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the well-known truth that what the Unilted States does
abroad will be determined as much by factors at home—
the influence of interest groups, the role of institutions,
and the power of ideas—as it will be by external oppor-
tunities and threats. It is perhaps too much of a cliché to
say that all politics is domestic and that all foreign policy
merely a reflection of what happens domestically. But as
many of the chapters here reveal, there is no Chinese wall
dividing the international from the internal, the global
from the specifically local. This is why the book has com-
missioned a number of original chapters t0 think about
this large problem, one of which (by Michael Foley) deals
squarely with the relationship between Congress and
the President, a second (by Piers Robinson) assesses the
impact of the media and public opinion on the making
of US foreign policy, and yeta third (by Peter Trubowitz)
advances the original claim that if we are to make sense
of US foreign policy we should deconstruct the notion
of the United States itself and assess its foreign policy as
the by-product of shifting regional coalitions and not
some eternal notion of what may or may not constitute
the American national interest. Furthermore, as the
Gowan and Stokes chapter reminds us, foreign policy is
not merely a reflection of domestic politics but economic
capabilities t00, perhaps more sO than ever in an increas-
ingly globalized world economic system where power is
not only measured in terms of how many weapons one
might possess, but also by one’s ability to innovate and
compete. Foreign policy can never be reduced to eco-
nomics as some seem to believe. Butany study on US for-
eign policy that ignored material power and economic
pressures——which many more conventional texts appear
to do—would be seriously incomplete in our view, espe-
cially in the wake of the global financial crisis of 2008.
This does not mean however, that US power in its totality
can be reduced to either military or economic power, and
as the Nye chapter on soft power and the Obama admin-
istration shows, the symbolism of America is as impor-
tant as its capacity to project ‘hard’ power across borders.
This brings us then to the issue of perspective or what

is sometimes referred to as ‘balance. As we suggested at
the outset, US foreign policy over the past few years has
been the subject of intense political debate. Everybody it
seems has an opinion on the United States, even, possi-
bly especially, those who have never studied the subject
in any great depth. This is not something that can be said
about the many expert authors gathered together here.

Many, it would be fair to say—Paul Rogers being amongst
them—are critical of the Way the Bush administration
defined the war on terror. Some (including Brian Schmidt
in his chapter on theory) are also deeply concerned about
the impact that Bushs apparent abandonment of realist
thinking in favour of dreams of empire will have on the
United States and the world over the longer term. None
of the authors, however, seeks either to denounce the
United States or cast it in the role of the world’s biggest
‘rogue state, in spite of its fairly abysmal record in one
of the key challenges confronting the international sys-
tem—global environment (a topic dealt with by Eckersley
in her chapter). Still, having strongly held views, as all the
authors here most obviously do, does not preclude them
from seeking to explore in depth how US foreign policyis
made, why policy makers arive at the decisions they do,
and with what consequences. Indeed, it could be argued
that only by approaching the subject with sufficient criti-
cal distance is it possible to engage in any meaningful—
and engaging—way with their respective topics. I

Finally, the authors here all accept the self-evident
fact that whatever one might think of the United States
past, present, Or future, it is simply too important to be
ignored. As the different perspectives provided by Wol-
hforth, Brooks, and Layne show, there is a huge debate
that continues to rumble on concerning the future of

American power and whether or not the US can remain
hegemonic for ever. There is no easy answer to this very
big question. Still, whether one is a radical critic, a con-
servative defender, liberal supporter, or of the opinion
that American hegemony is a threat to world peace, itis
absolutely vital to find out how the United States, with
its vast national security apparatus, remarkably dynamic
economy, complex array of alliances, and highly export®
ble popular culture will shape what some are now calling
a ‘post-American world. During the seemingly predict

able years before 1989, and the optimistic decade thi!

followed, the task of understanding the United St

was difficult enough. In the altogether different world ¥

live in now with its political uncertainties and CCO““"‘_K
{nsecurities, it has become even more $0, thus the "“‘_ 3
for a volume on such an important subject in oy i
Ideas we are often told matter a great deal. This 0
But material facts like states matter as well—non nﬂ{»’
5o than the United States, whose policies in the uﬂ‘ iun
much as its decisions in the past) are bou nd to imP o

us all, for good or ill, well into the twenty-first cen'™
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competing theories of American foreign policy. The
n.ext section turns to the theoretical debate over the ori-
glns of the Cold War. The chapter concludes by examin-
ing the debate over the most appropriate grand strate
that the United States should follow in the post-Coglgll
War era.
‘ The task of explaining American foreign policy is
infinitely complex. Part of the difficulty arises from the
fact that there are so many diverse factors at play that it
is 0ften difficult to determine the underlying reason for
a given policy. President Obama’s decision to withdraw
from Iraq and commit additional troops and resources
to the war in Afghanistan clearly reveals a complex array
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of factors that led to this foreign policy. The problem con-
fronting the foreign policy analyst is what set of factors
to focus on in order to explain the external behaviour of
the United States. Should one focus on the personality
of President Obama and the members of his inner circle
of advisors? Should one focus on the alleged threat that
the Taliban and al-Qaeda pose to the United States and
regional stability in Central Asia? Or should one look
inside the United States to see how the values of liberty
and freedom shape the goals that America attempts to
achieve in its external relations with other states in gen-
eral, and Afghanistan in particular?

As a result of this complexity, most of those who
attempt to explain American foreign policy have recog-
nized the centrality of theory. Theory is both necessary
and unavoidable when it comes to understanding inter-
national politics. Unavoidable because both policy-
makers and scholars approach the world from a specific
paradigm or world-view that in turn generates specific
theories. Theories are necessary in that they tell us what
to focus on and what to ignore. We need theories to help
us organize all the information that can overwhelm us
on a daily basis. While students of foreign policy rec:
ognize the centrality of theory, the goal of achicw‘ng
an over-arching theory to explain the foreign policy
behaviour of the United States has proven to be illusive.
Instead we have a number of competing theories that

focus on different levels of analysis to account for the
behaviour of the United States.

An insightful attempt to construct a theoretical
framework for identifying the main sources of a state’s
foreign policy was developed by the renowned pn]it%
cal scientist James N. Rosenau (1971). Rosenau identi-
fied five potential sources that influence a state’s foreign
policy: the external environment of the intcrnatin}ml
system, the domestic/ societal environment of a nation
state, the governmental structure that specifies l}he
policy-making process, the bu reaucratic roles occupied
by individual policy makers, and finally the personal

characteristics and idiosyncrasies of imlividifal foreign
policy officials and government ehtcs‘ (see i-.lgurr: 1.1).
Each of these five sources can be considered independ-
ent variables that either individually or C(_)“Li'cli\’t!ly I?elp
to explain the foreign policy behaviour of the United
States, the dependent variable. .
The external or systemic sources of foreign policy
draw our attention to the point that the formulation of
American foreign policy does not take place in a vac-
wum, rather the United States, like any other country,
must take account of, and respond to, events taking
place in the realm of international politics. The terror-
ist attacks against the United States on 11 September
2001 dramatically illustrate how an event perpetuated
by an external actor, in this case by the al-Qaeda ter-
rorist network spearheaded by Osama bin Laden, elicits
a foreign policy response. The terrorist attacks against
the World Trade Center in New York City and the Pen-
tagon in Washington, DC did not determine the spe-
cific course of action that the United States decided to
take—the global war on terrorism—but the event itself
did necessitate a response. On any given day numerous
developments take place around the world that Ameri-
can foreign policy officials must respond to even if they
were previously preoccupied with a different region or
issue area. Moreover, as we will see, the systemic source
also highlights the underlying distribution of power
in the international system and the effect this has on
American foreign policy. .
However, many analysts insist tha the domestic
sources of foreign policy are more important than
external sources. The societal source accentuates the
non-governmental aspects of a country’s society. lha:
influences its foreign policy behaviour. The nationd
character and value orientation of a country can not ll;
discounted as many believe that foreign policy Sh‘“'llw
seek to promote the core values and ideology of ¢ 4
domestic political system. Many have observed ‘t|he
this view has been especially strong in the case of
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United States as reflected by America’s liberal, demo-
cratic character and by its desire to promote this politi-
cal ideology around the world (Smith 1994). Indeed
one alleged contributing factor to the decision to wage
war against Iraq was the desire by the United States to
spread liberty and democracy to the Middle East.

In addition to the societal sources of American for-
eign policy, there is also the particular governmental
structure of the United States that plays a key role in the
formulation and implementation of foreign policy. The
Constitution of the United States establishes an elabo-
rate, and some would argue cumbersome, framework
for the formulation of foreign policy. The constitutional
separation and division of power between the executive
and legislative branches has led to what some refer to as
4n invitation to struggle’ over the shaping of American
foreign policy. Compared to other political systems, the
United States political system allows for a vast array of
actors to have a role in the formulation of American for-
eign policy. This includes the President, cabinet officials
such as the Secretary of Defense, Secretary of State, and
the Secretary of Commerce, advisors to the President
such as the National Security Advisor and the Director of
the Central Intelligence Agency, members of the United
States Congress, lobbyists, both foreign and domestic,
and interest groups. This is only a partial list and one can
identify a host of additional actors that have a role in the
formulation of American foreign policy.

The actors who are involved in the formulation of
foreign policy draw our attention to the role played by
large bureaucratic agencies such as the Department of
l.kfcnse, the State Department, and the Central Intel-
ligence Agency. Those who study the behaviour of
‘Imrtca.ucraiic organizations often make the point that the
:::lt'j‘l':;‘:és wh;; v.mrk fora parl’ic.ular agency are social-
i tlzsi;tll 1.€Ii’mffn .agen::ys interests and needs. In
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The individual source category argues quite simply
that individuals—their personality, past experiences,
upbringing, personal convictions—matter greatly.
Since American foreign policy behaviour follows from
decisions made by elites, and often by decisions made
by the President of the United States, the individual
source prompts us to investigate the personal character-
istics of the decision maker. The thesis is that the idio-
syncratic characteristics of leaders influence American
foreign policy behaviour. For many, it seems impossi-
ble to explain the direction of American foreign policy
without highlighting the personality traits and beliefs of
the current President.

Rosenau’s framework is a simplifying device that
helps us to identify the multiple sources of American
foreign policy. In this sense it fulfils one of the core
functions of theory: it helps us to identify what to
focus on in our attempt to explain foreign policy. But
Rosenau did not provide a full-blown theory of foreign
policy, rather he offered what he termed a ‘pre-theory’
of foreign policy. He did not specify how each of his five
sources directly influences foreign policy behaviour
nor did he assess the relative influence of each of the
sources. Ideally we want to know which of the sources is
most important, because if we needed all five we would
not have a parsimonious theory, that is, one that uses
the fewest variables but nevertheless offers the most
explanatory power. We might have a good descrip-
tion of a state’s foreign policy, but we would not really
have an explanatory theory. Those who have attempted
to construct a theory of foreign policy have disagreed
about the most important source of a state’s external
behaviour. We now turn to some of the theories that
have been put forth to explain American foreign policy.

KEY POINTS

0 The task of explaining foreign policy is infinitely
complex.

Q In order to explain foreign policy we need theory.

O James Rosenau identified five sources that influence a
state’s foreign policy: the international system, the soci-
etal environment of a nation-state, the governmental
setting, the bureaucratic roles played by policy makers,
and the individual characteristics of foreign policy elites.
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Realism has no place for an expectation that democracies will
not fight each other. To the degree we establish tP‘\at‘ peace
between democracies is a fact, and are able to explain it theo-
retically, we build an alternative view of the world with great

import for expectations and for policy.
il (Russett 1993: 24)

The sad fact is that international politics has always been_a
ruthless and dangerous business, and it is likely to remain

KEY QUOTES 1.1: Competing theories of international relations

he intensity of their competition waxes

. Afthough t
that way. g h other and always compete

and wanes, great powers fear eac

i h other for power.
e i (Mearsheimer2001:2)

Self-help and power politics are institutions, not essential

i ke of it.
f anarchy. Anarchy is what states ma
Bt ; (Wendt 1992: 396)

Theories of American foreign policy

The previous section argued that ihem.'y is efscntial
to the task of explaining American foreign policy. Yet
even if we agree that theory is necessary, this does not
establish that it is possible to construct a theory of fF}]"
eign policy. Kenneth Waltz (1996), one of the Iead.mg
American scholars of international politics, argucs that
given the complexity of the foreign policy-making proc-
ess, and the fact that foreign policy is shaped by both
domestic and international factors, it is impossible to
construct a theory of foreign policy. According to Waltz,
the best that we can hope to achieve is a theory of inter-
pational politics; that is, one that ‘dcscr‘ibcs l'ht:' range
of likely outcomes of the actions and interactions ut:
states within a given system and shows how the range of
expectations varies as systems change' (Waltz 1979: 71).

Systemic theories

s

As a first cut, we can divide theories of American for-
eign policy into those that accentuate E}.{lEljl‘lEl] or sys-
temic factors versus those that emphasize internal or
domestic factors. Here we havea profound theoretical
debate over whether American foreign policy should
be understood as shaped primarily by the external
environment or primarily by the internal envir({w
ment of the United States. Those that empl?asme
systemic factors argue that the most important influ-

ence on American foreign policy is the international

Many scholars, however, want more lhan. lhis~1}_1e)-
also want to be able to explain the specific foreign
policies of particular countries. These scholars have
ventured to create a theory of foreign policy, one that
secks ‘to explain what states try to achieve in the extef-
nal realm and when they try to achieve it’ (Rose 1.9.98;
145). Compared to a theory of international politics,
which is interested in explaining general palf(?rns of
behaviour such as the causes of war, a theory of foreign
policy seeks to explain why a particular state pursued
a specific policy at a certain point in l?me. A theor)f of
foreign policy is dedicated to answering the q.ucsn'on
of what causes a state to adopt a specific type of foreign

policy.

___,—-—'—'_'_.-.--.“
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: wer
system and specifically the relative amount of Poihis
i 3SESS ing 10
that the United States possesses. According o

view, which Fared 7.akaria (1992) associates WIimaC’!
concept of the Primat der A ussenpolitik ?lht" Pfa ol
of foreign policy), a state’s foreign policy jistfit‘“'
sequence of pressures emanating from the o et
tion of power in the international syslei‘ﬂ-wcr s
words, the international distribution of po o (e
autonomous force that has a direct influenc

behaviour of states.

Defensive realism and offensive realism are two the-
ories which argue that systemic pressures play a deci-
sive role in shaping the foreign policy behaviour of the
United States. Both theories share a number of similar
assumptions about the international system that they
believe greatly impacts the foreign policy behaviour
of all states. First, defensive and offensive realists agree
that the international system is anarchic, meaning that
there is no higher, centralized authority above states.
This follows logically from the second assumption that
the most important actors in the international system
are sovereign states. The attribute of sovereignty means
that each state regards itself as the highest authority and
can order its domestic affairs according to how it sees fit.
A third assumption is that states act on the basis of self-
help, meaning that they each must take the appropriate
steps to ensure their own survival. Fourth, because both
defensive and offensive realists believe that states must
take the necessary steps to ensure their own survival,
they argue that power is the main currency of inter-
national politics. Systemic theories argue that the key
to understanding a state’s foreign policy rests with its
relative amount of power. The amount of power that the
United States possesses at a particular time in history
compared to other states in the international system
largely determines the character of its foreign policy.
Forrealists it is a truism that capabilities (power) largely
determine interests. Thus after the Second World War,
as the power of the United States increased relative to
that of other states, so did its interests. Many argue

that this trend of an expansion of American power and
Inferests continues to this day.

Defensive realism

What effect does the international distribution of
i‘i‘:;:(:::‘};‘—’{?)n {lhft‘ be.havimuj of a state’s foreign policy?
tally Security ‘n"‘;‘"?ﬁ“."c rea]'lsts, states are fundamen-
"“(“rding & de;lexlm.m.(:l:s. .[ he l!'ltel'l‘lﬂlll)l.'lal s?/stem,
tives for ’“m!erqteu[m:? t.cahsts. only pro.vldf:s‘mcmT-
cles 1o achieye ;e ){T haviour, and expanszmnﬁnc poli-
Ofte Prove to b;- ’f““‘y are generally not required and
m. 110 engyre i:“uuterpl'ﬂqllctive. This means that in
Shic inturnaliunqls nw_" survival in the self-help, anar-
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of power, Defensive realists argue that expansionist and
aggressive behaviour most often results in other states
forming a counterbalancing coalition. As a result of
the belief that states are strongly inclined to balance
against aggressive powers, they are, in Joseph Grieco's
terms, ‘defensive positionalists’ and ‘will only seek the
minimum level of power that is needed to attain and
to maintain their security and survival’ (Greico 1997:
167). According to many defensive realists, a direct con-
sequence of the expansionistic foreign policy that the
United States pursued in the aftermath of 9/11 is that
we are beginning to see an active attempt by other states
to balance American power. The recent character and
extent of balancing behaviour against the United States
is further discussed in Controversies 1.1. In addition to

balancing inhibiting an excessive power-seeking for-

eign policy, defensive realists introduce the concept of
the offence—defence balance and argue that as a result of
variables such geography, technology, and, most impor-

tantly, military doctrine, conquest rarely pays and that

security can be readily achieved under anarchy.!

While defensive realism predicts that the foreign
policy behaviour of the United States should be one
of restraint, especially since America, partly owing to
geography, enjoys a high degree of security, one could
argue that the history of American foreign policy belies
this prediction. Writers such as Noam Chomsky (2004)
have argued that the United States has pursued a policy
of hegemony and has frequently sought opportunities
to increase its power relative to other states. As a fall-
back position, defensive realists posit that a variety of
domestic pathologies can prevent a state from conform-
ing to the imperatives of the international system.? Thus
when the United States or any other state over-expands
or pursues empire, defensive realists argue that the
cause of this behaviour is rooted at the domestic level.

Offensive realism

Offensive realists like John Mearsheimer reach a dif-
ferent conclusion about the effect that the distribution
of power has on the foreign policy behaviour of states.
Rather than security maximizers, offensive realists argue
that states are power maximizers, meaning that they are
continually searching for opportunities to gain more
power relative to other states. Unlike defensive realists,
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CONTROVERSI ES 1.1: Balancing against the United States?

For realists, the balance of power is an enduring feature of
international politics. Although various meanings have been
attributed to the concept of the balance of power, the most
common definition holds that if the survival of a state or a
number of weak states is threatened by a hegemonic state or
coalition of stronger states, they each seek to increase their
own military capabilities (internal balancing) or join forces,
establish a formal alliance (external balancing), and seek to
preserve their own independence by checking the power of
the opposing side. The mechanism of the balance of power
seeks to ensure an equilibrium of power in which case no one
state or coalition of states is in a position to dominate all the
others.

Today, the controversy is whether the United States is so
powerful that the balance of power is no longer an operating
principle of international politics. Some argue that the United
States enjoys such an overwhelming abundance of power
relative to other states that counterbalancing is prohibitively
costly (Brooks and Wohlforth 2008). In addition to the pre-
ponderance of power argument is the liberal claim that the
United States is a benign hegemon and that as a result of a
number of institutional constraints, other states do not find

American power to be threatening (Ikenberry 2002). Accord-
ing to these two perspectives, states are not actively seeking
to counterbalance the United States.

Other scholars argue that as a resuit of both unprece-
dented American power and its recent aggressive unilateral
foreign policy behaviour, states are beginning to counter-
balance against the United States. The best evidence of this
might not be traditional 'hard balancing'in the form of coun-
tervailing alliances, but rather in the form of ‘soft balancing’,
which Robert Pape defines as ‘nonmilitary tools to delay,
frustrate, and undermine aggressive unilateral US military
policies’ (2005: 10). Some interpret the refusal of the Perma-
nent Members of the Security Council to pass a resolution
authorizing the use of force against iraq as an example of soft
balancing. This action did not prevent the United States from
invading Iraq, but it did complicate the mission and certainly
increased the costs of the war. And while states like China,
France, and Russia have so far only adopted institutional and
diplomatic strategies to constrain US power, proponents of
soft balancing do not rule out the possibility of states turning
to hard balancing; especially if the United States unilaterally
takes militarily action against additional states.

offensive realists do not believe that security in the inter-
national system is plentiful. They also do not believe
that balancing behaviour is as frequent and efficient as
defensive realists contend. According to Mearsheimer,
the anarchical international system and the uncertainty
that exists about the current and future intentions of
other states such as China compels the United States to
maximize its relative power position. For Mearsheimer,
the logic of offensive realism leads states to ‘understand
that the best way to ensure their survival is to be the
most powerful state in the system’ (2001: 33). Global
hegemony, according to offensive realism, is the highest
goal of every stat€’s foreign policy. Unfortunately, how-
ever, Mearsheimer argues that it is impossible because
of the ‘stopping power of water, which makes it imprac-
ticable for any state to project its power over vast dis-
tances and to conquer and hold distant territory. While
global hegemony is impossible, regional hegemony is
not and Mearsheimer argues that the United States is the
only state in history to achieve this esteemed position.
In light of the nineteenth-century history of American

foreign policy as it expanded across North America
and acquired a number of offshore territories in wake
of the Spanish-American War (1898), Mearsheimer
concludes that the United States is ‘well-suited to be the
poster child for offensive realism’ (Mearsheimer 200L:
238). Once America achieved regional hegemony in the
western hemisphere, offensive realism predicts that its
main foreign policy goal was to prevent the emergence
of a hegemon in other regions of the world. According
to this theory, the United States has actively sought 0
prevent the emergence of a hegemon in either Europ¢
or Asia. Offensive realists favour an ‘offshore balancité
grand strategy and, according to Mearsheime? this
largely the strategy that the United States has followe
since the end of the Second World War. Whil
realists endorse an offshore balancing grand strategs 'I
is certainly debatable whether this is the strategy lm,
the United States has followed. For realists and ,“m_
realists alike, it is not self-evident that water h? J] {
vented the United States from achieving the P‘”‘"mI
global hegemon (Layne 2006).

& many

| r_\_terrla_l_, domestic theories

Theories that accentuate domestic factors are sceptical
of the ability of systemic theories to explain Ameri-
can foreign policy. These theories follow the tradition
of Innenpolitik and emphasize the influence of inter-
nal, domestic factors on foreign policy. Rather than
an outside—in explanation, these theories reverse the
chain of causation to an inside~out explanation, Pres-
sures from within a state determine the character of
its foreign policy. Elections, public opinion polls, the
condition of the domestic economy, and the degree
of national unity are all factors that foreign policy
officials, and especially the President, must take into
account when pursuing foreign policy objectives.

Rather than the international system determining the

foreign policy of the United States, the political and

economic structure of the American polity is argued to

be of fundamental importance to explaining America’s

external behaviour.

Liberalism

Liberalism is one of the most prominent domestic
theories of American foreign policy. This should not
b.c surprising because the United States is a quintessen-
llfil liberal state (Hartz 1991). The logic of liberalism
d:t:la!{lcs that America’s foreign policy should replicate
Flle liberal democratic character of the American pol-
ll;’. Acmlrding to liberalism, one of the core objectives
z[:::;'c{ja.u f(.n'eign policy is to promote the expansion

Vidual liberty across the globe. This is argued to

b ;o
¢ beneficial both to the United States

Security is o . in that its own
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world as liberalis el-ill Stﬂte‘s: and to the rest of the
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t?rms. On the eve of the United States’ belated decj.
sion to enter the First World War, Wilson articulated
a new visin.n of the world, and America’s role in it
lh.att was informed by ideas that constitute the cssenccl
ofa liberal theory of foreign policy. Most fundamen-
!a‘ll}f, Wilson rejected the so-called timeless principles
of realism by arguing that common interests ncetlec.i
t_u replace the focus on national interests and called
for a collective security system to replace the flawed
balance of power system. More specifically, Wilson
advocated democratic forms of government fttce—
trade, the creation of international institutions 1‘0 help
maintain the peace, and the self-determination ol.f
peoples. In order to realize these ideals, liberals from
Wilson to the present have argued that the United
States must take the lead in actively promoting them
This is frequently referred to as liberal international—.
ism whereby the United States, as a liberal democ.
racy, must take on the role of world leadership and
actively construct a peaceful liberal order through
multilateral cooperation and effective international
organizations,

Today, democracy promotion is one of the main
.elements of aliberal theory of American foreign pol-
icy. Not only does democracy promote the advance-
ment ofliberty, but it has been proven thatdemocratic
states do not fight other democratic states. Liberals
argue that it is in the national interest of the Unit-
ed States to promote the spread of democracy. The
notion that democratic states do not fight wars with
other democracies is what proponents term the dem-
ocratic peace.’ If one accepts the empirical finding
that democracies do not fight one another, then the
issue becomes the best way to encourage democrati-
zation so as to enlarge the club of democratic states
Different presidential administrations have been.

torn between, on the one hand, indirectly promoting
democracy through leading by example, foreign aid
to support pro-democracy movements, diplomatic
encouragement, and, on the other hand, directly
promoting democracy by using military force t;)
remove dictators and bring about regime change.
Democracy promotion was one of the rationales put




<

12 Brian Schmidt

forth by the George W. Bush administration to jus-
tify the 2003 invasion of Iraq. A democratic Iraq, it
was argued, would remove the alleged threat Saddam
Hussein posed to the United States and help jump-
start democratic transitions throughout the Middle
East. This is one of the reasons why many liberals
supported the Iraq War while realists, who are not
only suspicious of the so-called democratic peace
but also critical of crusading foreign policies to re-
make the world in America’s image, were generally
opposed to the war. .

'The promotion of free trade and the belief that
international institutions help to facilitate interna-
tional cooperation are two of the other main pillars
of a liberal theory of American foreign policy. For a
liberal thinker such as G. John Ikenberry, each one
of the elements—democracy, free-trade, and inter-
national institutions—are mutually reinforcing and
simultaneously help to advance American interests
and contribute to a pacific world order (Tkenberry
2000). Thus liberals are strong supporters of free-
trade agreements such as NAFTA, as well as memt')er—
ship of international institutions such as the United
Nations. We will return to the three cornerstones of
liberal internationalism in the section on American

grand strategy.

Marxism

Marxist theories are another example of an inside-
out explanation in that they emphasize the eco-
nomic determinants of American foreign policy.
Rather than accentuating the structure of the domes-
tic political system, Marxism underlines the capital-
ist economy of the United States and the pressures
that it exerts on an expansionistic and imperialistic
foreign policy. By one account, the foreign policy of
the United States simply serves the interests of the
capitalist class and the large corporations that they
own. Proponents of this theory argue that most of the
interventions, covert or otherwise, that the United
States has perpetrated in Latin America, the Carib-
bean, the Middle Fast, and elsewhere all stem from
the needs of the American economy for markets
and cheap sources of raw materials, for example oil

(Kolko 1969). Marxist theories interpret the.history
of American foreign policy as one of imperialhsm and
empire building, and locate the source of this beh.av-
{our in the capitalist economic system of the Umt.ed
States (Chomsky 2004). The American econom?r, like
that of other capitalist economies, is prone to crises—
unemployment, over-production, downturns—and
Marxists argue that elites attempt to solve the@ by
searching for new sources of capital, raw materials,
and markets abroad. In order to satisfy the interests
of the capitalist class, Marxists argue that AmeFic.an
foreign policy promotes their interests by prov1d.1ng
a stable international environment for the expansion
of capitalism. Marxists argue that the military power
of the United States and the wars that it has fought
in places like Vietnam, Bosnia, and Iraq are ‘nu:fuu
to provide the international stability that capitalists
require in order to invest in foreign lands and accrue
greater rates of profit.

The Open Door school of American diplomacy,
which was largely inspired by a non-dogmatic Marx-
ism, holds that the mainspring of United States foreign
policy has been the search for markets and the desire
to integrate the entire world into an open, frec—tl:adc
economic system. The most famous pru;.mncnl of l.‘he
Open Door interpretation of American foreign policy
was William Appleman Williams in his classic book
The Tragedy of American Diplomacy (1972). Accord-
ing to Williams, the United States has attempted t0
solve its domestic economic problems by expand-
ing abroad in search of overseas markets, cheap fﬂ“‘
materials, and investment opportunities. Expansion
was deemed to be the answer to America’s woes fmd
Williams argues that the foreign policy of the Umt‘nd‘
States is determined by domestic factors. For polic}
makers who embraced the Open Door outlook 01
the world, Americas prosperity at home dependch
on access to markets abroad. For Williams, the ffi“n
of the United States pursuit of an Open Dm}l' f";;‘ic
policy was the creation of an American e[jfl['ﬂ.l'c' e
views became the bedrock of the revisionist ol
pretation of the Cold War, which held thm -A:T::WP“"'
Open Door economic interests, and not Sf“”e_w;ntiun
sionism, were largely responsible for US§ inte!
in the third world.
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Toward a synthesis: neoclassical realism

We would be amiss if we did not mention attempts to
combine systemic and domestic factors into a compre-
hensive theory of foreign policy. A recent example of this
undertaking is the theory of neoclassical realism. Accord-
ingto neoclassical realism the only way to explain the for-
eign policy of the United States is to consider the manner
in which systemic and domestic factors interact with one
another. Systemic factors, especially the relative amount
of power that a state has, are important for establishing
the broad parameters of foreign policy; they help to estab-
lish what is and what is not possible. Yet the distribution
of power alone cannot, according to neoclassical realism,
explain the particular foreign policy behaviour of the

Constructivism

United States. Neoclassical realists argue that domestic
factors are needed to explain how systemic factors are
actually translated into specific foreign policy decisions.
Stephen Walt explains that the causal logic of neoclassical
realism ‘places domestic politics as an intervening vari-
able between the distribution of power and foreign policy
behavior’ (Walt 2002: 211). Two important intervening
variables that neoclassical realism highlights are deci-
sion makers perceptions of the distribution of power and
domestic state structure. In other words, for neoclassical
realists, both individual decision makers and domestic
politics, including the governmental structure, matter in
understanding the foreign policy of the United States.

Whereas the previous theories all tended to emphasize
material factors to explain American foreign policy,
constructivists accentuate the role of ideas and iden-
tity that they argue play a major role in foreign policy.
Constructivists treat identities and interests as mallea-
ble social constructions and are interested in the social
processes that lead foreign policy officials to regard
America as an ‘exceptional’ state or a ‘virtuous city on
the hill’ National identity, according to constructivism,
should be the starting point of foreign policy analysis.
The identity of the United States is, in part, a function
of both its domestic self-image and foreign policy.
Constructivist scholars note that identity is never self-
Tﬂfer.cnlial. but rather is always relational and emerges
:!;::::ff::‘a1liating oneself from others, Thus the identity
“fliheral]:::,itmfs durlpg the Cold War‘as the defe]?der
Pottipos “iltclcly and fl'eed'nm was, 1n'pm:t, dc'i'l\"f?d
Union, Cu;zg[fmiic; t to the evT] and l'atahtanar.: bnwf:l
WBstering these idm:‘ls‘ can point to the role of ldeas‘ in
s Which ailine, Hlll‘es 1|j| d.nc\umentf such as NSF,-
‘.’ftﬂmainmcm and 1]& L_Jmte{? States‘(,old Wer palicy
Mentities of the L[n_tﬁ a ply differentiated the national
One of the req 1 ttd States and the Soviet Union.
asons w

Eie hy constructivist ap S
Udy of American TR R

foreign pol icy consider identity

to be so important is because contructivists argue it is
the basis of interests that greatly affect the formulation
of foreign policy. Contrary to theories such as realism,
which consider interests to be a function of material
capabilities, constructivists argue that they are largely a
function of ideas. The ideas that American foreign pol-
icy officials hold about the United States form the basis
of the American national interest. From a constructiv-
ist point of view, one way to understand the United
States global war on terror is in terms of the identity of
America as the global guardian of liberty and freedom.
And this interest of defending liberty and freedom in
order to preserve the identity of America obviously has
important implications for the conduct of foreign pol-
icy. Yet American foreign policy is always susceptible
to change because identities and interests are malleable.
According to constructivists, the interests of the United
States are derived endogenously through the process of
social interaction. This helps to explain why the United
States behaves one way when interacting with other
liberal democracies and another way when interacting
with non-democracies. By emphasizing ideas, norms,
and the social construction of identity, constructivists
have a keen interest in explaining the sources of change
in American foreign policy (Dueck 2006).
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KEY POINTS

Q Systemic theories such as defensive and offensive r'eall—
ism argue that the most important influence on Amenc'as
foreign policy is the international system and the relative
amount of power that the United States possesses.

Q Defensive and offensive realism disagree about the man-
ner in which the international system influences the con-
duct of American foreign policy.

O Theories that follow the tradition of Innenpolitik stress the

influence of domestic factors on foreign policy.

The origins of the Cold War

The theoretical controversy over whether America'n
foreign policy should be understood as shaped pri-
marily by the external or internal environment has
impacted the debate on the origins of the pold War.
A number of different answers have been given to the
question of who was responsible for the Cold War.
This period of American foreign policy (}9.45—89')
has been a subject of intense interest for pohtlca} sci-
entists and diplomatic historians. The conventional
wisdom is that American foreign policy underwent
a tremendous transformation between the time the
United States entered the First World War in 1941 fol-
lowing the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor a'nd w.hen
the United States and the allies emerged victorious
over Germany and Japan. This is often describ.ed asa
change from isolationism to globalism in which the
United States used its preponderant power to assert
itself on the world stage. Yet throughout the post-
Second World War period American power was chal-
lenged by the Soviet Union, which resulted in a tense
Cold War that was most dramatically illustrated by f'ne
nuclear weapons arms race between the two countries.
A key question shaping the historiography of the Cf)ld
War is what led the United States and the Soviet Um(.)n
to go from allies during the Second World War to bit-
ter rivals locked in a global struggle for power from
1945 to 19892

O Liberalism and Marxism are wo examples of theories that

n . ion
accentuate internal factors to explain American foreig

o ican foreign po!-
0 Neoclassical realism is a theory of American Tore g. p g
icy that simultaneously seeks t0 combine systemic an

domestic level factors. . .
Q Constructivism emphasizes the role of ideas and identity

in American foreign policy.

External explanations

From a purely systemic viewpoint, neither the United
States nor the Soviet Union is to blame for the Cold
War. The Second World War created a vacuum of
power in Europe that was filled by the only 1tw0 greal
powers that remained standing: the United States a.nd
the Soviet Union. According to this view, the ens‘umg
rivalry and competition between the Umte{f: btatl.:s
and the Soviet Union can be simply explamed' in
terms of the bipolar distribution of power that'ex1st-
ed after 1945. One problem with this account 1.s that
there is no agency; there are no villains in which t0
assess blame and responsibility for the origins of the
flict.
COrj‘mother external, realist explanation of the Cold Wﬁ:
holds that in addition to a bipolar distribution (?fPU“‘:!
after 1945, one of the two poles, the Soviet Unim'l»1 l":m
an expansionist power that was bent on wm"ld dﬂl‘: |
tion. According to this view, United States I'.ore.l:si o
icy throughout the Cold War was a succcssi'iﬂ l"sgi.
to the threatening and expansionist beha\flm: 3
Kremlin. Within diplomatic history, this is 1€ ‘~1 Wil
as the orthodox account of the origins of the C‘:lerib' i
and, not surprisingly, is popular with many Te
historians. The orthodox explanation places 1 govié
for the Cold War squarely on the shoulders of

Union and its leader Joseph Stalin. The United States,
in documents such as the famous NSC-68, interpreted
Soviet intentions as inherently aggressive and a direct
threat to American national security. Given this inter-
pretation of Soviet intentions, the United States had no
choice but to respond to this threat and actively check
the power of the Soviet Union. This formed the basis
of the American policy of containment that is often
credited to George Kennan, who was a prominent dip-
lomat stationed in Moscow. On the basis of Kennan’s
understanding of the Soviet's ideology, he argued ‘it is
clear that the main element of any United States policy
toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term,
patient but firm and vigilant containment of Russian
expansive tendencies’ (Kennan 1984: 119).

Internal explanations

As the Cold War dragged on a new set of historians
arose that challenged the notion that American foreign
policy was simply a response to the alleged threat posed
by the Soviet Union. Instead of assigning responsibility
to the bipolar distribution of power and to the expan-
sionistic ideology of the Soviet Empire for America’s
behaviour throughout the Cold War, the revisionist
school of historians looked inside the United States.
And when they closely examined the domestic interests
of the United States, the revisionists argued that since
at least the late 1800s the overriding goal of American
foreign policy was to promote the spread of capitalism
$0as to ensure a world of free markets that would pro-
vide access to American goods and services. This eco-
nomic thesis was most eloquently put forth by William
App?eman Williams (1972), who argued that the pro-
:::Ll;ll::ll :{u Opeu:m [?mn- \«'rm-ld whereby other stau?s
i u:[;EL.I-MS I:t.)cral lden‘iogy and opened their
b lwha\:i(:opnm ic expansion .was a c‘onsf:ml pat-
e r.m f\.l.nerlcan |'l)l'elgl.1 .pn]:cy. ?11115 for
after the vimn‘;l:s‘l:\ftfal.iy lho:?e wr‘ltmg‘ during and
WE and even ‘im;.é:’_lhe Umlcl:d States’ expansion-
for the onset of g} : u-lallst hehat\r:tmr was responsible
Soviet Unig, 1e Cold War. The only threat that the

1 N posed after .
:bat  apenly f-‘ha;'l alter the Second World War was
ibe, enged

ral ecy i
: ECONomie world r

I America’s vision of an open,
ales, |-

un and managed by the United

ams we ; : :
went beyond a Marxist analysis

: N
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as he also underlined the liberal ideological dimension
of US foreign policy whereby American policy mak-
ers believed that domestic prosperity and tranquility at
home depended on continuous expansion overseas.

Neoclassical explanations

A neoclassical explanation holds that both external and
internal factors are necessary to understand the origins
of the Cold War. The starting point for a neoclassical
explanation is the distribution of power that existed in
the international system after the Second World War.
Here neoclassical realists such as Chris Layne concur
that in 1945 the United States held a significant power
advantage over all the other states in the international
system. This favourable distribution of power provid-
ed the opportunity for the United States to expand its
interests around the globe. But for Layne (2006), it is
domestic factors, namely Open Door economic and
ideological imperatives, which explain why the United
States chose to expand its interests and deliberately
pursue a Cold War with the Soviet Union from 1945

to 1989. Layne puts forth an extraregional hegemony

theory to argue that even if the Soviet Union had not
existed after the Second World War, ‘America’s Open
Door aims on the Continent would have led to the
establishment of US hegemony in Western Europe’
(Layne 2006: 70).

KEY POINTS

Q Different answers have been given to the question of
who was responsible for the Cold War.

Q External explanations emphasize the bipolar distribu-
tion of power that existed after the Second World War
and argue that the Soviet Union was inherently expan-
sionistic and the United States attempted to contain the
spread of communism.

Q Internal explanations argue that the United States’ eco-
nomic expansionistic and even imperialist behaviour
was responsible for the onset of the Cold War.

Q Neoclassical explanations argue that the United States’
favorable position in the international system coupled
with the domestic imperatives of the Open Doorexplain
why it pursued a Cold War with the Soviet Union.
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Grand strategy

Grand strategy is defined as the overall vision of a state’s

national security goals and a determination of the most

appropriate means 1o achieve these goals. Compet-

ing grand strategies provide different views about the

character of international politics and the role that the
United States must play in order to achieve its core
national security interests. Since the end of the Cold
War, there hasbeena general consensus that the United
States has been pursuing a grand strategy of primacy.
Yet, for many, the grand strategy of the Bush adminis-
tration differed greatly from that of President Clinton's.
With the election of President Obama in 2008, many
are expecting that US grand strategy will once again
change. The aim of this section is to provide an over-
view of three different grand strategies—primacy, lib-
eral internationalism, and offshore balancing—and to
underline the theory of American foreign policy that
informs each of these competing strategies.

Primacy

A grand strategy of primacy seeks to preserve Amer-
ica’s position as the undisputed preeminent power in
the international system. Peace among the great pow-
ers and American security are held to rest on a pre-
ponderance of US power. The goal of, but certainly not
the quest for, primacy was stymied by the existence of
the Soviet Union. In the aftermath of the Cold War, the
United States has occupied the unique position of being
the sole super power in the international system. Pro-
ponents of primacy view this as an extremely advanta-
geous position and argue that America’s grand strategy
should be one of preventing any future great powers
from challenging the power of the United States. Thus
the United States should militarily outspend other
states to preserve its military dominance, continue to
station troops in, and underwrite the security of, coun-
tries such as Germany and Japan, and actively work to
prevent the rise of states such as China that could pose
a challenge to American primacy.
In order to preserve American primacy, the United
States not only needs to be more powerful than
anyone else, but it must also exercise leadership. While

recognizing that multilateralism has certain advan-
tages, proponents of primacy argue that unipolar pow-
ers have the benefit of being able to act unilaterally to
advance their own interests regardless of what other
states think. Thus when the situation warrants, such
as when dealing with rogue states armed with weap-
ons of mass destruction, advocates of primacy do not
hesitate to recommend that the United States act alone.
Institutions such as the United Nations are regarded
with a degree of suspicion as they are largely viewed
as restraining rather than enabling American power,
Finally, proponents of primacy do not believe that the
promotion of democracy should trump other vital
US interests. Primacy is largely informed by a power-
maximizing version of structural realism that does not
give much weight to the character of domestic regimes,
Thus if the promotion of democracy in a country such
as Iraq erodes US power relative to other great pow-
ers such as China, proponents of primacy would con-
clude that this is antithetical to American national
interests. Yet some proponents of US primacy, such as
neoconservatives in the Bush administration, argue
that democracy promotion is a vital component of
American grand strategy.’ All advocates of US primacy,
however, agree that keeping America in its preeminent
position and the rest of the world off balance is the core
national interest.

The Bush Doctrine embodied important elements
of a strategy of preserving America’s dominant posi
tion in the international system (see Major debates
and their impact 1.1). The Bush Doctrine explicitl
embraced Americas commitment to preserving its
unipolar position. The 2002 National Security Strateg)
declares that the US military will be ‘strong enovs
to dissuade potential adversaries from pursuits i
military build-up in hopes of surpassing, or CQ““IIF&
the power of the United States. The Bush Docti™
also declares America’s willingness 10 act mli]“lf‘;
ally, which is most evident in its controversial P ::h

of preemptive and even preventive war. BL“
administration’s unsympathetic view of inleff‘.““rl
al institutions was revealed by its decision t© mr‘i
Iraq without the authorization of the United M

Security Council. Critics contend that the strategy of
primacy is ultimately self-defeating as the US inevi-
tably succumbs to the imperial temptation of over-
extending itself by fighting unnecessary wars and by
other states actively seeking to counterbalance American
power (see Controversies 1.1).

Liberal internationalism

Many associate a liberal internationalist grand strategy
with President Clinton as evidenced by his National
Security Strategy of Engagement and Enlargement (The
White House 1995). Proponents of liberal internation-
alism agree that it is in the United States’ interest to pre-
serve its preeminent position in the world, but disagree
with the policies that the Bush administration pursued
to keep America number one. The Bush Doctrine, with
its call for unilateral preemptive war, distain for multi-
lateralism, and disregard for reigning rules and norms
is seen by many liberals as a bold new grand strateg):
that is destined to fail (see Major debates and their
impact 1.1). By pursuing its interests unilaterally and
shunning key international institutions, liberals argue
that America’s prestige and ability to lead has faltered
Throughout the second-half of the twentieth centur :
the United States, as a liberal hegemon, played a vitZi
role in maintaining international order that directl
b:n‘el:ﬁted both the United States and much of the res)‘;
?o tt :evi(;;ll(iis.tl_l;:zrry (2902) argues that in addition
. containment order that existed
econd World War, the United States also
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established a liberal democratic order that was based
on economic openness, international institutions such
as the United Nations and the Bretton Woods system
and democracy. While the United States played a ke ,
role in the creation of these multilateral institutionsy
.the argument is that they continue to serve Americar;
1T1terests by providing legitimacy and a rule-based set-
ting for its foreign policy behaviour. Liberals such as
Ikenberry argue that before the Bush administration
mo.st states did not fear US power because of its insti—’
tutionalized, legalized, and democratic character. Lib-
erals conclude that it makes strategic sense for t};e uUs
Fo continue to adhere to the institutions and rules that
it helped to build after the Second World War and a
key. issue for the Obama administration is whether the
United States can return to a liberal internationali
grand strategy. )
. It should be self-evident that a liberal international-
1.st grand strategy is firmly anchored to the theory of
l1beral.ism. Most fundamentally, the strategy callsyon
America to promote the spread of democracy and lib-
erty around the world. This is viewed as both a moral
duty and a strategy that actually improves American
.security. The United States is better able to pursue its
interests and reduce security threats when other states
are also democracies. Closely related to the argument
?bout the pacifying effect of democracy is the liberal
idea that the promotion of free trade increases the
prosperity of more and more people, which, in turn
creates the conditions for democratic governance Freei
trade is believed to foster greater interdepen(ience

There ha
'esa'rdings:hb:;zs:ogreat_ deal of debate and controversy
e doctine . base;}clnne. One debate centres on whether
!iberallsm. For man .'“ore on the principles of realism or
 based o, , nmch- ;t SEEIH‘S self-evident that the doctrine
Presenvation of Amu f}r vers:?n of realism. The call for the
IEE agaiist enemizncan primacy, the willingness to use
15, and the enthusi:sl:lzz i per 40 e
pursue a go-it-alone strategy in

to sp
Cure American

fi merican | i -

; !‘wmk’rt“b‘y"na nterests in a hostile world seems

i reali i
tical of e al.ist world view. Yet many realists are
octrine, especially with respect to how

AAJOR DE , '
AA) BATES AND THEIR IMPACT 1.1: Bush Doctrine—realist or liberal?

it justified the Iraq War. Realists point to a fourth component
of the Bush Doctrine: democracy promotion. A key raFt)ionaI
forthe invasion of Iraq was that regime change was necessa ;
in order to install a democratic government in Iraq. LiberarI:
who supported the war argued that democracy in Iraq would
help to spread freedom and liberty throughout the Middle
East, which would be beneficial to the US since democratic
states do not fight democratic states. Thus rather than bein
based.on the principles of realism, some argue that the Busﬁ
Doctrine is grounded on liberal Wilsonianism or what John
Mearsheimer describes as 'Wilsonianism with teeth’.
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among states that diminishes the economic gains
that any state could expect to incur by going to war.
Thus the greater degree of economic interdepend-
ence between the United States and China is believed
to lessen the chance of conflict. Finally, the creation of
international institutions and norms are viewed as the
best mechanisms for managing the array of political,
economic, and environmental problems that arise in
an interdependent world. In this manner the three key
ideas of liberal theory—democracy, interdependence,
and institutions—are vital elements of 2 liberal inter-
nationalist grand strategy.

Offshore balancing

Apart from a few proponents of neo-isolationism,
those advocating an offshore balancing grand strategy
are the only ones who question both the wisdom and
viability of preserving America’s preeminent posi-
tion in the international system. Rather than trying
to preserve the impossible, namely unipolarity, many
realists advocate a policy of offshore balancing that
attempts to maintain America’s relative power and
protect its national interests in an emerging multipo-
lar world. An offshore balancing grand strategy is
firmly rooted in a realist balance of power theory.
According to this theory, any state that attempts to
make a bid for hegemony will be opposed by a coali-
tion of other states that will seek to restore a rough
balance of power. Moreover, as evidenced by the
actions of the United States since the end of the Cold
War, states that possess a preponderance of power are
prone to misuse it.

By embracing multipolarity, proponents of offshore
balancing argue that the United States will accrue a
number of important geostrategic benefits. First, by
giving up the quest to dominate the entire internation-
al system, the United States can actually preserve, if
not augment, its relative power position in the interna-
tional system. This can be achieved by requiring other
countries, such as Germany, South Korea, and Japan,
rather than the United States, to provide for their own
security. Second, it allows the United States to dis-
tance itself from the power struggles in Europe and
Asia, and focus on its own domestic and international
interests. Third, offshore balancing circamscribes

America’s national interests and limits its involvement
to areas of the globe that are of vital strategic impor-
tance. Fourth, offshore balancing augments American
national security by allowing it to take advantage of
its insular geographical position in the western hemi-
sphere and heed the advice of George Washington to
steer clear of permanent alliances. Finally, by eschew-
ing primacy, the United States would be able to put the
break on the liberal world order building project that
has entailed fighting unnecessary wars in the hope of
promoting democracy and preserving the American
empire.

Given the serious budget deficit and financial prob-
lems that America currently faces, it is uncertain
whether the US can any longer afford the ambitious and
expensive grand strategy it has been following. Propo-
nents of offshore balancing also question whether pri-
macy has in fact made America more secure. Rather
than overwhelming power being the appropriate strate-
gy to achieving American security, Benjamin Schwartz
and Chris Layne consider the ironic possibility ‘that
the very preponderance of American power may now
make us not more secure but less secure (2002: 36).
With respect to the threat of terrorism, an offshore
balancing strategy recommends that the United States
exercises restraint, reduces its overseas military pres-
ence, and refrains from meddling in the affairs of other
states.

| kev poINTS

0 Debates about grand strategy are explicitly related t0°
different theories of American foreign policy.

{1 Primacy argues that the overriding goal of us graﬂd
strategy should be to preserve indefinitely Americas
position as the undisputed preeminent pOWet in the
international system. i

0 Liberal internationalism advocates continued Ame™
can leadership of the world through multitateral N
tutions and the promotion of democracy and
trade. ol

(1 Offshore balancing is a grand strategy fora muIHP’JI _
world and argues that the US must exercise &

‘ _ . ath®!
constraint and shift some of its burdens |
states. |

i _“’ﬁ"lcet

Conclusion

This chapter has attempted to demonstrate that the stud
of American foreign policy is dependent on theory. A}t’
the same time, there are a variety of different theo.ries
that attempt to explain American foreign policy. Some
theories accentuate the impact that external, systemic
factors have on American foreign policy while others
highlight the influence of internal, domestic factors. And

n Questions
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there are also those that attempt to combine systemi
:and domestic factors. Theories of American foreiy n mllC
icy are. important for understanding past debates fuclf)lo _
the origins of the Cold War as well as for the contem .
rary debate over American grand strategy. While -
plex, theory is unavoidable when it comes.to the t C(l)<m_
attempting to explain American foreign policy. et

1. Which of the five sources of Ameri i
can foreign policy identified b

\ . ] T
important for understanding the external behaviour of the UniteZJStl:t:Z?Rosenau i =T

AN I - o ' - o o
2 H u d you explalll the Ul”ted States deCISIOn to |||Vade | aq in Ilgllt 01 each of the “Ve sources of
H

American foreign policy outlined by Rosenau?

3 )O yq)u aglee Of dlsagl ee that itis IfT\pOSSIble to construct a theo y OI AmEI ican 'Ol eigll pOI.Cy:
. at are tl i i g =
4 Vvh r Ile main sources o dlsa reement betVVee| Oﬂe 1sive alld de'ellsive lealists?
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Introduction: American difference and exceptionality

Since its founding almost a quarter of a millennium
%80, the United States of America has thought of itself
a?. and been widely perceived to be, exceptional. The
:I:;i:d‘\.:"t:t!cs ki)s .LmIikc other Il‘atinn. staics_ in f‘-'[Y"ii‘- d
fom "111t,:r :1, t\:ITJLISi)'v thclz United Siat‘cs.ls different
MOSE $i1ceec a ¢s and nations because it is by far the
; ccesstul great power in late modern times.
1anifest in its current u nprecedented
orld’s sole superpower, It is the seat of
:.rgosl ¢conomy. And it is the ideclﬂgical
orm of pul'nin.],tm powerful
mod cal, eco
v : M times; |
Sraordip

IS Success isn
3tUS as the W
the world's |
Bader of

th » appealing, and successful
eonomic, and social organization in
iberal Capitalist democracy. Because

Ay succege - :
Y Success as a great power, the United

States has the capabilities to shape the world in a va-
riety of ways that reflect its preference for how the
world should be ordered, a preference rooted ideolog-
ically in its conception of itself and its special mission.
Extraordinary success also has greatly magnified the
effect of every aspect of America on the world, from
the sublime to the shameful. This success and influ-
ence makes an understanding of the United States
and its agenda vital to understand major features of
contemporary world politics. Understanding how
America is different and how it is exceptional is, for
better or worse, essential for understanding not just

US foreign policy, but major aspects of contemporary
world politics.




