
0 
 

 
 

  

 

  

The  

Collegiate  

Conservative  

Volume I  
 

Issue I  
 

Fall 2009  
 

ISSN 2150 -9778  

 

 
 

 

 

   PAX  
Americana Institute  

 

 

Dedicated to the 

Advancement of 

Conservative 

Thought.  

  
 

TCC  The Premier Collegiate Journal of Conservative Thought.    A Pax Americana Institute Publication. 

All Rights Reserved.  

  

Op -Eds:   Social Security Reform Now!     |5  

        Russian Reaction to Israeli Strike   |6  

        WI Tea Parties: National Crown Jewel  |7  

                  US Lost Freedom s: Index Econ.  Freedom     |8       

  

Talking Points:   Scrapping the Missile Shield   | 10 

            Crisis on the US -Mexico Border  | 11 

  

Features :  Defense Spending: US v Russia      |12  

          President Fillmore & US Power Abroad  |24  

          Culture & Economics: Mid -East & Africa  |28

          Birth of the Conservative Movement  |37  
 



1 
 

PAX AMERICANA I NSTITUTE  
WWW .PAXAMERICA .ORG   

V ISION STATEMENT  

The Pax Americana Institute stands for and promotes the values of classical conservatism 
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SUBMISSION  CRITERIA  PAGE  

Send submissions to: submissions@paxamerica.org. 

 

The Collegiate Conservative  is the Midwestõs leading collegiate electronic 

and print forum for the circulation of conservative thought.  The strength and 

prosperity of Americaõs tomorrow depends on the development of articulate, 

ambitious and persuasive leaders today. Join us in thi s endeavor! 
 

Make Submissions to ANY of the Below Sections!   

Simply place the Section Name in the Subject Header.  
 

TALKING POINTS:  

The Talking Points bulletin is located at the head of our publication.  It 

poises our readers for critical thought and analy sis and leads readers into the in -

depth topic examinations offered by their colleagues in the edition.  Each edition 

poses one to two inquiries on topical political issues in Washington or the 

international arena and begs input from anyone willing to submi t it.  

Example Inquiry:   Should the United Statesõ continue to take an official 

position on a two -state solution to the Israeli -Palestinian Crisis?  

Submissions are collected and a series of the most articulate and persuasive 

entries are printed. Submissions  should not exceed 1000 characters.  
 

LETTERS TO THE EDITO R:  

 In the LttE section, we invite your opinion and commentary on any topic 

relevant to either local or state [Midwestern] politics or the national and 

international political arenas.  This is your o pportunity to incite action, encourage 

deeper thought or provoke follow -upñso keep it pithy. Letters should not exceed 

1000 characters . 

Example of Provocatively Pithy: òLiberals are on the march and itõs time WE 

set the beat of the drum .ó é 
 

ESSAYS  &  ARTICLES : 

 Pax Americana Institute is a classical conservative  think tank devoted  to the 

research, analysis  and publication  of major political, economic, social, cultural, and 

philosophical issues.   We would like to publish your essays and research on thes e 

topics as well!  There is nothing more important to our future than the 

circulation of insightful and well developed ideas.  The purpose of this section 

is to educate others on the topic; you neednõt take a position, but may do so if you 

like.  Publicati on will not  be discriminatory based on your stance.  Your work will be 

published as submitted, so ensure its integrity and quality prior to submission.  

Essays should be between 2000 and 4000 words.  

**If there is a submission that does not fit the above specifications but is worthy of print, we want to know about 
it.  Forward it along and our Editors will make the call.**  

 

mailto:submissions@paxamerica.org
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UPON PUBLICATION  
 

If your essay is accepted for publication, you will : 

i.  Receive three free print editions of the journal for your records. 

ii.  Be offered an internship position in our highly -competitive 

PAXIP program.  

iii.  Receive Pax Americana's Citizenship Declaration: A Citizen's 

Call to Action . 

iv.  And receive PAI's Citizenship Poster to display in your dorm 

room or apartment.  

We look forward  to your essay submissions.  submissions@paxamerica.org  

DEADLINE F OR SUBMISSIONS, Spring 20 10 Edition:      May  15, 20 10 

 

 

 
 

www.paxamerica.org   

mailto:submissions@paxamerica.org
http://www.paxamerica.org/
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EDITION  CONTENTS  ï FALL 2009  
 
Talking Points  

Submit your input on the below two talking points. The most articulate, 

insightful and persuasive entries will be published.  Submissions should not exceed 

1000 characters.  Forward submissions to: submissions@paxamerica.org   

 

President Obama recently decided to halt construction of a new anti -ballistic 

missile system in Eastern Europe, leading NATOõs Secretary General Anders 

Fogh Rasmussen to call for a ògenuine new beginning of our relationship with 

Russia.ó  What should be the core of Americaõs relationship with Russia in 

the wake of this decision ? 

 

A new Government Accountability Office report  indicates  the Secure Border 

Initiative ð designed to give U.S. Border Patrol important technology to 

secure the Mexican border no later than 2009 ð is not likely to be fully in 

place until 2016.  The USG has spent approximately $2.4 billion on this 

infrastructure already but the report claimed that an additional $6.5 billion 

might be necessary to maintain the system over the next twenty years.   Is 

this an acceptable investment and w hat do you believe should be done about 

the border crisis?   

 

Op-Ed / Letters to the Editor  

  

For the Fall 2009 Edition, we encourage writers to share their analysis and 

sentiments on the most topical political issues of the day, such as (but not limited 

to): health care, the Iraq War, the Afghanistan War, the greater war on terrorism, 

Iranõs nuclear development, etc.  Insightful critiques outside these fields will be 

published as well.  
 

Essays  & A rticles  

 We welcome all research and analysis on major  political, economic, social, 

cultural, and philosophical issues.  See requirements cited above (pg. 2).  

 

Book Review  

 If youõve recently read a politically, economically, or culturally relevant book, 

please share a short review with us for publication.  The well read run the world; 

however, the concise get published. Pl ease keep submissions to 400 words or less.  

 

 

 

mailto:submissions@paxamerica.org
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REF:  The Necessity of Social Security Personal Accounts.  

BY:  Undergraduate Student, State of Wisconsin  

 

Dear Collegiate Conservative,  

 
 The nationõs top domestic policy priorities from now until 2019 should be finding ways to 

reform the nationõs two largest and most expensive government programs: Social Security and 

Medicare.  The Social Security Trust Fund will begin running a deficit by the year 2017, due to the 

sixty -four million Baby Boomers who will begin retiring in the next 20 years.   

 

The first group of the Baby Boom generation, those born in 1964, already started retiring 

and is now collecting Social Security at a much younger age  than anticipated.  Moreover, the United 

States only has five workers paying for every one recipient of Social Security, a steady decline from 

1950õs total of 15 workers for every one recipient.  Social Security is on an unsustainable path to 

growth, and u nless the United States acts immediately it, along with Medicare, will bankrupt the 

U.S. by 2039.  By 2037, Social Security will only be able to pay out 73 cents for every dollar paid into 

the systemñthe product of government management indeed.  Moreover, it has been predicted by the 

Congressional Budget Office that Social Security will have a $26 trillion dollar unfunded liability if 

the current pay -as-you-go system is not reformed.  Medicare and Social Security combined are 

expected to engulf 100% of federal expenditures by the year 2039.  This means that the United Sates 

will not be able to spend money on national defense, education or health care.  The Social Security 

issue is a greater problem than many realize and Congress is not doing anything to fix it.  What can 

be done to reform Social Security?  

 

 The best solution to solving Social Security would be allowing citizens to establish personal 

Social Security Accounts, which combine low -risk stocks and bonds.  This author is a proponent of 

Michael Tanne rõs plan, which called for 6.2% of the payroll tax to be invested into personal accounts; 

it called for using the remaining 6.2% of the payroll tax to used to pay the òtransfer costsó of the 

program. And finally, it ensured that workers will have more of t heir own money to spend during 

their retirement.  Under this plan, Americans would set up their individual account, much like a 

savings account and have the option to select a number of different investment packages ranging 

from 60% in low -risk stocks to 4 0% in bonds, or vice - versa.  By the time of retirement, a person 

making $50,000 per year will have over a million dollars in his personal account.  All of this money 

would be tax -free and controlled directly by the citizen, not the federal government.  It  promotes 

individual initiative, responsibility and smart investing, all of which are hallmarks of American 

capitalism.   

 

The United States government has been dallying around with other domestic policy issues, 

such as Cap-and-Trade  Tax, and neglected Social Security because they do not see this bloated 

entitlement program as being broken.  Estimates are that Congress will not begin looking for ways 

to reform Social Security until November or December of 2018, which would make it an irreparable 

problem sin ce Social Security begins running a deficit on January 1, 2019.   

It is time for Congress to put aside its other domestic policy concerns and begin seriously 

discussing ways to reform the American Social Security system.  Doing nothing, or waiting until 

2018 will not solve the problem.  Congress must act now to ensure that the current pay -as-you-go 

system is changed into a system that allows for personal accounts.  Aside from Medicare, there is no 

greater domestic policy threat surrounding the United States  in the 21 st century.   

 

*NoteñDue to the liberal bias on college campuses today , which has proven hostile and 

discriminatory , and the concern our submitters conveyed that their professors would bias or penalize 

their work in the classroom, The Collegiate Conservative has protected the individual identity of its 

student participants by noting only their academic status and state of location.  

COMMENTARY        .  OPINION - EDITORIAL  
ð FALL 2009     ð 

              LETTERS TO THE EDITOR  
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REF:  Russiaõs Response to an Israeli Strike on Iran 

BY: Graduate Student, State of Texas 

 

Dear Collegiate Conservative,  

 
Just prior to the conclusion of 2009, there was a great deal of speculation that Israel would 

strike a series of Iranian nuclear facilities before the yearõs end to prevent the Ahmadinejad regime 

from producing a nuclear weapon.  Those strikes have not yet occurred.  While such an offensive 

certainly remains a possibility, the question many have been asking is how would Russia respond to 

an Is raeli attack on Iran?  In this short piece I will concisely examine the nuances of the current 

Russian -Iranian relationship, the options for an Israeli attack on Iran and how those attacks would 

affect Russiaõs role in the Iranian standoff. 

 

 Over the last  two years, Russia has been negotiating the sale of an advanced, air -defense 

system to Iran  for òdefensive purposes.ó  This S-300 long-range, surface -to-air missile system is 

capable of defending against aircraft, cruise missiles, and ballistic missiles an d is considered to be 

one of the worldõs best. The only thing that makes this system defensive, however, is putting the 

word òdefensiveó in front of it.  In August, under pressure from the United States, as negotiations 

with Iran reached a new level of ten sion, Russia announced it was suspending the sale and transfer 

of the S-300 system to Iran and joining the West in a dialogue approach.  It was a temporary victory.  

 

 By 30 December 2009, the five permanent members of the U.N. Security Council (the United 

States, Britain, France, Russia and China), together with Germany, were finally considering a new 

round of U.N. -sponsored sanctions.  It was at this point that Russiaõs intensity to crack down on the 

Iranian regime seriously began to wane, for if the West wanted to impose new sanctions, Iran would 

only further be driven into the Russian commercial sphere of influence.   

 

There is no doubt Russia is hugely tempted by this enormous commercial opportunity and 

recognizes it could have the best of both worlds if  it also completes the deal of the S -300 system 

before a new round of U.N. sanctions, specifically aimed at the Iranian Revolutionary Guard, goes 

into effect, which would make such a weapons transfer illegal.   On Thursday, January 28, 2010, 

Secretary of S tate Clinton announced the U.S. will present a paper to the five permanent members of 

the UN Security Council calling for such sanctions.  For Russia, the clock is now ticking; for the 

Israelis, it never stopped.  

 

  To understand how Russia would react to an Israeli strike ña strike that may well occur if 

this round of sanctions fails ñit must first be understood that Russiaõs response would depend on the 

manner in which Israel attacked.  If Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu decided to utilize 

his wor ld class intelligence officers ñThe Mossadñto sabotage and destroy the nuclear facilities, the 

covert nature of the attack would make it very difficult to publicly pin on anyone.  In politico -speak, 

this is known as deniability.  If the clandestine attacks were successful, Iran and Russia would be 

left without the political leverage necessary to hang the blame on Israel and could not reciprocate at 

the state -to-state level.  

 

 Last July, however, Israel sailed one of its three German -made Dolphin -class submar ines 

through the Suez Canal and into the Red Sea, putting Israel into a better position to utilize a sub for 

a rather overt cruise missile attack on Iran.  If Israel elected to strike Iran via the sea, there could be 

little doubt that Russia would quickly finalize the sale of the S -300 system, allowing the Islamic 

Republic of Iran to defend itself in the future.  The sale, of course, would completely negate a 

military option for the West unless it was prepared for an all -out-war with Iran.  

 

COMMENTARY          .   OPINION - EDITORIAL  
ð FALL 2009     ð 

              LETTERS TO THE EDITOR  
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An overt air -str ike would yield a similar response from Russia.  The sale and transfer of the 

S-300 system would be presumably definitive and harsh rhetoric chastising the Israelis for 

promoting instability in the region would roll off the tongue of every Russian governme nt official.  

Looking down the road, the attack and destruction of current nuclear facilities may set back the 

Iranian nuclear program by a decade, but with an S -300 surface-air defense system, it may well go 

unimpeded in the future ñif crippling sanctions from the U.N. do not catalyze a change in Iranian 

policy by then.  

 

 History has proven Israel will take action unilaterally if it truly desires.  Iran knows this; 

however, it cannot leverage oil exportations to Russia to expedite the S -300 deal given the move 

would severely hurt an Iranian economy already on its leg.   

 

Russia has repeatedly said that dialogue based on mutual respect and compromise is the 

only possible solution, and that it will work hard to preserve stability in the region.  The Russian 

economy is in bad shape, and it desperately needs to gain admission in to the World Trade 

Organization (WTO) to better globalize its markets.  The only thing preventing this is its slow -to-

mend relationship with Georgia, which remains the only country yet to approve Russiaõs admission 

to the WTO.  To grossly upset Western nat ions with close links to Georgia is to lose admission into 

the WTO.  It will be this reality that ultimately keeps Russia on board and in line.  

 

*  *  *  *  

 

REF:  Wisconsin Citizenry is Political Crown Jewel of Nation  

BY: Drew Davis, Executive Director, Pax A mericana Institute  

 

There is nothing more important to the perpetuity and prosperity of our nation and our state 

than an educated and engaged citizenry, regardless of its political persuasion.  We all know 

Wisconsin has long been among the leaders when it  comes to education, but over the last year the 

Wisconsin electorate has also made a name for itself as one of the most attentive, active, and 

articulate in the nation.   

 

Wisconsinõs Tea Party movementña coalition of conservative liberals, moderates and 

conservatives focused on individual freedoms, limited government, the Second Amendment, defense, 

and secure bordersñhas become the crown jewel of Tea Party movements in the nation.  With events 

attended by the thousands, it was a civic spirit that surprise d both state officials and pundits around 

the nation, especially in the wake of an unusually long presidential campaign.  While many Tea 

Party Patriots remain officially unregistered within the national movement, the latest number of 

parties within Wiscons in is 63ñthriving from the far north woods to the southeastern cities.  

 

What has differentiated Wisconsinõs movement is the caliber of the dialogue and the unity 

among the organizations.  While every political rally is bound to draw a few wingers ñthose whoõd 

rather tote a sign with a swastika above the presidentõs name than truly engage the policiesñit has 

been a familiarity with our politicianõs voting records, with the real concerns of local school districts 

and chambers of commerce, and with the abhorren t levels of government spending that has defined 

Wisconsinõs movement as an exceptionally well-educated, articulate, and serious coalition of citizens.  

Exhibited continually at events around the state by an impressive array of citizens, this competence 

was showcased by the national media over and over again throughout the summer and fall months.  

Knowledge is power; and in this context it creates very legitimate channels of challenge and scrutiny 

to which most politicians are not used to answering.  

 

The second defining feature of Wisconsinõs grass-roots movement has been its growing unity.  

In October of last year, 25 of the then 50 Tea Party leaders within the state came together at a 

leadership conference.  The goal , however, was not to form a statewide c onglomerate or monolithic 
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group.  Remember, these civic leaders are bright, and they recognize that such cohesion would create 

a political -party feel, resulting in the inevitable consolidation of power within the hands of a few ñ

which is half of the concern  these Patriots have with our current system.  Instead, the goal was to 

create multiple, coherent lines of communication and mechanisms for resource sharing so that event 

dates, locations and speakers could better be disseminated and better attended.  It w ould be a loose 

confederation of effort.  

 

To my knowledge, Wisconsin has been the leading states in this respect and other states 

have certainly taken note.  Grassroots leaders from around the Midwest have contacted those in 

Wisconsin for advice and counse l, and now Michigan, Indiana, Ohio and Minnesota have begun to 

orchestrate leadership summits of their own.  The trend has even gone national, as the countryõs 

first nation -wide Tea Party Convention is slotted for early February in Nashville.   

 

The origin al summit in Wisconsin proved so successful that a similar meeting of leadership, 

this time of the 31 more - permanent conservative organizations in Wisconsin, occurred just recently 

in the Dells itself.  Who knew that in a state as blue as Wisconsin there would exist 31 conservative 

organizations and 63 Tea Parties?  I was surprised to discover as much.   

 

There has been a major shifting of political tides within our nation this last year, first in the 

governorships of Virginia and New Jersey and now the Ke nnedy Senate seat in Massachusetts.  All 

three were upset by moderates and independents unhappy with an unresponsive and detached 

political establishment.  Regardless if youõre a card carrying Republican or Democratñand I am 

neither ñthere is a real lesson to be gleaned from what weõre seeing in the local political movements 

of Wisconsin.  When an American electorate, long degraded for its poor voter turnout and consistent 

civic apathy, becomes as charged, thoughtful, and determined as the one in our Badger State, there 

is going to be a serious change in the manner of governance.   

 

With ten months to go, there are already 18 gubernatorial candidates.  If you want to know 

which will win, put your ear to the ground and listen to the grass roots grow.  

 

*  *  *  *  

 

REF:  U.S. Lost Freedoms: 2010 Index of Economic Freedom  

BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C.  

 

Dear Collegiate Conservative,  

 

On what list does the U.S. find itself in the company of states like Libya, Mongolia, 

Barbados, and Equatorial Guinea?  The answer: states which lost the most freedom last year, 

according to the new 2010 Index of Economic Freedom  published by the Heritage Foundation.  For 

the first time ever, our 78.0 score on the 100 -point scale ranks our nation only in the òmostly freeó 

category ð behind Canada, which again earned a òfreeó rating, and less than ten points ahead of 

Mexico!  In the categories of Fiscal Free dom and Government Spending, our scores were considerably 

below the world average .  It is absolutely unacceptable for the U.S. to be only the second -most free 

economy in North America.  It is time for our leaders to bring accountability back to our governm ent 

and start running this country responsibly.  (In case youõre wondering, Zimbabweõs score of 21.4 beat 

only one other state.  North Korea brought up the rear of the pack with a score of 1.0, down from its 

whopping 2.0 in 2009.)  
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REF: The Iran -Venezu ela -FARC -Hezbollah  Relationship  

BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C.  

 

 

As of today, the U.S. lists four states as state sponsors of terrorism, including Iran, Syria, Cuba, and 

Sudan.   A fifth state belongs on this list: Venezuela.  Hugo Chavez has a doc umented history of 

providing direct logistical support and sanctuary to FARC terrorists who continue to target the 

Colombian government ð an important U.S. ally.  He has also facilitated Iranian sponsorship of 

terrorism and actively allied himself with all  four of the other states on the sponsorship list.  

Further, given FARCõs known history of allying with other illegal, armed insurrectionists as well as 

currently mounting concerns about Hezbollahõs penetration of the Western Hemisphere, the danger 

of a possible Iran -Venezuela-FARC-Hezbollah web of terror is growing.  Neither the U.S. legislative 

nor executive branches have yet done anything about this growing national security threat.  Action 

is long overdue.  

 

*  *  *  *  

 

 
SUBMIT YOUR COMMENTARY TODAY : submissions@paxamerica.org 

 

LETTERS -TO-THE -EDITOR & COMMENTARY : 

 

In the LttE section, we invite your opinion and commentary on any topic relevant to either local or 

state [Midwestern] politics or the national a nd international political arenas.  This is your 

opportunity to incite action, encourage deeper thought or provoke follow -upñso keep it pithy. Letters 

should not exceed 1000 characters . 

 

 
*  *  *  *  

 
HAVE YOU SEEN our partner publications?!  

 

 

the Wisconsin Conservative digest  

òOrganizing Wisconsinõs Right.ó 

By The Wisconsin Conservative Coalition  

http://www.wisconsinconservatives.com/   

 

The Observer  

òYour first source for local news, advertising and printing. ó 

By Express News 

http://www.discoverhometown.com/   

 

Wisconsin Weekly Reader  

òThe Independent Voice of Americaõs Heartland.ó 

By Americans for Prosperity.  

http:/ /www.widigest.com/   

 

mailto:submissions@paxamerica.org
http://www.wisconsinconservatives.com/
http://www.discoverhometown.com/
http://www.widigest.com/
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BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C.  
 

It is absolutely in the interest of the U.S. to encourage closer ties with Russia in our many 

areas of mutual interest.  Russiaõs explicitly aggressive actions and rhetoric have been somewhat 

scaled back lately as their economy struggles, offering the U.S. the opportunity to simultaneousl y 

offer Russia our cooperation in integrating it into the global economy while also leveraging that 

cooperation in such a way as to discourage further anti -Americanism.  There is also a chance that 

the U.S. can help our European allies lessen their depende nce on Russian resources (like natural 

gas) by continuing to diversify world supply.  Such a strategy would indeed be a genuine new 

beginning and could prove very beneficial to the U.S. and Russia by maximizing cooperation and 

minimizing strategic competit ion. 

 

 

BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C.  
 

It is impossible to forge any kind of meaningful new beginning with Russia.  Russian 

geopolitical interests in the 21 st century are polar opposites of U.S. interests in the region, and these 

interests have har dly changed since the days of the Cold War.  Russiaõs invasion into Georgia proves 

that it still intends to have a direct influence on the control of the Eastern European states that it 

considers its buffer zone from the West.  U.S. national security inter ests demand political self -

determination in the same region and the spread of democracy, which outcome would be no more 

desirable for Russia today than it ever has been.  The only hope is for Russia to become persuaded 

that the danger posed by U.S. influen ce is less than the danger of Islamist influence that could result 

from Iranõs possession of nuclear weapons, but even this is unlikely considering the existing 

precedent.  

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

HOW DO YOU FEEL ? . 
ð FALL 2009     ð 

                      TALKING POINTS  
 

Each edition of The Collegiate Conservative poses one to two inquiries on topical political issues in Washington or the 

international arena and begs input from our collegiate contributors.  

This edition asked readers to address two topics: The U.S. -Mexico Border Crisis and the Anti -Ballistic 

Missile System in Eastern Europe.  

TALKING POINT #1  

 

President Obama recently decided to halt construction of a new anti -ballistic missile system in Eastern 

Europe, leading NATOõs Secretary General Anders Fogh Rasmussen to call for a ògenuine new beginning 

of our relationship with Russia.ó  What should be the core of Americaõs relationship with Russia in the 

wake of this decision?  

 

TALKING POINT #2  

 

A new Government Accountability Office report indicates the Secure Border Initiative ð designed to give 

U.S. Border Patrol important technology to secure the Mexican border no later than 2009 ð is not likely 

to be fully in place until 2016.  The USG has sp ent approximately $2.4 billion on this infrastructure 

already but the report claimed that an additional $6.5 billion might be necessary to maintain the system 

over the next twenty years.   Is this an acceptable investment and what do you believe should be d one 

about the border crisis?  

 

WHERE DO YOU STAND ? 



11 
 

BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C. 

 
The unprecedented violence in the border region in 2009 is all the more reason to pay 

virtually any price to secure the area.  Thousands have been killed in recent years in the out-of-

control drug cartel wars just miles from the U.S.  We have been lucky that we have not yet been 

more directly involved in those very hot drug wars.  On top of the other existing, growing problems of 

massive illegal immigration and the infiltration o f the U.S. by Islamist terrorists, this situation is 

declining rapidly.  It is critical that we match our efforts to date to increase the recruitment and 

training of Border Patrol Agents with effective support in terms of equipment and technology, the 

force-multipliers that permit our public servants to complete their missions efficiently and as safely 

as possible. 

 
 

BY: Graduate Student, Washington, D.C. 

 

No border security strategy will be successful if it is not integrated into a broader strategy of 

immigration reform.  Every bit as important as the creation of an effective barrier in the Southwest 

is the implementation of enforcement initiatives that link law enforcement resources in cities and 

counties across the nation with the federal enforcement capabilities of DHS and ICE.  Dozens of 

counties in the U.S. have begun experimental participation in the Secure Communities program, 

which identifies criminal aliens and coordinates the prioritization of how to handle individual cases.  

The program took t housands of criminal aliens off the streets of the U.S. last year and should be 

considered a model of future immigration enforcement efforts, but it is unclear whether the current 

administration will support its expansion.  Serious immigration reform is ne eded, and the Secure 

Communities program is a model of success.  

 

 

*  *  *  *  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Midwestern Conservative Thought for the 21 st  Century.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

L OOKING FOR  AN  I NTERNSHIP ?  J OIN  THE  PAI   TEAM ! 

 
Pax Americana Institute is seeking graduate and undergraduate students to join them during summer, 

winter, and school months.  Filing and copying of papers, faxing reports, and refilling coffee are not 

intricacies within our program. If those are the respo nsibilities you are seeking in an internship then PAI  

is NOT for you.   We employ our students to rigorously research cutting -edge political issues as they unfold 

and publish op -eds and columns in print and online media around the country.  At PAI, you will  work 

alongside our fellows to plan and coordinate region -wide conservative events, mobilize the citizenry, and 

interact with local, state and national political leaders. Part -time and full time internships available.  

 Visit www.paxamerica.org  for more information.  

 

 

http://www.paxamerica.org/
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Defense Spending in the United States and Russia: 

A Comparative Analysis 
By Undergraduate Student, State of Illinois. 

December 2009 

The United States 

and Russia, the eagle and the bear, share a long history of military expansion and regional 

influence in their respective corners of the globe. From the conquests of Ivan IV, to the growth 

of American military might in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, to the bitter Cold War, 

both nations have a firm tradition embedded in the strength and influence of their militaries. In 

recent years, Russia has shown its desire to reemerge as a world power, a counter-weight to U.S. 

hegemony, and thus, has devoted ever-increasing funds to its defense budget. The United States 

has increased its expenditures, as well, but recent policies demonstrate that current spending 

rates are likely to decrease in certain real terms. This paper will examine first the similarities 

between American and Russian military expenditures, and then turn to a discussion of the factors 

influencing such funding in both countries. We will discover that though the military budgets of 

these world powers bear resemblances, such similarities exist for inherently divergent reasons.  

 

Comparative Budgetary Figures 

 Our study begins first with an overview of the military budgets of both governments. In 

2008, the United States was projected to devote approximately seven hundred billion dollars to 

its defense budget, a forty-eight percent share of total world military spending. The amount for 

fiscal year 2009 is likely to be even higher, at around eight hundred fifty billion dollars. Total 

American military spending is roughly ten times greater than that of Russia. The most relevant 

number to our discussion, however, is military expenditures as a percentage of gross domestic 
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the nation. Pax Americana Institute is a classical conservative think tank devoted to the research, analysis and 

publication of major political, economic, social, cultural, and philosophical issues.  
 

*  *  *  *  

There is nothing more important to our future than the circ ulation of insightful and well developed ideas.  

 

*  *  *  *  
 

 

ESSAYS &  ARTICLES     
 

INFLUENCE . RESEARCH . 



13 
 

product (GDP). This percentage in the United States varies based on several factors, but Baker 

Spring, a defense spending expert at the Washington, D.C.-based Heritage Foundation provides a 

sound overview- ñCurrently, the U.S. spends only 3.8 percent of GDP on the core defense 

budgetéThe budget is expected to drop even further in the coming years, falling to just 3.2 

percent of GDP by 2012ò (Spring, 2007). According to the CIA World Factbook, the 2005 

estimate of this figure was 4.06 percent of GDP. From available statistics, we can surmise that 

this figure currently ranges anywhere between 3.8 percent and 4.4 percent.  

  

The picture in Russia presents many differences, but also some similarities. In 2008, 

Russiaôs total military budget was around seventy billion dollars, a five percent share of the 

worldôs total military spending. While this figure may seem insignificant to the United Statesô 

seven hundred billion dollars in expenditures, it is important to note two aspects of the Russian 

budget. First, this figure represents an increase in military funding from past years, primarily the 

years directly following the end of the Cold War and the fall of the Soviet Union. Second, as a 

percentage of GDP, there is little difference between the Russia and the United States. According 

to CIA data in 2005, the United States ranks twenty-eighth on the comparison list of military 

budgets as a percentage of GDP, with 4.06 percent devoted to military spending; Russia ranks 

thirtieth, at 3.90 percent.  

 

If we substitute the Heritage Foundationôs current percentage of 4.4 percent for the CIAôs 

figure, the United States only moves up to twenty-fifth, assuming all other budgets remain 

unchanged. The conclusion to be drawn here is that both the United States and Russia, though 

unequal in total dollars dedicated to defense, are increasingly equal in how they prioritize 

military spending in relation to total budget expenditures. Also significant to note is Springôs 

observation that, given current expenditure rates, by 2012, the United States could be surpassed 

by Russia in terms of military spending as a percentage of GDP. Both states maintain defense 

budgets that track very closely with one another.   

 

The Russian Defense Budgetð Geographyôs Dominating Influence 

 We may now turn to examining why each nation devotes such significant resources to the 

maintaining and expanding of their military capabilities; we will begin with Russia. The first 
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major reason for Russiaôs military buildup is rooted in its geography. Throughout its history, 

Russia has been a slave to its ever-changing borders, and to the imperial aspirations of 

individuals such as Genghis Khan, Napoleon, and Adolf Hitler. Dr. George Friedman, in his 

article entitled, ñThe Geopolitics of Russia: Permanent Struggle,ò describes this reality, stating, 

ñRussiaôs defining characteristic is its indefensibilityò (Friedman, 2008). Given Russiaôs massive 

geographical size and minimal barriers to invasion, it is little wonder that suspicion and caution 

are key aspects of Russian foreign and defense policy. Critics may object that though foreign 

invasion was once a likely threat for which to be prepared, the geopolitical landscape has 

changed, such that there is no need for Russia to fear foreign infraction. However, Friedman 

addresses this when he writes, ñIt can be said that no one intends to invade Russia. From the 

Russian point of view, history is filled with dramatic changes of intention, particularly in the 

Westò (Friedman, 2008).  

 

Geography, coupled with this mindset of distrust and skepticism, are primary reasons for 

Russian opposition to NATO expansion into former bloc countries, such as Poland and the 

Ukraine. As Western influence has spread further towards Moscow, Russiaôs natural barriers to 

invasion, like the Carpathian Mountains, as well as the buffers to invasion provided by countries 

and regions formerly under Russian control, have continued to contract; instead of Ukraine 

falling under Russian dominance, and thereby serving as a regional entity keeping outside 

powers even further from Moscow, Ukraine as an independent nation sits right on Russiaôs front 

doorstep. Russia fears continued Western, primarily American, expansion into, and influence in, 

Eastern bloc countries, as these realities would threaten the security Russia has so often seen 

deteriorate. If nothing else, Russia can justify its growing military expenditures through this 

historically-rooted fear of foreign intervention, though it seems unlikely to occur in the short 

term. Friedman articulately explains how geography explains another key factor which we will 

examine in this paperðñFrom the Russian point of view, creating a sphere of influence that 

would return Russia to its relatively defensible imperial boundaries is imperativeò (Friedman, 

2008). In short, geography has served as a primary factor in the development and historical 

politics of Russia, and is a key dynamic influencing her military expenditures.  
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The Anti-Interventionist Tradition  

 This last statement from Friedman leads us to another facet of the Russian military 

tradition. The former Soviet bear maintains a fierce opposition to any intervention, whether real 

or perceived, into either its own internal affairs or those of the surrounding region, a region 

which Russia views as still under its influence and control. Dr. Friedman again provides 

insightful analysis of the Russian-American paradigm, writing, ñThe Russian view is that neither 

the Cold War nor the post-Cold War is the proper paradigm. Russia is not challenging the United 

States for global hegemony. But neither is Russia prepared simply to allow the West to create an 

alliance of nations around Russiaôs borderò (Friedman, 2009). Recent American involvement in 

the former Soviet Union has led to strengthened alliances with states such as Ukraine, Georgia, 

the Czech Republic, and Poland, to name a few. U.S. advances have included offering of NATO 

membership to Ukraine and Georgia, and the installation of missile defense systems in Poland 

and the Czech Republic. These partnerships are inherently problematic for Russia, as the 

Kremlin views continued American involvement as an unwelcome intrusion into its traditional 

sphere of influence. Oksana Antonenko, a Russian specialist at the International Institute for 

Strategic Studies, identifies this reasoning as influencing Russiaôs current buildupðñThere was a 

óperceptionô among Moscowôs leaders that hostile countries were steadily encircling 

RussiaéPowerful figures wanted to counter this by using the army to ósupport foreign policy, 

which means power projectionôò (Blair, 2009).  

 

The Russian Need for Respect 

Russia desires to be taken seriously by the West, and it will take the necessary steps to 

regain the respect of which it feels it has been robbed. Russia is an irredentist nation; that is, it 

seeks to regain influence over other regional states, primarily those in which an ethnically 

Russian population resides. Given the presence of Russian citizens, the Kremlin claims 

justification to act on behalf of those individuals, even if such action equates to the military 

invasion of another sovereign state. Many experts argue such was the case with the invasion of 

Georgia in August 2008, one which highlighted aspects of the Russian military in dire need of 

substantial improvementðan issue we will examine momentarily.  
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A specific example of Russian power projection we may quickly examine is that of 

Russiaôs relationship with the Ukraine. In the winters of 2006 and 2008, Russia cut off natural 

gas supplies to Ukraine, citing supposed contractual issues. However, it was apparent to many 

that Russia was using its energy leverage against Ukraine to dissuade it from its bid for NATO 

membership, while simultaneously sending a message to Europe that it had significant sway over 

energy supplies on which many European states rely. As Taras Kuzio explains, Russia has been 

repeating in Ukraine what it did in Georgia before last yearôs invasionð  

 

ñOne particular area of concern is the issuing of Russian passports to Ukrainian citizens 

in the light of Russiaôs pretext of coming to the ñdefenseò of Russian citizens in the two 

frozen conflicts where Russia had illegally distributed passportséOur Ukraine-Self 

Defense deputy Volodymyr Stretovych warned that increasing the number of Russian 

citizens in the Crimea would give Russia, as in Georgia, a pretext to come to the 

ódefenseô of its citizensò (Kuzio, 2008). 

 

Russia maintains a significant naval base at the Ukrainian port of Sevastopol, the lease on 

which expires in 2017. Within the Ukraine exists a strong nationalist movement to deny the 

renewal of this lease to the Russian government when the time comes, a move which would be 

devastating to Russiaôs military positioning in the region, as well as to her influence and 

diplomatic clout among the former Soviet states. To avoid such an occurrence, the Kremlin has 

taken several steps to exert increased control over present and future Ukrainian action, as Kuzio 

so effectively articulates.      

 

Further, not only does Russia have significant security concerns about foreign expansion 

by the West into its traditional sphere of influence; it possesses vital strategic interests, as well. 

With many of the former Soviet republics rich in natural resources that are prime goods on the 

global commodities market, Russia has substantial incentive to ensure that they, not Western 

powers, maintain the strongest, most influential relationships with these nations. It can be 

reasonably argued that Russia will take any necessary steps to ensure that these resource-rich 

states in the Russia sphere of influence remain beholden, if only implicitly, to Russian 

dominance and persuasion. A primary vehicle for gaining the respect of the international 
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community and winning over Former Soviet Union (FSU) countries is power projection, a 

strategy accelerated under the leadership of former president, now Prime Minister, Vladimir 

Putin. 

 

Former diplomat Bobo Lo aptly describes the Russian national psyche when he writes, 

ñéRussian policymakers tend to view the world through a Cartesian lens: ówe think we are a 

great power, therefore we are.ôò (Lo, 2008). Much of Russiaôs military expansion can be 

attributed to Moscowôs desire, and the populationôs acceptance of this desire, to regain lost 

stature on the international stage, and to once again provide a meaningful balance to American 

hegemony. The bear can no longer tolerate an existence without claws; thus, it has sought to 

rearm, regain influence in Eurasia, and return the world to a multi-polar reality.    

 

A Reemerging Defense-Industrial Complex 

A third reason for Russiaôs current expansion of its military budget is the desperate need 

to update military resources and revive the lagging defense industry. Time Magazineôs Vivienne 

Walt paints a telling portrait of the state of Russian military resources and defense industries in 

an April 2009 piece entitled ñRussia Rearms;ò in it she first describes how the Soviet implosion 

in the late 1980s led to a massive loss of technological and manufacturing capacity, in sectors 

ranging from shipbuilding to nuclear enrichment to engineering expertise. Further, Russian 

military personnel since the fall of the USSR have been characterized as unmotivated, mainly 

conscripted, and poorly trained. These problems together paint a bleak picture for the future of 

Russian military power. All of these factors became readily apparent to Russian officials during 

the 2008 invasion of Georgia, according to WaltðñDespite Russiaôs superior firepower and its 

bigger army, its ground offensive was not the overwhelming success it should have 

beenéIndeed, Russian troops operated with no modern surveillance or night-vision equipment at 

alléò (Walt, 2009). One Russian official succinctly summed up the Russian dilemma when he 

stated, ñOur army was modern at the end of the 1980s. Since then it has been allowed to 

stagnateò (Walt, 2009). 

 

So we have established that direct budget allocations are the Kremlinôs remedy to the 

problem of insufficient technology and equipment; they are also a ñshot in the armò for the 
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domestic defense industry. These expenditures serve another purpose, however. During the 

1990s, Russia lost no progress in exporting arms to other governments around the globe. In 2008 

alone, Russia netted over eight billion dollars selling arms internationally; Moscow saw revenues 

exceeding thirty-seven billion dollars between 2004 and 2007. Russiaôs strategy behind this 

policy is twofold, according to Walt. First, Russia ñwants to use the huge profits it makes selling 

arms around the world as a platform on which to relaunch its own defense forces,ò as well as to 

create international partnerships that ensure ñpolitical and economic ties will also grow, 

increasing Russiaôs global heftò (Walt, 2009). Not only are direct budget allocations financing 

the current Russia military budget; the Kremlin is pushing to finance its military expansion 

through arms exports, especially to countries led by anti-Western individuals, such as Venezuela, 

Iran, and North Korea.  

 

While Russia is not actively belligerent toward the United States, it resents any pretense 

of interference or imperialism on the part of the West, and will not hesitate to undermine 

American efforts to establish an influential presence in both the Russian sphere of influence, as 

well as other regions, such as Latin America. Arms exports to anti-Western powers certainly aid 

Russia in that goal. An excellent example is Russiaôs relationship with Iran, with whom they 

trade in weapons, and against whose government it currently opposes sanctions championed by 

the West. Though Russia has a strategic interest in preventing Iran from obtaining nuclear 

weapons, it will walk a fine line between opposing U.S. efforts to punish Iran and the risk 

inherent to itself should Iran actually obtain the capacity to develop nuclear weapons.    

 

Some may ask what connection arms exports have with increasing military budgets; Walt 

makes the link explicitly clear for us. Essentially, the defense industries which have produced the 

weapons being sold internationally are falling to the forces of insufficient funding and a form of 

military outsourcing. The Russian government purchases a mere fifteen percent of the arms 

manufactured by Russian firms, and former buyers, such as China and India, have begun 

producing their own weapons. This economically fatal combination explains the Russian 

governmentôs mounting interest in expanding the military budget; if Moscow can purchase more 

weapons, and if Russian industries are given the tools to compete with foreign manufacturers, 

those industries will continue producing. The unequivocal fact is that the Russian defense 




