest of national security, therefore, could be interpreted as
working against cooperation. This outcome would be especially true if the climate shifted
and the American people moved into a Vietnam-like anti-war posture.

Option 2
The U.S. could directly intervene against the Taliban and other terrorist and extremist
elements, violating Pakistan’s sovereignty—the George W. Bush administration
championed this strategy, seeing itself as a mighty superpower in not only the region, but
the world. Past examples demonstrate the Pakistani government’s inefficacy, whether it
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be civilian or military in nature, and the related concessions to Islamic extremists needed
to legitimize and strengthen power. The U.S. could justify intervention as a preemptive
move to protect its own interest of national security and preventing future concessions
and their consequences from recurring.

Preemption remains a viable option because U.S. efforts and interests in neighboring
Afghanistan depend on Pakistan’s stability. Directly addressing Pakistan’s contribution to
Afghanistan’s insurgency may stem the flow of enemy combatants filing over the border
into Afghanistan. Additionally, the security of Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal makes such
preemption more palatable to the international community and its interests because of the
danger that could unfold if it (the arsenal) falls into terrorist or extremist hands. The U.S.
remains the most invested of the coalition countries in Afghanistan because it has the
highest troop numbers and the least-restricted deployments within the region, which by
its very presence grants it more freedom of movement and decision regarding Pakistan.

Option 3
The U.S. could work with Pakistan to bring it into multilateral coalitions, furthering
Pakistan’s national interest of state stability by rooting out its internal and external
enemies. The Obama administration is pursuing such an effort now, being pioneered by
Secretary of State Hilary Clinton. Such efforts that used national interests as a tool to
subdue nationalist abrasion worked with Spain. This approach would also build internal
legitimacy by uniting Zardari’s administration, and his Pakistan People’s Party (PPP),
with the other major moderate political party, Nawaz Sharif’s Pakistan Muslim League
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(PML-N). A democratic coalition would not only boost Zardari’s legitimacy by giving
him a broader base of support, but it would decrease Zardari’s need to make concessions
to more divisive, extremists elements such as the Taliban. The international community
would be more likely to partner with this type of coalition than an amalgamation of
disparate elements because of its likely greater efficacy, giving Pakistan an opportunity
for broader alliances and partnerships that are not only security- but economically-based.

Moreover, such a coalition could redirect the Pakistani military’s focus away from India
and towards the Taliban. Pakistan needs to understand that its greatest threat comes not
from without (India), but from within (Islamic extremism). The 1 million man strong
army would have the capacity to effectively target the Taliban and stem its advance on
greater Pakistan and infringing on Zardari’s political authority.

Recommendations

Recommendation 1
Diplomacy. The U.S. needs to act quickly to stabilize the Zardari administration, using
what some term as “money, weapons, and mentoring” (DeYoung 2009). Currently, the
Obama administration is pursuing such an approach, but this needs to go further. Such
foreign policy outreach needs to emphasize a coalition with Zardari’s onetime rival
Nawaz Sharif to build a strong foundation for Pakistani governance. Zardari’s relative
weakness can be complemented by Sharif’s popularity, giving the Pakistani people a
united democratic front with the requisite strength to resist and repel the Taliban and
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other extremist advances. The U.S. can leverage such a move through financial means,
making continuing development aid conditional on such a coalition. The U.S. and others
must discourage new concessions to the Taliban and other extremists as Zardari,
Musharraf, and Zia have done beforehand. These concessions have unsuccessfully
appeased the extremists, and Pakistan’s worsening situation can little tolerate further
offers. To effectively accomplish this objective, the U.S. needs to convince Pakistan that
the stability it seeks, and the desire to preserve its fledgling democracy is only achievable
through democratic institutions bringing Zardari’s and Sharif’s parties together.

Additionally, diplomacy need to redirect the Pakistani military’s attention from India to
the Taliban and other extremists wishing to destabilize the state, with the U.S. framing
such threats as external enemies within Pakistan’s borders. Although certain elements of
the Pakistani military were once, and some may still be, loyal to Islamic extremists, the
military needs to be convinced that the real threat comes from within. This new emphasis
will shift the military’s focus from focusing outward on India and or dividing the
Pakistani state to safeguarding the Pakistani state. Indeed, the recent violence against the
military and security sector by Islamic extremists has likely weakened any connection
and made this convincing more feasible.

Recommendation 2
Joint Military Operations. The U.S. needs to lead an increase in troop presence in
Pakistan and Afghanistan, incorporating regional and international allies. During
operations in Pakistan, or alike in Afghanistan, Pakistani and Afghan leaders the need to
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appear to direct operations—actual operations may, at least initially, need to be directed
by coalition commanders because of the uncertainty of the Pakistani and Afghani loyalty.
Too much explicit foreign influence will undermine Zardari’s and Hamid’s
administrative structures, which gain their legitimacy through citizen support.

This joint work can also involve the building and safeguarding of critical infrastructure
sought by the Pakistani people, especially as that pertains to Pakistan’s nuclear arsenal.
The U.S. and its coalition can thus accomplish a dual victory by seeming to give Pakistan
valuable technology aid and transfers while actually working to secure a dangerous
threat. Poland found the U.S. missile defense proposal an attractive asset and the U.S. can
replicate such an offer with Pakistan’s nuclear possessions. Likewise, a formalized
agreement between the Pakistan and members of the international community, as
happened with both Spain and Poland, would realize a wider multilateral commitment,
demonstrating sustainability and collective goals.

And perhaps even just as critical, current operations like the U.S. Predator and Reaper
drones resulting in repeated civilian casualties need to be curtailed and ceased. Although
explicit trust in Pakistani forces may be a ways off, these attacks are driving would be
allies like the Pashtuns into the Taliban’s’ arms. The U.S., the international community,
and their Pakistani and Afghan civilian and military allies cannot afford this alienation.
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Recommendation 3
Understand Nationalism. Taken with these initiatives, the U.S. needs to remedy its
ignorance of the implications of excessive nationalism and the nationalism of other
nation-states. The U.S. must recognize that while it has its own foreign policy and
security objectives, it cannot disregard those of another nation, especially as those
objectives evolve to confront new threats. Nationalism need not hamper U.S. foreign
policy and security interests, but it needs to be understood if the U.S. wishes to influence
it to achieve its ends. U.S. failure to take its and others’ nationalism and national interests
into consideration will lead it to underestimate the power of others to resist unilateral or
exclusionary operations.

Conclusion

Nationalism significantly affects U.S. security at home and abroad. The U.S. needs to
break with past tradition and recognize nationalism’s significance both within itself and
within its allies for effective foreign and security policy (Edwards 2008). While
nationalism can challenge U.S. bilateral- and multilateral cooperation by allowing one
nation-state’s perceived superiority in identity and ability triumph over the global
community’s collective interests, the U.S. can influence that same nationalism to achieve
certain ends (e.g. securing sought-after defense technology). A state’s nationalist selfinterest can propel it towards cooperation as in: If I want to be more effective at X and
you are experienced at X, I am going to seek out your expertise, your “resources.”
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Security interests critically impact nationalist attitudes by building means of state
preservation, and demonstrating a state deserving of partnership. Both Spain and Poland
followed this trajectory, having administrations who furthered cooperative security
interests with the U.S. and other partners. In each case, the U.S. seized on the
opportunities provided to it by the Spanish and Polish security interests by influencing
their respective perceptions and interests to forge defense alliances with them as
geostrategic partners. As such, it is not only logical but natural that other states interested
in enhancing their defense images look to the U.S. because of its preeminence as a global
military superpower having tremendous defense and security resources at its disposal.

The George W. Bush administration’s tendency to act unilaterally or with what is termed
a “coalition of the willing,” and suspicions of hegemony and new-age imperialism have
jeopardized existing U.S. defense partnerships and increased the difficulty of establishing
new defense partnerships. And unfortunately for the U.S., the Bush administration and
others who take such a narrow-minded view, such policies are evaluated with rosecolored glasses, giving them a falsely positive picture with “the familiar cocktail of
optimism, good intentions, and ethnocentric blindness (Vaisse 2004).” The U.S. needs to
honestly assess its actions to best act in concert with others.

But is there a point at which unilateralism becomes a legitimate means of action?
International inertia, NATO’s sometimes sluggish operations, and restrictions on UN
actions related to peacekeeping due to the necessity of coordination between member
states call the multilateral requirement into question. For example, the 1990s Somalia
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crisis demonstrated the UN’s lame duck side, being partially attributed to a dearth of
members’ support and commitment to action. In such a case, no action is deemed worse
than a predominantly unilateral action, and leaving this question somewhat unanswered.

U.S. policy for Pakistan is faced with this dilemma. Clearly, current action is misdirected
and inadequate at best. As Pakistan falls further into crisis, the U.S. can neither sit idly by
and wait for a comfortable opportunity in which it can proceed nor disrespect Pakistani
nationalism. But a solution is on the horizon. The current U.S. and Pakistani states share
an interest in the latter’s stability. If the U.S. pursues this interest of state stability while
respecting Pakistani sovereignty, as Secretary Clinton is beginning to do, the Pakistani
state will gain greater legitimacy with its citizen base. Coupled with this shared interest,
U.S. diplomacy needs to convince Pakistan that its sovereignty is not threatened by the
U.S., but from the Taliban and other extremists. The U.S. need not abandon its attempts
to stabilize the region, but base its strategy as one of joint interest with Pakistan.
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Appendix I. Political Map of Pakistan*

*Source: http://www.nationsonline.org/oneworld/map/pakistan_map.htm
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