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CHAPTER 1 » Introduction: The Foreign Policy-Making Process 7
in the Post-9/11 Era

by societal forces in the public arena like interest groups, public opinion, and
the media, and all are also impacted by forces from the international arena.

Regardless of the nature of these actors’ interactions, the foreign policy
outputs they produce have outcomes—not just in the international arena but
also on the United States itself (as the 9/11 attacks dramatically showed). These
outcomes may have limited or no impact on others, or they may fundamentally
change the dynamics of international politics. Either way, the nature of these
outcomes and their magnitude can often produce feedback that leads to new
inputs to the foreign policy—making system. Thus foreign policy making can be
seen as a virtually never-ending process of adapting to external challenges and
opportunities.

The Plan of the Book

In our effort to understand how and why U.S. foreign policy is made, we will
follow the general framework provided by the model of the foreign policy—
making process. In the first part of the book, we will look at inputs. Perhaps the
most important inputs are the ones in our minds—how we think the political
world works, how it should work, and why. Chapter 2 will focus on these inter-
pretive ideas, which lead to a discussion of four major theories of international
relations. Next we will look at the inputs that come from the external politi-
cal environment of the international arena, the internal political environment
within U.S. borders, and the environment of conditioning ideas that shape U.S.
behavior. These environmental inputs are the focus of Chapter 3.

In the second part of the book, we will examine various decision-making
processes. That’s right—processes plural. There are many ways decisions get
made, and oftentimes the process used depends on who is in the decision-making
group. So Chapter 4 will focus on the major governmental foreign policy—
making actors, Chapter 5 will look at how individuals and small groups make
decisions, Chapter 6 will examine bureaucratic politics and policy making, and
Chapter 7 will focus on how Congress participates in foreign policy making.
Beyond these governmental actors, other societal groups—Ilike interest groups,
think tanks, the media, and individual opinion leaders—also get involved in for-
eign policy making. These nongovernmental actors and their influence on policy
making will be the focus of Chapter 8, and other societal factors like political
culture and public opinion will be examined as well. Chapter 9 examines how
foreign actors—individuals, groups, or organizations—also get involved in the
making of U.S. foreign policy. As you will see, many different actors and their
diverging viewpoints combine to shape U.S. foreign policy decisions.

In the third part of the book, we will wrap up our examination of the U.S.
foreign policy-making process. In Chapter 10, we will take a brief look at the
types of foreign policy outputs that are the product of this process and the kinds
of outcomes that they generate. In Chapter 11, we will suggest some conclud-
ing thoughts by looking toward the future. We will offer suggestions about the
changing nature of future foreign policy priorities, possible changes in the mix
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of actors who make U.S. foreign policy, ideas about how the processes by which
foreign policy is made might change, and how foreign policy outputs may shift
in the future.

Our goal in this book is to help you understand the people and politics
involved in making U.S. foreign policy. To assist in that effort, we will offer
learning objectives at the start of each chapter. Keep them in mind as you read
the chapter; they can prove useful in guiding you through the reading. Also
periodically, we will have boxes inserted in the chapters. The material in these
boxes provides more in-depth, real-life illustrations of the theories, concepts,
and relationships we are trying to convey. Important terms and concepts will be
presented in boldface. These are defined in the chapters and also included in the
glossary at the end of the book.

Finally, we hope by the end of the book you better understand certain
things. These include the following:

* Who makes foreign policy matters.

* What motivates these actors can vary tremendously.

* Policy making is shaped by both international and domestic inputs.
* There are many different ways to reach foreign policy decisions.

* Those resulting decisions have impacts on others.

Once you have a firm grasp of these points, you will know far more about U.S.
foreign policy making than do most Americans and will be poised to act on that
understanding for the rest of your life!

Glossary Terms

Foreign policy the goals and actions of the U.S. government in the international system.
Inputs the stimuli that cause potential foreign policy makers to act.

Outcomes the consequences of foreign policy outputs.

Outputs the actions taken by foreign policy makers in response to the inputs they
receive.

Presidential preeminence model the idea that presidents dominate foreign policy
making for the issues they care most about.

Shifting constellations model the idea that presidents and their White House advisers,
elements of the foreign policy bureaucracies, and Congress compete for policy-making
influence and who dominates the process can change as foreign policy issues change.
Takfiri terrorists  Muslims who believe in Takfirism, the notion that any Muslim who
does not believe as they do is an infidel and must be killed.

Endnotes

1. Carolee Walker, “Five-Year Remembrance Honors Victims from 90 Coun-
tries: Nations United Will Win War on Terror, Officials Say,” Washington File,
September 11, 2006, available online at http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english
/2006/September/20060911141954bcreklaw0.9791071.html.


http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2006/September/20060911141954bcreklaw0.9791071.html
http://www.america.gov/st/washfile-english/2006/September/20060911141954bcreklaw0.9791071.html




CHAPTER 2

Interpretive ldeas: The
Impact of Foreign Policy
Theories

el - ¥

What motivates the leader of the world’'s greatest military power to call for nuclear
disarmament, as President Barack Obama did in Prague in 2009?
Source: SAUL LOEB/AFP/Getty Images
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* Define a theory. ¢ Differentiate among realism,
liberalism, idealism, and

* |dentify the roles played by constructivism.

theories in foreign policy

making. ¢ Apply each of these four theo-
ries to a case of foreign policy
making.
Introduction

Since the mid-1970s, the U.S. presidency has been occupied by Jimmy Carter,
Ronald Reagan, George H. W. Bush, Bill Clinton, George W. Bush, and now
Barack Obama. When it comes to their foreign policy agendas, these leaders
stressed some similar and some different goals, as well as different means to
achieve them. As we will see in Chapter 3, some of these decisions were driven
by factors arising in the contexts in which these leaders found themselves. How-
ever, these decisions were also the result of the basic ideas each leader had about
what was really important and how the political world works. Such concerns
lie in the realm of theories of foreign policy. In this chapter, we will discuss the
importance of theories, outline the four major ones often applied to U.S. foreign
policy, and then illustrate them with real-life examples.

Theories and International Politics

Theories are sets of interrelated ideas that explain some reality. Often thought
of as cognitive maps, theories simplify reality by telling us what matters—and
what does not—and what the relationships are regarding the topics that inter-
est us. Like lenses, they bring certain things into focus. You and I use theories
every day. We rely on theories of nutrition and how the body works to tell us
what to eat and what not to eat, how and when to exercise, what personal
habits are associated with long life, and so on. If our car doesn’t start, we don’t
have to be expert auto mechanics to check whether the battery is dead. We un-
derstand some basic relationships about how things are or how they work, and
why some things are good and other things are bad. Theories are no more than
these bundles of interrelated ideas that help us interpret things.

Further, theories of foreign policy tell us what policy makers care about
and why, and they often prescribe actions to achieve foreign policy goals.
Theories help foreign policy makers organize facts and determine appropriate
actions in the international arena. Four major theories can be identified that
help us understand foreign policy behavior: realism, liberalism, idealism, and
constructivism.
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Realism

“Political realism” is the name given to a bundle of ideas that have their roots
in the observations of writers like ancient Greece’s Thucydides or the Italian
Renaissance’s Machiavelli. However, world events in the 1930s and 1940s led
writers like E. H. Carr, Reinhold Niebuhr, and Hans Morgenthau to emphasize
how they thought the international system really was rather than on how they
wished it to be.? Their concerns revolved around the security dilemma—how
states protected their security in a system marked by anarchy without alarming
other states, which would then respond by enhancing their security measures.
The result could be an arms race that could erupt into violence.

To these thinkers, the most important essence of how the international
system worked, and thus the essence of what they chose to call realism, was
that (1) humans banded together and interacted as groups, (2) such groups were
motivated primarily by self-interest and the greatest self-interest was survival,
and (3) survival depended on the possession of power.? Thus in the 20th cen-
tury, realism meant states sought to maintain or increase their military power
so they could gain or protect their national interests. For example, a realist ex-
planation of the origins of World War II would stress that Germany and Japan
were states on the rise that wanted to ensure their survival and needed to in-
crease their material resources. To do so required them to expand their terri-
tory at the expense of others. Thus Japan attacked China in 1931 and again in
1937, and Germany attacked Poland in 1939 and France the next year. When
Japan attacked U.S. forces at Hawaii’s Pearl Harbor naval base in 1941 and
Germany backed its ally by declaring war on the United States shortly thereaf-
ter, the United States was thrust into a global war that had grown far beyond its
East Asian and European origins.

Of course, reducing the most meaningful aspects of foreign policy to the
ideas that societies are greedy and power-seeking means other aspects are mini-
mized, and not all would agree that these points capture all the most meaning-
ful aspects of how the international system works. So-called neorealists reject
the idea that states are greedy seekers of power for their own sake. Instead, neo-
realists argue that in an international system marked by anarchy and without
any coercive authority to which one can turn for protection, it is only prudent
to seek, maintain, and increase one’s own power resources. In essence, when
there is no law enforcement agency, one has to protect oneself. Thus neorealism
sees this inadequacy of the international system itself as the reason states to act
as they do—not as a result of their inherent bad nature.*

Realists also generally share the assumption that states are rational, unitary
actors. To them, it doesn’t really matter who the country’s leaders are at any
given point in time, because national interests objectively exist independent of
personalities. States face situations in the international system to which they
need to respond, and that is what concerns realists—not who the leaders are.
For example, policy makers might think that the most dangerous time is when
states are undergoing power transitions relative to each other. A challenger state
may be eager to start a war to demonstrate its growing power, or war could be
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more likely when the challenger reaches power parity and is dissatisfied with
the status quo.’ Therefore, it is little wonder that U.S. policy makers pay careful
attention to states like Iran that may be developing nuclear weapons and states
that did like North Korea to offset their already significant regional military as-
sets. Thus U.S. foreign policy makers may often think in such realist terms, and
they focus on the power resources of the United States and how they compare
with the power resources of others.

However, an oft-heard criticism about realism and its variants is that, by
accepting the premise that only military power and national interests really
matter, the same old international system is maintained, and wars and other
violent conflicts remain the norm. Those who think more positive changes in
the international system can be achieved tend to see the world differently. If
they think “what states want is the primary determinant of what they do,”
then those foreign policy makers wishing for a more peaceful international
system can act to create such a system.® We next turn our attention to those
thinkers.

Liberalism

Classic liberalism is marked by an emphasis on the rights of an individual per-
son over the rights of the collective state. If individual liberty matters most,
then individuals should not only be free from undue state control, they should
also have the rights to pursue their own economic opportunities and have a
say in their own governance. Consequently, classic liberals stress individual
freedom, free-market capitalism, and democracy.” Classic liberals also assume
that humans are cooperative by nature, and such cooperation is just as pos-
sible in international as well as domestic politics. By the way, we are using the
term “classic liberalism” here to distinguish it from the way the term “liberal” is
more commonly used in U.S. political discourse. Most Americans who use the
term “liberal” are generally referring to “welfare liberalism”—a preference for
state action on behalf of endangered groups in society—and that’s not exactly
what we are discussing here.

When applied to foreign policy, classic liberalism produces a pronounced
preference for states with some form of democratic or representative regimes
that respect the individual liberties of their citizens and allow capitalism to
operate as freely as possible. Not only are such liberal political and economic
systems thought to be best for their own citizens, they also produce a liberal
or democratic peace. The historical record shows that well-established liberal
democracies do not go to war with other well-established liberal democracies.
A variant of this idea is that advanced capitalist systems do not go to war
against each other. Such a capitalist peace is based on the idea that these ad-
vanced capitalist economies are often highly intertwined and wars are therefore
bad for business.?

The idea that liberal regimes avoid war with each other and foster
cooperation is not new. Enlightenment writers like Montesquieu and Kant were
saying similar things in the 18th century.’ So as the number of liberal democratic
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resources (in terms of both blood and treasure) to pursue more narrow national
interests that could actually be achieved.

Realist thinking dominated the Cold War period beginning in the late
1940s, but toward the end of the Cold War, idealism made a bit of a come-
back. In his brief time as president, Gerald Ford tried to make human rights a
more important aspect of what the United States was trying to promote inter-
nationally. His successor, Jimmy Carter, largely abandoned anticommunism as
the guiding force in U.S. foreign policy and instead made the promotion and
protection of human rights the guiding force behind how the U.S. government
evaluated and reacted to other governments.

Most recently, George W. Bush sought to take advantage of the U.S. role
as the lone remaining superpower to impose democracy and regime change
in the Middle East by force, beginning with Iraq in 2003. The idea was that a
democratic Middle East, free of authoritarian regimes, would help solve many
international problems arising from this conflict-ridden region. Further, one
might assume that former president Bush would see the popular revolts in
the “Arab Spring” of 2011—where the people rebelled against authoritarian
regimes in Tunisia, Egypt, Bahrain, Syria, and Libya—as proof that his ideas
were correct.

Realism, liberalism, and idealism have something in common. Each of these
labels denotes what its adherents see as objective beliefs about how the inter-
national system works or should work. Another way of understanding interna-
tional politics is more instrumental in nature. Foreign policy is typically made
by groups, and members of groups often agree among themselves about what is
important and why, and then they act on the basis of these socially constructed
realities. To understand this more subjective phenomenon, we must consider
another theoretical approach.

Constructivism

Unlike the theories discussed to this point, constructivism involves a subjec-
tive set of ideas about how we understand reality, not necessarily about what
that reality is. Constructivists believe reality is socially constructed.'* To the
extent that members of a group share a set of ideas about how things are and
reinforce that set of beliefs in their repeated communications with each other,
they assume that their ideas are accurate and act on the basis of that socially
constructed reality as if it was an objective reality.

For example, during much of the Cold War between the United States and
Soviet Union, most Americans thought communism was an evil menace seek-
ing to destroy them. Given how widespread that societal agreement was, U.S.
leaders typically interpreted Soviet actions as threats even when the Soviets did
not mean to be threatening. Moving to the present, there is little question that
Israel possesses nuclear weapons and in fact has far more nuclear weapons than
does North Korea or even Iran, but U.S. leaders worry a lot more about North
Korea’s nuclear weapons and Iran’s nuclear program than about those of Israel.
The difference here is primarily “social.” Israel is seen as a friend and de facto
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EU, Western European leaders typically showed considerable respect for in-
ternational organizations and multilateral approaches to solving problems.
Further, states like France and Russia had a history of doing business with Saddam
Hussein’s Iraqi regime. Thus, when inspectors of the International Atomic Energy
Agency (IAEA) failed to find stockpiles of banned chemical weapons in Iraq in
the 1990s, a typical European viewpoint was that—given the considerable ex-
pertise of those inspectors and the perception that Saddam Hussein’s regime no
longer represented a military threat—the weapons must no longer exist.

However, the same material fact—that chemical weapons seemed to be
missing from Iraqg—generated a very different response from top members
of the George W. Bush administration. President Bush, Vice President Dick
Cheney, Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, and Deputy Defense Secretary
Paul Wolfowitz seemed to have somewhat less respect for the UN and its as-
sociated member organizations like the IAEA. When such organizations acted
contrary to U.S. interests, they were often ignored or circumvented, and these
decisions were usually justified by stressing that policy makers were protecting
U.S. national sovereignty. Further, Bush, Cheney, Rumsfeld, and Wolfowitz per-
ceived Saddam Hussein as an evil person and his Iraqi regime a threat to both
the region and U.S. national interests. Sharing their distrust of Hussein’s regime,
these officials could not accept the fact that the weapons were no longer there.
In this social construction featuring an evil leader (and possibly less respect for
international agencies), top members of the administration constructed a reality
that said these chemical weapons must still exist (after all, an evil regime would
not just get rid of them) and they must have been hidden away for future use,
and this “fact” made the Iraqi regime even more dangerous.'® In each case the
material facts were the same, but differing social constructions led to very dif-
ferent interpretations of the meaning of such facts.

Now that the main ideas of these four theoretical approaches have been
outlined, a more detailed illustration can be provided of how they offer differ-
ent lenses through which to view, interpret, and understand foreign policy. The
expansion of the NATO military alliance provides a nice example.

The Theories Applied: NATO Expansion

How do these differing theories help us understand who makes U.S. foreign
policy and why such policy is made? U.S. support for NATO expansion to the
east provides a good example of these theories in action.

The refusal of the Soviet Union to remove its troops from Eastern Europe
in the late 1940s, along with its instigation of the first Berlin Crisis in 1948, led
to the signing of the North Atlantic Treaty in April 1949. The 12 original sig-
natories—Belgium, Canada, Denmark, France, Iceland, Italy, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, the United Kingdom, and the United States—
vowed to come to each other’s aid if attacked. The surprise invasion of South Ko-
rea by communist North Korean forces in the summer of 1950 created a greater
sense of urgency, and the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) was cre-
ated to serve as an ongoing military structure ready for use on short notice if
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needed. West Germany then joined NATO in 1955, and the Soviet Union re-
sponded by creating the Warsaw Pact, a corresponding anti-Western military al-
liance in Europe. Besides the Soviet Union, the Warsaw Pact initially included
the communist-bloc states of Eastern Europe: Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia,
East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Romania. Albania pulled away in 1961
and formally quit the alliance in 1968. Over the course of the Cold War, Greece,
Turkey, and Spain joined NATO, but as Western European states already friendly
to the United States, their inclusion did not provoke a strong Soviet reaction.

As the Cold War was ending, the Soviet Union dissolved the Warsaw Pact
in 1991, and the Soviet Union broke up into 15 independent states—the largest
of which was Russia. President Boris Yeltsin and other Russian leaders expected
NATO to be dissolved as well, but it was not."” Instead, NATO expanded
steadily eastward toward Russia through the inclusions of the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Poland in 1999; Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania,
Slovakia, and Slovenia in 2004; and Albania and Croatia in 2009. NATO’s ex-
pansion eastward caused great alarm among Russian leaders who perceived
NATO as an inherently anti-Russian military alliance. To them, NATO’s en-
croachment into Russia’s traditional sphere of influence in Eastern Europe was
a highly provocative act. Given such Russian perceptions, why did the United
States support it? Our four theories provide different answers to this question.

Realism and NATO Expansion

Based on realism, U.S. support for NATO expansion is simple and straight-
forward. Even after its old nemesis the Soviet Union dissolved into 15 newly
independent states, the Russian Federation was still a potential threat to the
United States or U.S. interests. Russia had been a great power before the 1917
Bolshevik Revolution, and in the 1990s it still possessed significant military ca-
pabilities, not to mention thousands of nuclear warheads.

Given the lack of any overarching authority to constrain Russian expan-
sion, neorealism would suggest that the United States look out for its own inter-
ests vis-a-vis Russia. By increasing its number of members, NATO could present
a stronger united front against possible Russian actions in the future. Such a
stronger united front should deter Russia from undertaking risky or provoca-
tive actions. Expanding NATO’s membership deeper into the old Soviet sphere
of influence and closer to Russian borders would make it easier to project U.S.
power against the Russian Federation should that become necessary at some
future point.

Liberalism and NATO Expansion

Liberalism sees increasing international cooperation as a positive for the
international system. States are either naturally cooperative (as per lib-
eralism), or they recognize that cooperation serves their national interests
(as per neoliberalism). In the context of the post—Cold War era, admitting for-
mer Soviet client states (e.g., the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, Slovakia,
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to Congress on NATO expansion are worth quoting, as they illustrate official
U.S. thinking on NATO expansion:

* NATO enlargement contributes to the broader goal of a peaceful, undi-
vided, and democratic Europe.

* Enlargement will yield benefits for the United States, NATO, and Europe.

* NATO enlargement carries costs.

¢ Costs to the United States will be modest.

* There are greater costs and risks to not enlarging NATO on the current
schedule.

* The United States and NATO are committed to constructive relations with
Russia.”

Regarding Russia’s opposition, the report says:

The United States and its NATO Allies are committed to building a strategic
partnership with a democratic Russia; indeed, that effort and NATO
enlargement are both part of the same enterprise of building a peaceful,
undivided and democratic Europe. While many Russian leaders have expressed
opposition to NATO enlargement, this initiative can serve Russia’s own long-
term security interests by fostering stability to its west.?°

Thus a constructivist interpretation would be that U.S. leaders agreed among
themselves that NATO expansion was a good thing, as it strengthened the U.S.
identity as a peace-loving society by making Europe safer. In this way, NATO
expansion furthered U.S. interests in a peaceful world and improved the future
for Central and East Europeans at the same time. Russian fears could be dis-
missed because, as a defensive alliance, NATO represented no offensive threat
to Russia, and NATO expansion was in Russia’s long-term interest.

This societal construction of reality was widely held in the West. Virtually
all the elites of Central and Eastern Europe were in favor of NATO expansion,
the existing NATO members in Western Europe were in favor of it, and U.S.
elites were in favor as well.2! Among the U.S. public in 1997, a strong major-
ity was supportive of NATO, a slight plurality favored NATO expansion, but
a strong majority was found favoring NATO expansion among those who said
they followed the issue carefully.?? Thus, foreign policy makers and the mem-
bers of the attentive public were united in their support of NATO expansion.

As noted earlier, NATO had been socially constructing its identity for nearly
half a century as a defensive entity that saw itself as nonthreatening to others.
As NATO members saw it, the Soviet Union had been a threat to NATO, not
the other way around. Thus the fears of NATO as a threat to Russia seemed
unfounded among NATO members. On the other hand, the norms of NATO co-
operation had become an important part of the military and political culture of
NATO members—particularly of Germany. These norms were reinforced over
time with joint training missions and multinational military assignments. With
no one other than the Russians arguing the opposite viewpoint, NATO expan-
sion was socially constructed as an absolute good, and the “goodness” or value
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I 60X 2.1

The Search for a Nuclear-Free World:
The View through Four Lenses

As shown in the chapter-opening photo,
on April 5, 2009, President Barack Obama
made a much-heralded speech in Prague,
Czech Republic, in which he called for
a world free of nuclear weapons. Not
since the 1950s when President Dwight
Eisenhower called for sharing nuclear
technologies in a program called “Atoms
for Peace” had a U.S. president gone so
far in calling for nuclear disarmament.
How do our four theories account for
this policy declaration?

The Realist View

For some realists, endorsing nuclear
disarmament as a U.S. foreign policy
goal may have seemed like a foolish
idea. Why would any nuclear weapons
state willingly give up such a powerful
set of weapons? However, a realist
argument can be made for this idea.

In the early 21st century, it was clear
that the United States had the most
powerful conventional military force in
the world. Its naval and air forces were
unparalleled in the world. The United
States had more ships, combat aircraft,
smart and unmanned weapons, and
logistical support than any other country
in the world. While Russia and India
had about the same numbers of troops
as the United States, only China had
significantly more active duty military
personnel, and none of these others had
military forces that could perform the
missions that U.S. forces routinely did.
From this point of view, the primary way
a rival could offset the U.S. military
advantage would be through possession
of nuclear weapons. If all gave them up,
then the U.S. qualitative conventional

military advantage over others would
be even more enhanced. So the policy
declaration makes sense from a realist
perspective.

The Liberal View

The case to be made here is very
straightforward. Liberals emphasize
a world system based on peaceful
cooperation. Nothing could be a more
significant step toward world peace than
removing the most devastating weapons
humankind has ever devised. If nuclear
weapons states like Russia, China, the
United Kingdom, France, India, Pakistan,
North Korea, and even Israel (which can
be considered a nondeclared nuclear
power) joined the United States in this
endeavor, the world would be safer
from horrific destruction on either a
regional or global scale. Thus liberals
would see this policy declaration as an
important initiative that could pay off for
humankind.

The Idealist View

For idealists, this was an easy call. When
one considers the way the world should
ideally be, nuclear weapons should
have no place in it. After all, these are
called weapons of mass destruction for
a very good reason. If targeted against
major urban centers, the blast and
firestorm effects would kill hundreds
of thousands, if not millions, of people,
depending on the population of the
area. Further, exposure to radiation from
nuclear weapons would contaminate
the physical area for decades to come,
thereby making it unsafe for human
habitation. Finally, the use of nuclear
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weapons is generally considered so
horrendous that most nuclear weapons
states would reply with a vengeance
to such an attack, launching a nuclear
counterstrike at the aggressor. The result
of such a nuclear war would be multiple
societies that were devastated, if not
totally destroyed.

From the idealist point of view, ridding
the world of such weapons could only
make the world a safer place. Moreover,
these weapons cost a tremendous
amount of money to develop, test,
maintain, and deploy. From the idealist
perspective, couldn’t those millions
or billions of dollars be better spent
improving the quality of life for one's
citizens, rather than being spent on
weapons no rational person hopes will
ever be used?

The Constructivist View
Constructivists would emphasize this
policy declaration as a major step in the
ongoing social construction of a new
reality regarding such weapons. Since
the early 1960s, significant international
steps have been taken to rein in the
threat of nuclear weapons. A series of
nuclear weapons treaties have been
found to be in the interest of most
actors in the international system, and
the outliers who do not abide by the
rules of the nuclear nonproliferation
regime are a very small minority.

Thus Obama’s call for nuclear
disarmament did not just put more
pressure on those who seek nuclear
weapons, it also helped bolster
a collective sense among most
nuclear-capable states that nuclear
weapons are dangerous—or even evil.
The more the international community
demonizes such weapons in its rhetoric
and works to limit their possession,
the harder it is for outliers like Iran and
North Korea to justify their possession
of nuclear weapons in the face of
this international climate of opinion.
So Obama’s policy declaration, while
just a set of words, could be seen by
constructivists as a major step toward
the construction of a more peaceful
world in the long run.

What's your view? Which of these
explanations makes the most sense
to you? Was this policy declaration
a shrewd move to actually enhance U.S.
military power relative to others (a realist
view), part of a global commitment to
cooperation in everyone's best interest
(a liberal view), a step toward ending
the 20th century’'s most significant
threat to all humankind and gaining all
the benefits that step could bring (an
idealist view), or a significant step in the
creation of a like-minded community
where possession of such weapons
violates widely shared norms and cannot
be justified (a constructivist view)?

Conclusion: The Importance of Theories

Foreign policy is made by individuals, either acting alone or more commonly in
groups. As individuals, they are guided by fundamental notions of how the po-
litical world works and their own ideas of right and wrong; these value prem-
ises come from political theories. If policy makers consistently act in terms of
U.S. national interests perceived largely in terms of military power, they are
relying primarily on realist views. If instead they prefer more often to promote
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international peace and cooperation by encouraging the protection and expan-
sion of individual liberties, capitalism, and democracy abroad, they are relying
primarily on liberalism to guide their actions. If they want to use persuasion or
even force to make the rest of the world a better place by making it more like
the United States, idealism is motivating their choices. If none of these theoreti-
cal lenses seems to capture the thinking of individual policy makers, construc-
tivism may be used to identify how foreign policy makers and those with whom
they interact construct the meaning of the facts they perceive and then act ac-
cordingly on those meanings at the time. Again, none of us react randomly to
events; we react based upon what we interpret to be important.

Glossary Terms

Anarchy the idea that no supranational governing entity controls what states may do,
thus there is no cop on the corner. It doesn’t mean “chaos,” because the international
system is surprisingly orderly in most of its operations.

Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) forum—a group of 21 Asian/Pacific Rim
economies that represent approximately 40% of the world’s population, over half of the
world’s GDP, and nearly half of the world’s trade.

Capitalist peace the idea that advanced capitalist societies do not choose to go to war
against each other.

Constructivism the theory based on the premise that the world is socially constructed
by agents interacting with the structures in their environment. Thus material facts are
less important than how they are socially interpreted.

Democratic peace the idea that well-established liberal democracies do not typically
go to war against each other. Also known as the liberal peace.

European Union (EU) a group of 28 democratic European states that are bound to-
gether economically and, to a slightly lesser extent, politically.

Idealism the desire to make the world a better place by using U.S. power and influence
to spread a system of Western values throughout the world—primarily values like the pro-
tection of individual rights and freedoms and the promotion of democracy and capitalism.

llliberal regimes  those that fall short on at least one of liberalism’s criteria: the protec-
tion of individual liberties, free-market capitalism, and democratic rule.

International Monetary Fund (IMF) an organization of 186 member states that pro-
vides short-term loans to protect the value of its members’ currency.

Liberal peace the idea that well-established liberal democracies do not typically go to
war against each other. Also known as the democratic peace.

Liberalism the theory of politics that emphasizes the importance of individual freedom
from state control, free-market capitalism, and democracy. People are seen as essentially
good, and cooperation is seen as the normal method of interacting with others.

Neoliberalism the idea that international institutions can be created to provide incen-
tives for states to cooperate with each other. Thus states cooperate not necessarily out
of any inherent goodness on their part, but rather because cooperation advances their
national interests.

Neorealism the idea that the structure of the international system forces states to act
as they do. The most important aspect of system structure is anarchy; there is no over-
arching coercive authority present to enforce system rules. In such an anarchical system,
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CHAPTER 3

The Context of Policy
Making

How do leaders like U.S. president Barack Obama and Russian president Vladimir Putin
overcome a history of mutual mistrust between their governments?
Source: Carolyn Kaster/AP Images
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* Describe the impact of context | ¢ lllustrate the differences
on foreign policy makers. between post-Cold War and

. . post-9/11 contexts.
¢ Differentiate among exter-

nal, internal, and ideational ¢ Assess the current priorities
contexts. of U.S. foreign policy makers.
Introduction

Policy makers must envy academics who begin an analysis with the phrase “all
other things being equal ....” In the foreign policy setting, few things are equal
and everything seems to affect everything else—especially policy choices. Con-
straints push policy makers away from some choices, and opportunities lure
policy makers toward others. Consequently, policy makers rarely start with the
proverbial “blank sheet of paper” when considering a possible policy initia-
tive. They are affected by what is going on in the external political context,
the domestic political context, and the ideational context at the time. In this
chapter, we will discuss each of these different contexts and then illustrate how
such factors can serve as inputs to the foreign policy—making process.

The External Context

The external context can be found in the international political system that lies
beyond U.S. borders. That context or setting shapes foreign policy choices in
numerous ways, but clearly international norms and power relationships are
two of the most important. Let’s talk about them.

International Norms

The international system is like a society, and societies are marked by norms—
unwritten rules of behavior—and these change over time and impact foreign
policy makers. A century ago, the international system was dominated by im-
perial powers governing vast expanses of the globe through a combination of
brute force, economic influence, and often the cooptation of local elites. An im-
portant norm of this era was that of gunboat diplomacy, of the strong preying
on the weak. Social Darwinism seemed to justify this approach to international
interactions. More powerful societies dominated less powerful ones, and that
seemed to be the natural order of things.

A century later, norms have changed drastically. As the industrial age
made technologies of warfare more lethal and destructive, international soci-
ety moved to limit the damage. The 1899 and 1907 Hague Conferences began
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a case, but members of the Security Council were unconvinced and the Security
Council refused to authorize going to war against Iraq; instead it only warned
Iraq of more serious penalties to come if it did not allow international weapons
inspections to continue by the IAEA.

Without the legitimacy of such a UN authorization, the Bush administra-
tion was forced to rely on a “coalition of the willing”—troops from Britain,
Australia, Spain, Poland, Denmark, and Italy. Major powers like Germany,
France, Russia, and China steadfastly opposed the U.S.-led war, resulting in a
major rift between the United States and its European allies. It took both the
elections of new leaders in Germany and France and U.S. commitments to begin
the process of disentangling itself from Iraq, before the rift within NATO could
be mended. Thus for a number of years, U.S.-European relations were largely
poisoned by the U.S. failure to live up to international norms. Beyond the roles
that norms play in setting the context of foreign policy making, power relation-
ships also shape the foreign policy choices of leaders. They are our focus next.

Power Relationships

The political realities of power—who has it and how much do they have
relative to the United States—create both opportunities and constraints to U.S.
foreign policy makers and thus provide an array of inputs for the U.S. foreign
policy-making process. Consider the current position of the United States in the
international system. When the Cold War ended in 1989 and the Soviet Union
fragmented into 15 component parts in 1991, the United States was left as the
lone remaining superpower. Was that an opportunity for foreign policy makers
to expand U.S. national influence, or were there still constraints to be faced?
For many, the answer was simple. The United States had won the Cold War,
its opponent was vanquished, and now U.S. military power eclipsed that of any
other state, and if nuclear arms were considered, of arguably all other states
combined. According to realists, the United States was poised to pursue any of
a number of potential national interests. Yet according to constructivists, others
took this notion farther. The more top members of the George W. Bush foreign
policy—making team talked about the possibilities of this new era, the more they
convinced themselves that a new reality was at hand—one they had constructed
through their social interactions. With such military power they thought, the
United States could go out and win any objective, right any wrong, and impose
its well-intentioned will on the world. For example, backed by American arms a
new democratic Afghanistan could be created, and democracy could be imposed
by military force on old nemesis Iraq. Bush administration advocates thought
these military moves would remake the Middle East, helping to transform it
into a peaceful, democratic region.? Supporters and critics alike began talking
about a new American empire linked by a global network of military bases.*
Still, the exercise of military power does not come without costs. Even
the world’s largest single economy was stressed by trying to fight two simul-
taneous wars on the other side of the world. At least in the case of the war
in Afghanistan, some allies were there to help. After the Taliban regime in
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Kabul was deposed, member states of NATO contributed combat or support
personnel totaling approximately 50,000 troops to help stabilize the country
and consolidate the power of the new regime led by Hamid Karzai.> However,
the invasion and occupation of Iraq was another story. Few U.S. allies saw any
need to overthrow the government of President Saddam Hussein by force, and
the UN Security Council refused to authorize military action to oust the regime.
So only a few allies agreed to participate in the U.S.-led invasion of Iraq. The
choices of other allies not to participate left U.S. military resources stretched so
thin across both Iraq and Afghanistan that other regimes—Ilike Iran and North
Korea—were emboldened to undertake provocative acts, knowing the unlikeli-
hood of U.S. military responses.

External constraints face the United States in nonmilitary arenas as well.
Over time, the U.S. economic position relative to others has fallen. While the
U.S. economy is still the largest national economy in the world, others are
catching up. As a group, the economies of the European Union (EU) are now
larger than the U.S. economy. China is the second largest national economy in
the world and growing quickly, as is the economy of India. Thus in either mili-
tary or economic terms, the United States is still very powerful, but it is not a
hegemon capable of imposing its will whenever and wherever it desires. Unless
a superpower is willing to ask its population to make significant sacrifices in
their lifestyles to subsidize its foreign initiatives, there are limits on what that
regime has the resources to do.

This combination of military and economic realities provides some interest-
ing challenges for U.S. policy makers. A good illustration came in 2008 when
the United States approved a nuclear cooperation agreement with India, which
is discussed in Box 3.1.

I 50X 3.1

The U.S.-India Civil Nuclear Cooperation Agreement

In 2008, the United States reversed
30 years of policy by engaging in nuclear

Externally, cozying up to India by
providing it nuclear fuel and technology

trade with a country that had not signed
the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty
(NPT). Despite the fact that India had
not signed the NPT, the agreement
allowed U.S. corporations to sell nuclear
fuel and nuclear technology to India;
in return, India agreed to international
inspections of its civilian nuclear power
plants. Why would the United States
overturn such a long-standing policy?
The inputs for this policy shift were both
external and internal.

served two purposes: one major and one
minor. The major purpose was to seek
a counterbalance to growing Chinese
military power in Asia. China's military
might is growing rapidly, and China has
brandished thinly veiled military threats
(if veiled at all) toward both Taiwan
and Japan—both good friends of the
United States. The other major rising
military power in Asia is India, which
fought a border war with China in 1962.
While selling civilian nuclear fuel and
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technology to India does not directly
benefit India’s military, it does allow more
of India’s existing supplies of nuclear
fuel and technology to be diverted to
military uses, and that should worry the
Chinese. Also China will likely worry that
such civilian fuel and technology could
always be diverted to military uses in an
emergency. Finally, any closer U.S. ties
with a Chinese rival have to concern the
officials in Beijing.

The minor purpose here is that the
agreement sent a very harsh signal to
Pakistan. Pakistan has lost three major
wars to India and has long been a U.S.
military ally. After 9/11, U.S. military
aid to Pakistan increased, because of
Pakistan's importance in the war on
terror.

Yet Pakistan's cooperation in the war
on terror was mixed. While Pakistani
forces launched some military operations
against terrorist groups operating
inside its borders, most of the military
aid sent to Pakistan was used to build
up defenses and military capabilities
against India. Some in Pakistan’s military
establishment even supported terrorist
groups that launched attacks against
India. The U.S. agreement to sell nuclear
fuel and technology to India was a
rebuke to Pakistan and a signal that
U.S. patience with Islamabad was not
unlimited, and this rebuke came three
years before it was learned that Osama
bin Laden not only had lived in Pakistan
for years but had done so in a town with
a large military presence!

Internally, two major groups in the
United States pressed for this agreement.
The first was the U.S. nuclear energy
industry. With one billion people, India
was going to need far more electricity,
and it wanted to buy nuclear power
stations. These U.S. corporations wanted
a piece of that pie, as the cost of each
power plant would be measured in the
billions of dollars.

Second, the growing size and clout
of the Indian-American population came
into play domestically. Indian-Americans
are a rapidly growing segment of
the U.S. citizenry, and there is now
an India Caucus in the U.S. House
of Representatives. Most important
though, lobby groups like the U.S. India
Political Action Committee and the
U.S. India Business Alliance worked
long and hard to secure congressional
approval of the nuclear fuel agreement.
Thus domestic inputs to foreign policy
making cannot be ignored in this case
either.

So what do you think? Were external
or internal inputs more responsible for
the reversal of a 30-year-old policy?
Which of our major theories seems to
apply most here? Why?

Sources: Jayshree Bajoria and Esther Pan,

“The U.S.-India Nuclear Deal,” Backgrounder,
November 5, 2010, Council on Foreign Relations;
Jason A. Kirk, “Indian-Americans and the
U.S.-India Nuclear Agreement: Consolidation

of an Ethnic Lobby?" Foreign Policy Analysis 4
(2008), 275-300.

Yet for many liberals, there is reason for cautious optimism in the interna-
tional system. Mechanisms of cooperation exist and are at times used. As noted
earlier, NATO took on an important role in providing military personnel and
support for the mission to stabilize Afghanistan, and NATO members launched
air strikes against Libyan leader Muammar Qaddafi’s forces when those forces
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compromises or accommodations that became necessary to get anything done
on the issue at hand. Yet beyond the domestic context shaped by values, culture,
and the structures of foreign policy making, there is the ideational context—the
current state of major ideas about the ends and means of foreign policy and the
priorities that thus exist. We turn to it next.

The Ideational Context

Overlaying this open and fragmented policy-making system are dominant ideas
that provide inputs to policy makers. The open and fragmented foreign policy—
making system we just discussed is populated in part by officials elected as
members of political parties, and the ideas that form the basis of partisanship
matter in foreign policy too. While many will assert that politics should stop at
the water’s edge, this has rarely been the case. One can speak of Democratic or
Republican foreign policy agendas, and those policy agendas tend to be different
in terms of both ends and means.® Regarding ends, in recent years Republican
policy makers have generally focused more on global issues involving national
security matters or free trade. While most Democratic foreign policy makers
would argue they are neither hostile nor indifferent to national security matters,
they might elevate other global issues to a higher priority than their Republican
counterparts—like environmental protection, human rights, or assuring that
basic life necessities are met in developing societies. Regarding means, in recent
years many Republican policy makers seemed to prefer unilateral approaches
that rely primarily on military tools to achieve their goals. Democratic policy
makers generally appeared more open to multilateral approaches that involved
more international actors and a greater use of diplomatic tools to achieve de-
sired ends. While exceptions to such crude generalizations can always be found
(e.g., defense hawks who happen to be Democrats or Republicans committed
to refugee relief), these generalizations capture something important about
what most members of each political party tend to think is important in foreign
policy and how such goals should be addressed.

Another aspect of the ideational context is the set of inputs that come from
public opinion.? Top U.S. foreign policy makers are either elected by the public
or appointed by those who are. Thus public opinion cannot be totally ignored.
Two broad orientations toward foreign policy held by the public at times come
into play. On the one hand, most Americans believe in internationalism. That is,
they believe that U.S. national interests are advanced by interacting with other
countries and peoples and such regular, ongoing contacts with others may con-
tribute to the greater good of all. Consistently in public opinion polls since the
end of the Vietnam War, at least two-thirds of the American public has favored
regular engagement with the world beyond U.S. borders. Such internationalists
may feel either that it is simply good to know more about other societies and
peoples or that there are distinct advantages to be gained—such as military al-
lies or expanded opportunities for U.S. trade.

On the other hand, some Americans are isolationists. Isolationism refers to
the belief that the dangers of regular and ongoing engagement with the world
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military terms—produced an era in which small wars between the client states
of each superpower could erupt at any time. Yet the overwhelming concern was
preventing the two superpowers from going to war directly against each other,
as that seemed likely to lead to nuclear war and mutual assured destruction.

When economic weaknesses caused the Soviet Union’s collapse and the
Cold War ended, many assumed a new, more peaceful era had arrived.'?> Events
proved otherwise, as nasty but geographically limited military conflicts erupted
in the 1990s in places like the Persian Gulf, the former Yugoslavia, and central
Africa. Occasionally, U.S. citizens or military personnel became the targets of
those with grievances against the United States or its foreign policy. However,
such incidents of terrorism were either isolated or tended to occur far from U.S.
shores.

For example, U.S. support for Israel at the expense of Palestinians and the
Saudis’ invitation to U.S. troops to be stationed in their country after the Iraqi
invasion of neighboring Kuwait in 1990—thus inviting new “crusaders” into
the Muslim world’s holiest land—were cited by Saudi multimillionaire Osama
bin Laden as justification for attacks on the United States or its interests abroad.
His group of Takfirist extremists called al Qaeda (“the base”) was linked to the
1993 bombing of a parking garage beneath New York City’s World Trade Cen-
ter. That attack killed six and injured about 1,000 (but failed to bring down the
tower), and bin Laden also later claimed credit for his followers’ involvement in
the 1993 killing of 18 U.S. military personnel in Somalia—an event immortal-
ized in the film Blackhawk Down. Five Americans were killed in a 1995 bomb-
ing in Riyadh, Saudi Arabia, that was later attributed to al Qaeda.

In 1996, bin Laden issued a fatwa (or religious directive) calling on all
devout Muslims to take up arms against Americans in the Middle East, and an
apartment building housing U.S. military personnel in Khobar, Saudi Arabia,
was bombed, killing 19 U.S. service members. In 1998, bin Laden issued a sec-
ond fatwa calling on Muslims to kill Americans and Jews (this time specifically
including women and children to be killed) wherever the opportunity pre-
sented itself, and truck bombs went off at the U.S. embassies in both Kenya and
Tanzania. Over 200 people, mostly Kenyan passersby, were killed, and President
Bill Clinton responded by ordering cruise missile attacks on al Qaeda training
bases in Afghanistan and a Sudanese pharmaceutical plant that had been linked
(apparently erroneously) to chemical weapons and bin Laden. In 2000, two sui-
cide bombers attacked the USS Cole as it arrived in the port of Aden, Yemen,
killing 17 members of its crew.

So when President George W. Bush took office in January 2001, top secu-
rity officials of his administration were well aware of Osama bin Laden and al
Qaeda. However, there seemed little sense of urgency in confronting this terror-
ist threat. As a candidate during the presidential campaign, Bush had stressed
domestic initiatives like education reform and tax cuts over foreign policy mat-
ters, and he said the United States should avoid the “nation-building” initiatives
of the Clinton administration that Bush saw as unduly adventuresome.

Events soon changed Bush’s presidential agenda. On September 11, 2001,
four civilian airliners were hijacked by 19 members of al Qaeda. Two of the
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aircraft were flown into the twin towers of New York City’s World Trade Center.
The resulting fires collapsed both buildings, killing more than 2,600 people. An-
other aircraft flew into the U.S. Department of Defense headquarters building—
better known as the Pentagon—across the Potomac River from Washington,
DG, in Arlington, Virginia. The death toll from that attack was 125. The fourth
airplane crashed in a Pennsylvania field. The passengers on board the aircraft
apparently learned of the other incidents and forced the airplane down short
of its target—thought to be either the Capitol building or the White House in
Washington, DC. The death toll of the individuals on the four combined air-
craft was 256, making the total of nearly 3,000 dead in this coordinated attack
exceed the death toll of the 1941 Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.!?

President Bush’s first response to the attacks was to go after bin Laden and
those harboring him. In late 2001, the United States went to war against the
Taliban regime in Afghanistan that had sheltered bin Laden. Despite an ag-
gressive bombing campaign and a ground assault by indigenous anti-Taliban
Afghan forces known as the Northern Alliance, bin Laden escaped capture by
entering the mountainous region of Pakistan along the Afghan border where he
went into hiding. In 2011, bin Laden was finally tracked down and killed in a
U.S. covert operations assault on his compound in Abbottabad, Pakistan.

The U.S.-proclaimed “war on terror” took a different turn in 2003 when
the focus turned to Iraq. Saddam Hussein’s regime had used chemical weapons
in the past against both Iranians in the Iran-Iraq War of 1980-1988 and Iraqi
Kurds in the town of Halabja in 1988, and intelligence reports suggested the re-
gime was pursuing biological and nuclear weapons in the 1980s as well. Given
these factors, Bush administration officials claimed that the Iraqgis might make
weapons of mass destruction available to international terrorists, and some of-
ficials (prominently led by Vice President Dick Cheney) said they would not be
surprised to learn that Iraq had something to do with the 9/11 attacks. When
the UN Security Council refused to authorize a collective attack on Iraq, a force
comprised primarily of U.S. and British troops (along with others) invaded Iraq,
overthrew the Hussein regime, and ultimately created a new Iraqi government
led by Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki.!#

While the invasion of Iraq was a quick success, the occupation of Iraq
proved difficult. Sectarian tensions quickly arose. Many Iraqi Sunnis felt mar-
ginalized and threatened by both the new Shi’a-dominated regime and the Shi’a
militias the regime said it did not control. Large numbers of Iraqis who had
been government employees or members of the military under Saddam’s regime
lost their jobs when the U.S.-led Coalition Provisional Authority ordered all
Ba’ath Party members banned from public service, regardless of their role in the
party during Saddam Hussein’s rule or the fact that oftentimes membership in
the regime’s ruling party was a required condition of employment.

Adding to this combustible mix was the fact that the U.S. occupation of
Iraq acted like a magnet, drawing jihadists from all over the Islamic world to
come to Iraq where they had the opportunity to kill Americans. Although Iraq
was not a stronghold of al Qaeda prior to 2003, after the intervention foreign
jihadists flocked there, and the group known as “al Qaeda in Iraq” was formed.
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emissions because imposing them would hurt the U.S. economy. Bush not only
opposed the creation of the ICC, which might in the future bring U.S. military
personnel to trial, he rescinded the U.S. signature on the treaty creating the
court and signed the American Service Members Protection Act that made it il-
legal to cooperate with the ICC. That act also threatened non-NATO countries
with the loss of U.S. military aid if they did not sign Status of Forces Agreements
exempting U.S. forces from being turned over to the ICC. The Bush administra-
tion also scuttled action on a potential international convention to regulate the
trade in small arms, as administration officials said they feared any effects such
a convention might have on the U.S. Constitution’s Second Amendment right
to keep and bear arms. In addition, President Bush reinstituted the Reagan ad-
ministration’s Mexico City Policy, which prohibited federal funds from going to
any international entity that might use them to promote the use of abortion, a
policy at odds with the United Nations and most U.S. allies.

The most potent illustration of U.S. unilateralism came with the new U.S.
National Security Strategy announced in 2002. This strategy statement stressed
that the nature of the threats facing the country had changed. According to the
strategy statement, with weapons of mass destruction becoming increasingly
commonplace and with nonstate actors as enemies, some of the old rules of
conflict no longer applied. International law’s traditional justification of the use
of force only in self-defense meant one had to let an aggressor attack first be-
fore retaliating. As President Bush noted, letting the opponent strike first might
condemn an entire U.S. city to destruction. Similarly, past deterrence strategies
worked against state actors whose cities provided immovable retaliatory tar-
gets, but nonstate actors (whose members could easily move about) could not
be so readily deterred by threats of retaliation. Thus this new Bush Doctrine
said that the United States would not wait for the first blow; it would strike
preemptively against potential aggressors.

To critics, this “strike first” approach meant those who earned the ire of
the administration could be labeled as either terrorists or supporters of terror-
ism and then attacked. In their eyes, the invasion of Iraq in 2003 demonstrated
their fears of a hegemonic power that used force as a first resort simply because
it could. Thus the propensity of foreign audiences to view the United States as a
threat grew as a result.!8

A third major theme for the Bush administration was another carryover
from the Clinton administration. It involved largely ignoring Russia’s concerns
when pursuing U.S. national interests. During both the Clinton and Bush ad-
ministrations, U.S. officials seemed to expect the Russians to appreciate U.S.
views without any need for the United States to appreciate Russian perspectives
in return. This dynamic was well illustrated in debates about NATO expan-
sion. The Russians were alarmed at the inclusion of Hungary, Poland, and the
Czech Republic in NATO in 1999, as NATO had now crept into the former
Soviet sphere of influence. In 2004, Russians were further alarmed when four
more former Soviet sphere states were added (Slovenia, Slovakia, Bulgaria, and
Romania) along with three countries that had been part of the Soviet Union
itself (Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania). Now NATO members actually abutted
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Russian borders, and Russian president Vladimir Putin warned NATO against
stationing any troops in these forward areas. Despite Russia’s repeated objec-
tions, Albania and Croatia were invited to begin the process of joining NATO
in April 2008. At that time, President Bush supported the invitation of Ukraine
and Georgia to join as well, but other NATO members did not agree. The
August 2008 Russian invasion of Georgia could be seen as Russia’s attempt
to forcibly prevent Georgia’s entry into NATO and as its delayed response to
NATO?’s invasion of Russian ally Serbia in 1999. In 2009, Albania and Croatia
formally joined NATO, but Georgia and Ukraine were told they could join only
at some future date.

Another illustration of the United States pursuing its interests at the ex-
pense of Russian interests involved the creation of a new missile defense system.
In 2008, the Bush administration signed agreements that would create a theater
missile defense system in Europe by placing a radar installation in the Czech
Republic and interceptor missiles in Poland. According to U.S. officials, the in-
tent of the system was to defend Europe and North America against missile
launches from Iran or other “rogue” regimes in the Middle East. However, for
years top Russian officials had said that the real target of such a defense system
was Russia, because Russia had nuclear missiles and Middle East states largely
did not. New Russian president Dmitry Medvedev and senior Russian military
officials warned that they would be forced to target Russian missiles at such
a European antimissile system in the future. In each of these instances, NATO
expansion and European missile defense, U.S. leaders paid little or no heed to
Russia’s perceptions of its national interests, and bad blood ensued.

As a result, in their first meeting both Presidents Obama and Medvedev
spoke of the need to “hit the reset button” in the U.S.-Russian relationship. One
result of this effort was the New START Treaty, which was signed in 2010 and
went into force in 2011. This treaty reduced the number of U.S. and Russian
deployed nuclear warheads from 2,200 to 1,550 per side and limited each side
to no more than 700 deployed heavy bombers and missiles.

As this historical account shows, the current international environment fac-
ing U.S. foreign policy makers is a complex one. On the one hand, the United
States is unquestionably the only military superpower at this time. Its defense
spending alone represented 42.8% of the global total in 2010. By compari-
son, the next largest countries by expenditure were China (7.3%), the United
Kingdom (3.7%), and both France and Russia (3.6%).'"” However, this appear-
ance of a unipolar