
 It is only Americans who say that our freedoms and prosperity 
are the reason foreigners hate us.  

If you ask the foreigners, they make it clear that it's America‘s 
bullying foreign policy they detest.  

Harry Browne  



goals of US foreign policy 

build and sustain a more democratic, secure and prosperous world for 
the benefit of the American people and the international community 
(Foreign Policy Agenda of the US Department of State) 

protect US national security: nation’s independence 
and freedom from unwanted interference, threat or 
takeover by other nations ... includes defense policy: 
protecting the nation through military preparedness 
... current threats posed by groups rather than 
nations, and are technological as well as physical 

world peace 

self-government: encourage democratic forms of government 

economic prosperity: nation must be economically strong in order to 
be secure ... free and open trade with other countries 

human rights: basic privileges to which all people are naturally entitled 
... includes peacekeeping 



...to remain free and independent 

...to be secure from unwanted foreign influence 

includes the use of 

ambassadors and treaties 

military 

CIA 

FBI 



...promote peace and prevent conflicts 

cooperation with governments of foreign nations 

help save lives, money and resources in foreign nations 

give aid to foreign nations 

membership in United Nations 



Uncle Sam’s New Class in the Art of Self-Government  

...encourage the growth of democracy in other nations and regions 

fair elections, choices, individual freedoms 

immigration: enter and settle in a nation or region to which one is not 
native 



nation-building: interventions designed to enhance democratic practices 
in other nations 

Realists are less likely to support. Opposed GHW Bush’s decision to 
send troops into Somalia and Clinton’s decision to send them to Bosnia 
and Kosovo. 

Idealists suggest Americans should intervene to enhance democratic 
practices and safeguard human rights. 



nation-building 

often has unanticipated consequences 

ethnic cleansing: mass expulsion or killing of members of an unwanted 
ethnic or religious group in a society ... Yugoslavia collapse example of 
idealist/realist conflict 

post-9/11 policy change: nation-building emerged as an important 
realist objective 



...trade arrangements where tariffs or other barriers to the free flow of 
goods and services are eliminated 

The basic definition of free trade is the idea that each region/nation 
should concentrate on what it can produce most cheaply and 
efficiently and should exchange its products for those it is less able to 
produce economically. 

disadvantages of free trade 

small local companies get out-maneuvered and overtaken by large 
corporate companies 

fewer jobs available for some home nations ... example: few jobs 
available for US auto makers 

more competition 



advantages of free trade 

provides employment around the world 

competition creates lower cost of goods 

forces nations into specializing in what they are good at 

increased efficiency results in lower opportunity costs 

offers access to natural resources around the world ... oil, metals, etc 

North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) 

...trade agreement between the US, Canada and Mexico, which took 
effect January 1, 1994 

purpose: to promote trade and increase the efficiency and fairness of 
trade between the three nations 



...having concern for or helping to improve the welfare of other people 

helps provide political stability in other nations 

examples: 

aid for natural disasters around the world 

aid for food shortages 

aid of medical supplies and technology 



isolationism: avoidance of international relations ... a government 
policy based on the belief that national interests are best served by 
avoiding economic and political alliances with other nations 

interventionism: involvement in another nation’s affairs ... political 
interference or military involvement by one nation in the affairs of 
another 

imperialism: belief in empire-building ... the policy of extending the 
rule or influence of a nation over other nations or colonies ... 
domination by an empire ... the political, military or economic 
domination of one nation over another 



do nothing 

presidential statement 

call for negotiations 

propaganda 

economic aid 

economic sanctions 

send military materials 

military presence 

military threats 

blockade 

mobilize troops 

use troops 

bombing 

invasion 

subversive action: spy, weaken 
leadership, assassination 



President and executive branch especially important in crisis decision-
making and in times of war. 

President preeminent in foreign policy and military 
policy but does not have absolute power. 

access to and control of information 

Foreign policy decisions often require rapid, decisive action. 

example: GW Bush sent Marines to Haiti in 2004 to guard US 
interests as the government of Haitian President Aristide fell. 
Secretary of State briefed Congress, but no approval was sought. 



Congress more involved in broader issues of defense policy that 
directly touch constituents’ local interests. 

international trade 

foreign aid 

military spending 

immigration 

President plays the dominant role in foreign policy but the Constitution 
gives clear responsibilities to Congress, as well. 



Dual Presidency Theory 

Aaron Wildavsky, influenced by Cold War period, posited the theory 
that there are two versions of the American president (one concerned 
with domestic policy and one concerned with foreign policy), which 
explains why presidents exercise greater power over foreign affairs 
than over domestic policy. 

President would prefer to focus on foreign policy because he is granted 
more traditional, constitutional and statutory authority as compared to 
domestic policy powers. 

President assumes more active role in foreign policy because he is able 
to act more quickly than Congress when pursuing foreign policy, and a 
lack of interest groups active in foreign policy allow him more 
discretion when making decisions. 



Dual Presidency Theory 

However, since Wildavsky's time, the domestic impact of foreign policy 
has become more pronounced and important, blurring the lines 
between foreign and domestic affairs. 

Politics no longer stop at the water's edge because Congress receives 
more reliable information on foreign affairs. 

Foreign policy is very much controlled by partisan 
politics in the US today. President may no longer 
assume public support for his foreign policy initiatives 
but must build and maintain domestic support instead. 



Alexander Hamilton: Of all the concerns of government, the direction of 
war most peculiarly demands the exercise of power by a single hand. 

Chief Justice John Marshall interpreted president’s constitutional 
powers broadly: The President is the sole organ of the nation in its 
external relations and its sole representative with foreign nations. 



Prior to the Civil War, presidents seldom acted on their own in military 
matters. 

Abraham Lincoln: first to action based on an expanded interpretation 
of commander-in-chief 

Theodore Roosevelt: sent ships to Japan without congressional 
approval of cost 

Not since WWII has Congress officially declared war. 

Truman fought the Korean War without any congressional declaration 
at all.  



US v. Curtiss-Wright (1936): Supreme Court decision in which Congress 
is given the authority to delegate foreign policy responsibilities to the 
president 

Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co v. Sawyer (1952): case in which the 
Supreme Court placed limits on the executive power of the president 

Taken together these decisions put forth: 

Presidents have more constitutional discretion with respect to 
foreign versus domestic questions. 

Presidents may not act contrary to the expressed will of Congress. 



Vietnam War 

focused attention on the issue of executive authority 

Eisenhower and Kennedy sent “advisors.” 

Johnson asked for Tonkin Bay Resolution (1964). 

authorized military to attack with armed force (Congress was told 
that US forces had NOT invaded N Vietnam’s territorial waters ... but 
in reality they had.) 

gave president the authority to take all necessary measures to repel 
any attacks and to prevent further aggression 

The resolution was legal basis for a war that would last 8 more years 
but it was based on misinformation from the administration. 



War Powers Act (1973): congressional resolution requiring the 
president to formally notify Congress upon ordering US troops into 
military action 

Troops must be withdrawn within 60 days after notice of the military 
action has been received unless Congress approves the presidential 
decision. 

reaction to Tonkin Bay situation 

Most presidents have ignored the WPA and all have believed that the 
president’s inherent powers as commander-in-chief do not depend on 
affirmative acts of Congress. 



Is the War Powers Act a dead letter (a law or treaty that has not been 
repealed but is ineffectual or defunct in practice)? Or, is it a tool of 
Congress that has not really been utilized? 

making war vs. declaring war 

Obama launched the Libya War (2011) and simply ignored the WPA’s 
60-day deadline. 

What Congress can do is wield its own powers - most decisively, the 
appropriation of funds - to limit or end a military action. 

At GW Bush’s request Congress passed War on Terrorism resolution 
with one dissenting vote in the House. 



War on Terrorism resolution 

President is authorized to use all necessary and appropriate force 
against those nations, organizations or persons he determines 
planned, authorized, committed or aided the terrorist attacks that 
occurred on Sept 11, or harbored such organizations or persons, in 
order to prevent any future acts of international terrorism.  

no limit placed on time period in which president may act 

The second resolution focused on continuing threat posed by Iraq, 
but required Bush to exhaust diplomatic or other peaceful means of 
resolving the conflict prior to resorting to force. 



treaties: official agreements with foreign nations that must be ratified 
by the Senate 

The president’s power to negotiate treaties is the most circumscribed 
of all the president’s powers. 

example: Woodrow Wilson and the 1919 Versailles Treaty 
(League of Nations) ... not ratified by Senate 

example: Clinton and the 1992 Chemical Weapons 
Convention ... Senate ratified 5 years later 

example: Clinton and the 1996 Comprehensive Nuclear Test Ban 
Treaty ... not ratified by Senate (Major allies including Britain, 
Germany and France warned that rejection of the treaty would raise 
serious doubts about America's commitment to reducing the nuclear 
arms threat.) 







...agreements with foreign nations that require only a presidential 
signature 

power not found explicitly in the Constitution 

first: limited the size of US and British naval forces on the Great 
Lakes, James Monroe 1817 

Most executive agreements are either extensions of treaties ratified 
by the Senate or involve routine presidential actions that have been 
authorized by Congress. 

Unlike treaties, executive agreements can be undone by any 
president that follows. 

President cannot bind the nation with an executive agreement, only 
his administration. 



Case Act of 1972: required Secretary of State to send to Congress 
within 60 days the text of any international agreement, other than a 
treaty, to which the US is a party. But presidents since Nixon have 
ignored or circumvented the statute and Congressional enforcement 
efforts have been largely ineffective. 

The last major treaty approved by the Senate was the New START arms 
control agreement with Russia, narrowly passed in 2010. In today’s 
political climate, it’s hard to imagine 2/3 of Congress voting to ratify a 
treaty on anything controversial. 

Within the category of executive agreements, there are gradations. 
Congressional-executive agreements are those which Congress 
authorizes the president to negotiate - trade deals like NAFTA, for 
example. Sole executive agreements are backed only by the president’s 
executive authority. 

Iran Deal Sets a Dangerous Precedent for Expanded Executive Power 
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Obama has completed far fewer treaties than his 
predecessors. The use of executive agreements, the 

alternative to treaties, has continued apace. The change is 
partly a result of polarization in the Senate, which 

increases the president’s reliance upon unilateral authority. 



...denial of export, import or financial relations with a target nation in 
an effort to change that nation’s policies 

may include various forms of trade barriers and restrictions on 
financial transactions 

may be comprehensive (prohibiting commercial activity with regard to 
an entire nation) or may be targeted (blocking transactions of and with 
particular businesses, groups or individuals) 

generally viewed as an alternative to military force - a lower-cost, 
lower-risk, middle course of action between diplomacy and war 



Sanctions have become the defining feature of the Western response 
to several geopolitical challenges, including North Korea’s nuclear 
program and Russia’s intervention in Ukraine. 

Critics say sanctions are often poorly conceived and rarely successful in 
changing a target’s conduct. 

Supporters contend they have become more effective in recent years 
and remain an essential foreign policy tool. 

Russian President Putin  



US uses economic and financial sanctions more than any other nation. 
Sanctions may originate in either the executive or legislative branches 
but presidents typically start the process through an executive order. 

Richard Hass, Brookings Institution: Sanctions have caused 
humanitarian suffering (Haiti), weakened friendly governments 
(Bosnia), bolstered tyrants (Cuba) and left nations with little choice but 
to develop nuclear weapons (Pakistan). 



Foreign assistance is aid given by the US to other nations to support 
global peace, security and development efforts, and provide 
humanitarian relief during times of crisis. It is a strategic, economic and 
moral imperative for the US and vital to US national security. 

While the amount given in foreign aid is approved by Congress as part 
of the budget process, foreign aid specifics normally originate with the 
president and executive branch. 



In 1970, the world’s rich nations agreed to give 0.7% of their GNI (Gross 
National Income) as official international development aid, annually. 

The US is often the largest donor in dollar terms, but ranks among 
the lowest in terms of meeting the stated 0.7% target. 

Since 2000, the US has provided about $554 billion in economic 
assistance to foreign nations ... less than 0.2% of its annual GNI and 
considerably less (as a portion of its GNI) than other Western 
democracies. 



However, only 9% of Americans support increasing foreign aid. 

Foreign aid is a highly partisan issue in the US, with liberals generally 
supporting government-funded foreign aid much more than 
conservatives, who tend to prefer to provide foreign aid privately. 

In the past, most aid went to: Israel, Egypt, Ukraine, Jordan, India, 
Russia, South Africa and Haiti. 

US prefers to give military aid rather than economic assistance, and 
private assistance rather than public. 

President Obama announced to the UN Millennium Development 
Goals summit in 2010 that the US was changing its policy toward 
foreign aid. The US would focus more on effectiveness, and make sure 
donated food, medicine and money helped nations get to the point 
where they no longer required such aid. 
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