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against launching a war of aggression. The chief U.S. prosecutor at 
Supreme Court Justice Robert Jackson, emphasized that the defendants were on tnal 
not because they lost the war, but because "they started it." 

In its resort to force against Iraq, the Bush administration has been widely crit­
icized for abandoning the previously championed principles of international law. 
This is a major departure from past administration policies. The United States had 
a major role in the creation of the United Nations and its basic Charter (which is a 
treaty now binding 191 nations as of 2005). Having just experienced the horrors of 
World War II, peace was the paramount concern of the framers of the Charter. It 
obligates UN members to " refrain in their international relations from the threat or 
use of force" against any state. Article 51 provides the one unequivocal exception: 
"Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or col­
lective self-defense if an armed attack occurs."18 The United States bas encouraged 
the progressive development of international law through treaties and international 
organizations including the United Nations. Persuading the world community to 
abide by international law advanced the interests of the United States as well. It 
outlawed the aggressive use of force and encouraged an interdependent world com­
munity. 

Much of the world has been persuaded of the value of international law, which 
contributed to the soft power of the United States as the primary supporter of the 
values of a more global perspective. Thus President Bush provoked widespread 
criticism for a speech at the U.S. Military Academy when he indicated that the 
United States would "impose preemptive, unilateral , military force when and 
where it chooses. "19 These recent justifications of preemptive war are in conflict 
with the UN Charter's provisions on the use of force. Only the Security Council 
may authorize the use of force to deal with any threat or breach of the peace. This 
is the reason why the Security Council refused to authorize the use of force against 
Iraq, despite significant pressure by the United States for an authorizing resolution. 

The law of the Charter is very close to domestic law on issues regarding the 
use of force. There is a monopoly on the legitimate use of force that resides in the 
community. No one may use violence against another person without breaking the 
law. Conversely, although a person may use force for self-defense, there is no legal 
right to attack another person in anticipation that they may use violence. One may 
go to the legal authorities to prevent an attack. 

Critics of the restrictions of Article 51 insist that it may not be realistic, espe­
cially when dealing with terrorist threats, as opposed to a Cold War scenario that 
provided the lead time necessary to get the UN involved. However, since the 
search for Iraq 's alleged weapons of mass destruction has shown that the United 
States was not genuinely threatened, this argument is weakened. 
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The United States claimed to be threatened by Iraq and Saddam Hussein, 
who was alleged to be amassing an array of weapons of mass destruction, 
including chemical and biological weapons. The Security Council voted unani­
mously to require Hussein to permit inspections to determine if the allegations 
of WMD were true, but 1efused the Bush administration's request for an authori­
zation to use force. The administration claimed that there was no time to wait 
for the evidence of a smoking gun, which might come in the form of a mush­
room cloud from an Iraqi nuclear weapon. The Secretary-General of the United 
Nations, Kofi Annan, has stated clearly that the U.S.-Jed war in Iraq and the 
Bush doctrine of the right to use preempti ve, unilateral mili tary force are 
illegal.20 

President Bush also claimed the right to try foreigners charged with terrorism. 
He signed an order authorizing detainees to be held by the military in Guantanamo 
Bay, Cuba, without the right to any legal review by any U.S . or international court. 
Protection under the Geneva Conventions was not to be extended to the detainess, 
who could be held without trial for the duration of the "war on terror." The U.S. 
secretary of state, Colin Powell , responding to diplomatic pressure and criticism 
from major allies such as Bn tain and Australia on behalf of citizens of theirs who 
were be ing detai ned, adv ised the administration to release or transfer those 
deta inees whose offenses were uncertain or minor.21 The administration 's claim 
that it had the exclusive right to determine the legal status of the detainees was 
later rejected by the Supreme Court in a six-to-three ruling that federal courts do 
have jurisdiction to hear prisoners' legal challenges.22 

The administration vehemently denied allegations of torture at Guantanamo 
and insisted that the cases of prisoner abuse that surfaced at Abu Ghraib in Iraq 
were the result of actions by individual personnel, not of U.S. policy. The nomina­
tion of Alberto Gonzales to replace John Ashcroft as U.S. attorney general empha­
sized what many saw as a Jack of sensitivity to the toll that the "war on terror" had 
taken on the image of the United States both at home and abroad , because 
Gonzales had endorsed the view that the president was not bound by treaty obliga­
tions in war and had authored poi.ition papers indicating that measures against pris­
oners would not constitute torture. 

U.S. Foreign Policy Making 
Who has responsibility for the conduct of foreign policy? And how is foreign poli­
cy made in the United States? This chapter can only briefly consider the primary 
policymaker and some of the more important instruments they use to implement 
their policies. 
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The President and Congress 
The Founding Fathers were concerned about the accumulation of too much power 
in any one branch of government. They were especially careful to circumscribe the 
powers given to the president, to ensure against the acquisition of dictatorial pow­
ers. Article 2 of the Constitution gives the president the right, with the advice and 
consent of the Senate, to make treaties and to appoint ambassadors. The Founding 
Fathers also designated the president as the commander in chief of the military and 
indicated that the executive could receive foreign ambassadors. These powers do 
not justify the conclusion that those at the Constitutional Convention thought the 
president should dominate in making foreign policy. In fact, foreign policy was 
viewed as a minor matter by the framers. The new nation was thousands of miles 
from the European cauldron. George Washington's well-known farewell warning 
to avoid entangling alliances is indicative of the framers' attitudes. 

Although the president was designated commander in chief of the military, 
only Congress was allowed to declare war. The drafters of the Constitution specifi­
cally gave Congress the responsibility to "provide for the common defense." They 
further gave Congress a role to play in the confirmation of aJI high-level diplomat­
ic and military officials. Finally, they gave Congress the authority "to make all 
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for carrying into Execution the forego­
ing Powers, and all other Powers vested by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States." 

The Constitution's grant of authority to the president had potential for expan­
sive interpretation by chief executives as opportunities presented themselves. 
Historically, presidential power in foreign policy has expanded during wars. 
Presidents have also found that being perceived as "defending" the United States 
can reap great rewards in terms of prestige at home to pursue other domestic poli­
cies. Many were convinced that quarrels between the president and Congress 
would provide open ings for U.S. adversaries. Therefore, Congress and other 
groups had an obligation to unite behind the president, as politics should "stop at 
the water's edge" and critics should remain silent. Since dissenters run the risk of 
being perceived as unpatriotic and aiding the enemy, the president typically has a 
freer hand to conduct foreign as well as domestic policy. There is a clear causal 
connection between the tremendous growth of presidential power and the fact that 
the United States has been at war almost continuously during the past century, hav­
ing fought two world wars and a cold war, and engaged in intermittent hot con­
flicts, like Korea and Vietnam and now Iraq. 

The deference accorded to a president who appears to be defending the 
nation 's security can become cri tical in political campaigns. President George W. 
Bush appeared eager in 2004 to portray himself as a "war president" and stressed 
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the need for a pres ident to take s trong unilateral ac tion when necessary. 
Democratic Party candidate John Kerry urged the pursuit of diplomatic rather than 
military solutions to conflicts, and a return to collective security instead of unilat­
eral action.23 This position was ridiculed by Bush, who implied that Kerry would 
require UN approval to defend U.S. security, while he himself would "never seek a 
permission slip to defend the security of our country."24 

Prior to the terrorist attacks of September 11 , 200 l, political and nongovern­
mental foes openly challenged Bush 's shift toward a unilateral foreign policy. After 
the attacks, critics in Bush 's own party as well as the Democratic Party muted their 
misgivings regarding his approach and gave him full support in responding to the 
attack. Congress provided the r quested appropriations to provide relief to the vic­
tims of terrorism, expand government authority to oppose terrorism domestically, 
expand the government 's power to arrest and detain suspects, and strengthen the 
military. Congress also i.upported using force to overthrow the Taliban, which had 
allowed Al-Qaida terrorists to train in Afghanistan. Subsequently, Bush claimed 
that he did not require congressional approval to overthrow Saddam Hussein. 
However, in an effort to acquire as much legitimacy as possible, especially in light 
of foreign opposition, he did request support . Congress responded with a resolution 
authorizing the president to use military forces "as he determines to be necessary 
and appropriate in order to defend the national security of the United States against 
the continuing threat posed by lraq."25 This deference to presidential authority 
bears a striking resemblance to the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution, by which Congress 
gave President Lyndon Johnson unlimited authority to expand military operations 
in Vietnam. 

Congress 's surrender to the president of its foreign policy authority in response 
to the threat or use of force has resulted in what historian Arthur M. Schlesinger 
argued is an "imperial presidency" within the United States, in which presidents 
conduct foreign pol icy by fiat. 26 A foreign policy problem that involves the use of 
force, is by definition a crisis. It may provide a president an opportunity to appear 
to be rising above politics in "defending national security" while conveniently 
enhancing approval ratings. That such actions by the president can so strongly sup­
port the interests of the executive branch, given the ritual view of political life that 
only a strong leader can save the nation from peril , is a temptation for resolute 
action. To presidents, this may represent the natural, even righteous view of what 
best serves the larger national interest. The spillover rewards to presidential author­
ity in other policy areas are but secondary to the rewards of self-benefiting action. 
Presidents are especial y alert to situations that might permit a short, inexpensive, 
and victorious use of force to strengthen their hand in domestic affairs. Some 
scholars have suggested that presidents may actually seek conflicts to boost their 
public approval ratings.27 Republicans accused President Bill Clinton of using this 
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tactic by intervening in Kosovo to divert attention away from the Monica 
Lewinsky scandal.28 

The terrorist attacks of September 11, 200 I, resulted in a significant boost in 
George W. Bush's approval ratings, which averaged 53 percent prior to the attacks. 
After the attacks, his approval soared to over 90 percent,29 which was higher than 
Franklin Roosevelt's after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor.30 Support for Bush 
was exaggerated by the public's misunderstanding of certain facts regarding 
Saddam Hussein and Iraq. Polls found that most Americans believed that Saddam 
Hussein was linked to Al-Qaida and the attacks of September 11 , that Iraq pos­
sessed weapons of mass destruction, and that world public opinion favored military 
action against Iraq. Various administration officials, including Vice President Dick 
Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, made a number of public 
comments that lent support to those misunderstandings. Those misperceptions 
were also related to the source of news the public was attentive to.J I Bush 's public 
approval drifted downward, but spiked to about 70 with the invasion of Iraq, then 
drifted down again to about 50 percent as the war has dragged on and he began his 
second term.32 

The fact that news travels around the gl0be instantaneously heightens the 
awareness of individuals outside the United States of the country's foreign policy, 
and world public opinion judges the appropriateness of that policy. Significantly, 
mistrust of the United States, and particularly of President Bush, has grown in 
Western Europe. In a 2004 survey, most foreign respondents said that Washington, 
D.C., acts on its own without taking into account the interests of other nations.33 
World opinion regarding the trustworthiness of the United States as a leader 
declined sharply after the invasion of Iraq. 

Unfortunately, foreign policy problems have a disconcerting unpredictability 
regarding their outcome. For example, as the war in Vietnam dragged on and casu­
alties mounted, many Americans became disillusioned. They did not think the war 
was unwinnable so much as they thought it was not winnable at a price they were 
willing to bear. The long-term effect on President Lyndon Johnson's presidency 
was devastating. 

The simi larity of the Iraq War to the Vietnam experience is significant. What 
was promised to be a short war drags on, with an ongoing loss of U.S . lives and 
no victory in sight. U.S. soldiers have suffered more casualties after the declara­
tion of "mission accomplished" by President Bush than before the declaration of 
victory. 

The foreign policy process often involves only a small elite group who provide 
input based on their supposed expertise. This is in contrast to the formulation of 
most domestic policy issues, where the emphasis is on a broad democratic partici­
pation in the process. Most problems involving crisis management issues require 
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the formation of quick responses and are dealt with by experts at the top of the 
executive branch's foreign policy bureaucracy. Presumably they formulate the best 
strategy to deal with each problem. 

When a policy question involves a combination of international and domestic 
concerns (often referred to as intermestic issues), it is more likely to resemble 
domestic policy formulation. That is. it involve a wide spectrum of interest groups 
cla ming a right to be heard. For example, the involvement of interest groups in the 
congressional debate O\ er the North American Free Trade Agreement great ly 
expanded the scope of the debate and encouraged negotiations and compromises. 

The president has policy institutions to advise him on foreign and military 
issues. The Department of State is the oldest of all the cabinet departments, which 
makes the secretary of st..1.te (Thomas Jefferson being the first) the ranking cabinet 
member. Its primary objective is to carry out foreign policy to promote the long­
range security goals of the country. U.S. ambassadors, along with over 8,000 for­
eign service officers who work for the State Department, represent the Uni ted 
States at foreign embassies and international organizations around the world. 

The secretary of state is the president's primary foreign policy adviser. 
Secretaries of state have only as much policymaking authority as the president 
chooses to delegate. Presidents like Dwight Eisenhower and Ronald Reagan gave 
their secretaries of state broad discretion to make foreign policy decisions. Others, 
like John Kennedy and Jimmy Carter, took a more active role in foreign policy 
decisionmaking. 

Those who favor a more robust U.S. foreign policy complain that the State 
Department is excessively timid in promoting U.S. interests because of its determi­
nation to maintain friendly relations with foreign governments. Former secretary of 
state James Baker claims that this desire to maintain good relations can result in 
some foreign service officers losing sight of the national interest .34 

Colin Powell's prestige uniquely qualified him to rejuvenate morale at the 
State Department when he became secretary of state in the first George W. Bush 
administration. However, regarding the preemptive attack on Iraq, Powell urged 
the administration to return to the U Security Council to get its endorsement to 
use force against Saddam Hussein, as it had before launching an attack against 
Afghanistan. It was clear that it would be more difficult to convince other nations 
of the legitimacy of preeemptive war. But President Bush challenged the UN to 
authorize force against Iraq or risk becoming "irrelevant." The Security Council 
refused to draft an authorizing resolution and instead called for a new round of UN 
inspections for weapons of mass destruction in Iraq. Bush, armed with a congres­
sional resolution endorsing his authority to use military force. became impatient 
with the failure of UN weapons inspectors to find WMD. Powell was left to make 
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the case that there was clear evidence that Hussein possessed stockpiles of WMD, 
including chemical and biological weapons, and was working toward achieving 
nuclear weapons capability. Rejecting the UN 's request for more time for its 
inspectors, President Bush launched an attack in March 2003. 

Bush was clearly more attuned to foreign policy advice from the neoconserva­
tives, including Vice President Dick Cheney, Deputy Secretary of Defense Paul 
Wolfowitz, adviser Richard Perle, and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld. Not 
only was Colin Powell marginalized as the odd man out in giving foreign policy 
advice to the president, but the State Department clearly lost its role as the presi­
dent's primary foreign policy adviser as well. 

Despite intensive searches by the U.S. government throughout lraq, no banned 
weapons were found after the fall of Hussein's government. A special group sent to 
search for prohibited weapons concluded that lraq 's WMD program was destroyed 
in 1991 and that Hussein ended the country's nuclear program after the Gulf War. 
This confirmed the UN weapons inspection team's findings prior to the launching 
of the war. Nevertheless, Bush maintained the correctness of his actions despite the 
findings, saying, "He was a threat we had to confront , and America and the world 
are safer for our actions."35 

National Security Organizations 

National Security Council (NSC). The NSC was created in 1947 to help presi­
dents integrate the domestic , foreign , and military policies that affect national 
security. The NSC's statutory membership includes the president, vice president, 
secretary of state, and secretary of defense. The director of the Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) serve as advisory 
members. The president's assistant for national security affairs serves as the day­
to-day director of the NSC. Technically, the agency does not make decisions, since 
that is the responsibility of the president, but it does offer policy guidance and 
advice. Its statutory designation indicates that it has advisory authority only. It 
does not have any operational authority. The NSC system is flexible and responds 
to the form that each president finds most useful. 

Under President Bush, National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice tended to 
remain in the background until thrust into the spotlight to defend Bush 's foreign 
policy decisions. White House officials and Rice resisted testifying before the 9/11 
Commission regarding her conversations with the president prior to the attack. 
They claimed that testimony concerning failure to warn the public about the terror­
ist threat prior to September 11 , 200 I , and other matters would violate the separa­
tion of powers and was beyond Congress's authority and that a national security 
adviser's conversations are privileged, as such an adviser would not give candid 
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advice if knowing it could become public. Rice 's loyalty to the president led to her 
appointment as secretary of state, replacing Colin Powell , at the start of the second 
Buc;h term. 

Department of Defense (DOD). The secretary of defense officially presides 
over the Department of Defense and is the president 's main military adviser. The 
DOD comprises all the military services and is responsible for about 70 percent of 
the government's equipment purchases. The commanding officers of each of the 
services, together with a chairman, comprise the Joint Chiefs of Staff, who advise 
the secretary of defense as well as the president. Friction frequently develops 
between the members of the JCS as they try to strengthen the roles of their respec­
tive services in military planning. 

The Department of Defense is easily the largest and most expensive organiza­
tion in the federal government. Direct defense spending in the United States wi ll 
exceed $450 billion dollars in 2005. In addition to 2.3 million military personnel 
and almost 750,000 civilian employees, the defense industry employs millions of 
other contractors and workers to provide various goods and services to the military. 

The constitutional design of civilian control over the military is often a source 
of tension. Each military <>ervice is overseen by a civ il ian secretary, and the 
Department of Defense is overseen by a civilian, the secretary of defense, who 
answers directly to the president. In 1986 the Defense Reorganization Act (general­
ly known as the Goldwater-Nichols Act) strengthened the power of the chairman of 
the JCS, who became the primary military adviser to the secretary of defense and 
the president. Tensions can still become very public when there is a disagreement 
on policy matters between uniformed military leaders and civilian leaders. 

For example, before September l l , 200 I , the secretary of defense, Donald 
Rumsfeld, wanted to exploit changes in technology to take advantage of satellite­
guided munitions, unmanned surveillance drones, rapid deployment of troops, and 
concentrated firepower. Rumsfeld felt vindicated with the success of these tech­
niques in Operation Enduring Freedom in Afghanistan in 200 I . However, when 
General Eric Shinseki , the U.S. Army chief of staff, testified before Congress that 
"several hundred thousand troops" would be needed to provide security and stabi­
lization after the initial combat phase was over in Iraq, he was publicly criticized 
by the civi lian leadership. Military leaders also thought Rumsfeld unnecessarily 
antagonized North Atlantic Treaty Organization allies who opposed the Iraq War, 
densively referring to them as "Old Europe," and increased their disinclination to 
assist the United States later when the administration realized that their help was 
sorely needed. Finally, the military believed that Rumsfeld set in motion the sys­
tems and procedures that led to the prisoner abuses in Afghanistan, Abu Ghraib, 
and Guantanamo. The Army Times published an editorial harshly condemning both 
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Rumsfeld and JCS chairman General Richard Myers, who was selected to replace 
Shinseki because of the latter's disconcerting outspokenness in his misgivings 
about the Iraq venture. The editorial stated: "On the batt lefield, Myers' and 
Rumsfeld 's errors would be called a lack of situational awareness-a failure that 
amounts to professional negligence .... This was not just a failure of leadership at 
the local command level. This was a failure that ran straight to the top. 
Accountability here is essential even if that means relieving top leaders from duty 
in a time of war."36 Rumsfeld's views appeared to be consistent with the command­
er in chief's, however, as Bush had refused to increase the size of military forces 
operating in Iraq. To have required Rumsfeld's resignation would have implied 
mistakes in the planning and execution of the war, which President Bush was loath 
!o acknowledge. Rumsfeld was one of only a few cabinet members asked to stay 
on into the second term. 

The Intelligence Community 
"Intelligence" refers to the process of collecting, analyzing, protecting, and using 
information to further national interests. The origins of U.S. intelligence policy can 
be traced to its skillful exploitation by George Washington, which was largely 
responsible for the improbable success of his colonial army against the vastly supe­
rior forces arrayed against him. Secret intelligence agencies are something of an 
anomaly in a democratic society, which is based on openness and transparency. 
The requirements of national security provide a justification for a carefully regulat­
ed intelligence capability. 

Prior to the surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, the United States had no central­
ized agency for intelligence gathering. During World War II, President Franklin 
Roosevelt created the Office of Strategic Services (OSS) to analyze intelligence to 
aid in military planning. After World War II, the OSS was disbanded and the small 
Central Intelligence Group provided information to the government. The Central 
Intelligence Agency was created by the National Security Act of 1947 to advise 
and make recommendations to the departments of government about issues and sit­
uations related to national security. Nationa l intelligence is the term for intelli­
gence that is of value to more than one department or agency and provides the 
basis for national security policymaking.37 The CIA was supposed to centralize 
intelligence gathering and analysis in a way that had not been done prior to the 
attack on Pearl Harbor. It was to direct, collect, and analyze intelligence about for­
eign countries and disseminate it to those in the government who needed the infor­
mation for their decisionmaking. The intelligence community makes use of classi­
fied sources of information, but most information is collected from open sources 
such as news stories, public documents, and diplomatic reporting. Intelligence is 
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distinguished, however, by its sources and methods, which are not openly avail­
able. Some intelligence agencies, particularly those housed in the Department of 
Defense, make use of highly technical collection efforts with a view to providing 
analytical and technical support to consumers outside the DOD as well as senior 
defense officials, to the Joint Chiefs of Staff, to combat commanders, and to joint 
task forces worldwide. Included in this category would be the National 
Reconnaissance Office (NRO), established in 1960. The NRO is staffed by DOD 
and CIA personnel to design, build, and operate the reconnaissance satellites that 
collect intelligence information and images of Earth 's surface.JS The National 
Security Agency, created m 1952, collects, processes, and analyzes foreign intelli­
gence in order to support national policymakers and operational forces. The 
National Geospatial-Intelhgence Agency, established in 1996, provides topograph­
ic data and imagery intelltgence to DOD users and other officials responsible for 
national security. 

The basic tension between the goal of centralized authority under a director of 
central intelligence (DCI >. who is also the director of the Ct!ntral Intelligence 
Agency, and decentralized intelligence gathering has been particularly troubling. 
During the Cold War, the goal was to aggressively pursue U.S. covert action and 
coun erintelligence capabilities against communism. Army general James Doolittle 
argued that setting aside the U.S. ideal of "fair play" was justified in the struggle to 
prevent Soviet world domination.39 The intelligence community was widely criti­
cized for a succession of failures and for violating its legal authority. The missteps 
included the role of intelligence during the Bay of Pigs and in Vietnam (during the 
Bay of Pigs, U.S. intelligence underestimated the popular support for Fidel Castro, 
and during Vietnam, army intelligence underestimated the size of the Vietcong 
forces, rejecting the CIA's larger troop estimates), as well as the attempted assassi­
nation of foreign leaders and the surveillance of U.S. c itizens. Congressional 
investigations into the activities of the intelligence community did result in a 
rededication to the need for congressional oversight and involvement. Increased 
congressional oversight has for the most part been resisted by presidents, who tend 
to think of intelligence as a function of the executive branch and perceive Congress 
as "meddling." 

Nevertheless, the general trend has been toward more thorough oversight by 
congressional committees as well as by the executive branch. The DCI is the pri~ 
mary spokesman for the intelligence community to the president and the National 
Security Council. However, the DCI does not have "line" authority over any intel­
ligence agency other than the CIA. Since the DOD has many more intelligence 
agencies, its influence is aJl-inclusive. 

The failure of the intelligence community to warn the public about the terrorist 
threat prior to the attacks of September 11, 2001, and the Jack of accurate intelli-
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gence information regarding alleged WMD in Iraq, brought new demands for reor­
ganization of the intelligence community. Congress amended the National Security 
Act to establish a director of national intelligence (DNI), separate from the DCI, to 
be appointed by the president with the advice and consent of the Senate. The legis­
lation, signed in December 2004, makes the DNI responsible for determining the 
annual budgets for all national intelligence agencies and to direct how those funds 
are spent. Otherwise, the new law will preserve the existing chain of command. 
The DNI does have greater authority over intelligence agencies in the DOD than 
did the DCI; however, there will be a continued requirement for close coordination 
between the DNI and the DOD. 

Politicized Intelligence 
The purpose of intelligence policy is to provide decisionmakers with the most 
accurate and up-to-date information available. But decisionmakers are responsible 
for creating and making policy decisions, and are free to make decisions that run 
counter to the analysis provided. Decisionrnakers are often tempted to leak intelli­
gence analysis that is supportive of their own policy agenda, to undermine political 
opposition, but are quick to cry foul if the political opposition leaks information 
that undermines their own goals. 

The issue of politicization often arises from concerns that intelligence officers 
may slant their intell igence, which is supposed to be unbiased, to support the out­
come preferred by decisionrnakers. In this case the analyst produces intelligence 
different from what their objective analysis wou ld support. Analysts may have sev­
eral motives for slanting their intelligence to coincide with the decisionmaker 's 
known preferences, such as avoiding the displeasure of having their analysis reject­
ed and enhancing their career chances. As well, lack of professional distance from 
the decisionmaker and loss of objectivity may result in bias. DCI George Tenet was 
strongly cri tic ized for having indicated to President Bush that the likelihood of 
Saddam Hussein possessing nuclear weapons was a "slam dunk. " His support was 
widely quoted by the administration as a justification for the use of aggressive mil­
itary force against Iraq. In fact, most analysts were very doubtful that Iraq had 
WMD. Subsequent congressional testimony by Richard Clarke and others revealed 
many CIA failures to properly vet intelligence information both prior to and after 
September 11 , 2001. Although Tenet resigned from the CIA under pressure from 
critics who blamed him for providing President Bush with inaccurate statements 
about Iraq in his 2004 State of the Union address, he was subsequently awarded the 
Presidential Medal of Freedom, the highest c ivilian governmental award. The 
choice of Porter Goss to replace Tenet as director of central intelligence was criti­
cized because of Goss's reputation for aggressive political partisanship. Several 
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high-level resignations at the CIA in the weeks after Goss was confirmed height­
ened concern over the ClA's abi lity to provide good intelligence. 

From the perspective of intelligence policy, objectivity is a core goal. Having 
altered and politicized intelligence may be worse than not having intelligence at 
all, because it provides fabrications, distortions, and propaganda rather than the 
"truth." 

The most controversial aspect of intelligence often concerns covert action, 
which involves· secret operations designed to influence events in other countries 
while the sponsoring government's involvement is concealed. Covert action may 
include propaganda and political, economic, and paramilitary operations. Many 
scholars argue that covert action is not intelligence per se. However, it is a function 
that most governments assign to their intelligence branches, because their ability to 
collect clandestine information makes them well suited for many forms of covert 
action. 

The U.S. Self-Image: Myth and Reality 
The founding of the United States was rather unique in that the country was the 
first "new nation" drawing its population from various parts of the world. Its gov­
ernment was established on political principles rather than any ethnic identity. The 
United States has tradit onally perceived itself as the world's first modem democ­
racy to espouse the principles of egalitarianism. European concepts of nobility and 
heredity had no place in the new nation. Americans believed that individual free­
dom and social justice would lead immigrants to improve their stations in life. The 
lack of hereditary statu~ or rank placed an individual 's responsibility for their sta­
tion in life squarely upon their shoulders. Status and prestige would be measured 
by merit rather than an inherited social position. In the Old World, status, money, 
and prestige were the consequence of one's inherited position, not of intelligence 
or merit. Thomas Paine pointed out in Common Sense that the natural result of 
such a system was that ignorance and stupidity prevailed in affairs of state in 
Europe. 

Americans have a collective self-concept that embraces what Richard Hughes 
refers to as the '·myths America lives by. "40 These myths are the ways that 
Americans learn to view the world. A myth is not a story that is patently untrue; 
rather it is a story that speaks of purposes and meaning. National myths are the 
means by which citizens affirm the meaning of their country. Hopefully, U.S. 
national myths provide us with the ideals we try to uphold as a nation. Caution 
warns us not to naively confuse the ideal of the myth with the reality actually 
achieved by the nation. 

The fi rst myth is the myth of the chosen people, the notion that God chose 
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the American people for a special role in world history, which arose in the notion 
of being "chosen" for the good of one's fellow man. From the earliest days of the 
Republic, Americans have believed that they have a special destiny to become a 
beacon of hope to the rest of the world. A system based on freedom, opportunity, 
social justice, and faith in the goodness and rationality of all human beings was 
thought to be obviously morally superior to European concepts based on hierar­
chy, exploitation, and war. John Quincy Adams depicted it most vividly: 
"Wherever the standard of freedom and independence has been on shall be 
unfurled, there will be America's heart, her benedictions and her prayers. But she 
goes not abroad in search of monsters to destroy. She is the well-wisher to the 
freedom and independence of all. She is the champion and vindicator only of her 
own."41 

Americans have believed it their obligation to encourage the spread of freedom 
and social justice throughout the world. In theory, as John Quincy Adams suggests, 
this propagation of freedom and justice was to come through modeling behavior 
for others to emulate. The United States was never to impose its democracy on oth­
ers. More recently, the neoconservative "idealism" in the Bush administration 
holds that the United States should be forceful in establishing democracy in the 
Middle East. And President Bush has called on the Middle East to join "the global 
democratic revolution" and has vowed to build a democracy in Iraq.42 

A closely related myth is the myth of the millennial nation ... !, which also 
emerged early on in U.S. history. Struck with the wonders of freedom, many 
believed that the United States would usher in freedom for all the peoples ofthe 
earth. An additional consequence of being a new nation with an emphasis on indi­
vidualism was that there was not a set pattern or traditional way of doing things. 
Americans quickly established a penchant for inventiveness and creativeness in 
solving problems. Tr.;s utilitarian approach led to the conclusion that whatever 
works is good. Americans were admired for their "Yankee ingenuity" and their 
ability to get things done, not for "Yankee wisdom." Individual freedom is closely 
related to political freedom. That is, individuals and nations should be free to 
choose what works best for them without outside interference. 

A third myth prevalent throughout U.S. history is the myth of the Christian 
nation. At its best it encourages Americans to embrace policies in keeping with the 
teachings of Jesus. In particular it suggests a dedication to the issues of social jus­
tice, to helping the poor and the less fortunate both at home and abroad. 

Richard Hughes notes that these myths may result in an unwarranted sense of 
moral superiority. In the extreme, the ideal of the myth may be confused with a 
reality that does not actually exist. In believing that the nation has achieved its 
ideals and is therefore superior to the reality one sees beyond U.S. shores, there is a 
temptation to support those goals abroad, even by coercion. 
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For example, the myth of the chosen people can be distorted to suggest not that 
Americans should benefit their fellow man, but that Americans have been chosen 
for special privileges and blessings in the world. The perversion of the myth may 
be seized upon, not to extend compassion to the poor, but as a badge of cultural 
superiority.43 This notion was ultimately fused with the myth of the Christian 
nation and evolved into a belief that God had chosen the United States for special 
privilege precisely because it was thought to be a Christian nation. And the empha­
sis on individual freedom and pragmatism can become an emphasis on conformity. 
There is an expectation that other nations would want to adopt our system if they 
were free to do so. Thi~ myth has also been twisted into a willingness to force oth­
ers to be free. Hughes notes that capitalism in the United States was a doctrine 
grounded in the absolute forms of these earlier national myths. Capitalism can pro­
mote hard work and individual effort and holds the potential for good, but its 
excesses can nurture greed and exploitation of the economically deprived. This 
was certainly the case rn the late nineteenth century, when self-interest and greed 
were promoted as being inherently Christian and as another attribute of the United 
States as the chosen nation. The distorted forms of these myths actually work to 
undermine the promise of the United States.44 

A case in point is the conflicting views regarding aid to poor nations. 
Americans are frequently surprised at what they feel is unjustified criticism of U.S. 
policy by foreign nationals. The UN's 2003 summit on global poverty in Mexico 
produced the "Monterrey Consensus," which urged rich nations to contribute 0.7 
percent of their national income to development aid for poor nations. That would 
amount to a little over 70¢ a day per American. President Bush endorsed the 
Monterrey Consensus, noting that "opportunity is a fundamental right to human 
dignity" and that providing hope to the poor aids the struggle against terrorism.45 

However, the United States is currently providing the smallest amount of develop­
ment aid from the world's twenty-two wealthiest nations. By contrast, many other 
wealthy nations give a far greater share. The United States provides about 15¢ a 
day per person, while Norway, the most generous nation, gives about 92¢ a day per 
person (see Table 13.1) 

President Bush has indicated that the recipients of aid should be "accountable" 
for the money they receive. To be eligible for U.S. aid, the recipient country should 
establish a democratic government with a market economy, whi le government 
intervention in the economy should be minimized and barriers to free trade should 
be removed. As a result of the need to rebuild Iraq after the U.S. military interven­
tion, that country became the major aid recipient since 2003. Although the admin­
istration increased foreign aid spending in 2004 to $21 billion, the share of U.S. 
economic output devoted to foreign aid was still the lowest of all industrialized 
countries.46 While the United States was the world 's biggest spender in absolute 
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Table 13.1 Development Assistance, 2004 

Governmental Total Nongovernmental 
Assistance Governmental Assistance 

in¢ per $100 Assistance in ¢ per $100 
of National Income in Millions of U.S.$ of National Income 

Norway 92 2,042 II 
Denmark 84 1,748 (NA) 
Luxembourg 81 194 2 
Netherlands 80 3,981 6 
Sweden 79 2,400 I 
Belgium 60 1,853 4 
France 41 7,253 (NA) 
Ireland 39 504 16 
Switzerland 39 1,299 8 
Finland 35 558 1 
United Kingdom 34 6,282 2 
Germany 28 6,784 4 
Australia 25 1,219 7 
Canada 24 2,031 5 
New Zealand 23 165 3 
Spain 23 1,961 (NA) 
Portugal 22 320 < 1 
Greece 21 362 < 1 
Austria 20 505 3 
Japan 20 8,880 1 
Italy 17 2,433 < l 
United States 15 16,254 6 

----
Source: \Va.fhington Post. January 15, 2005. p. AIS. 
Note: (NA) indicates data not available. 

tenns, it was also the most miserly when the degree of national sacrifice was taken 
into account. The government defends itself by noting that the United States 
spends more than any other country in absolute tenns and that the United States 
helps other economies by being the world 's largest importer of goods and services. 

International Trade 
International trade has become a significant part of the U.S. economy only in the 
past fifty years. Sales of domestically produced goods and services abroad, or 

493 



494 PUBLIC POLICY 

exports, now amount to I 0 percent of what the U.S. economy produces. Purchases 
of goods and services produced abroad, or imports, have increased dramaticaJly in 
the past twenty years. Imports have exceeded exports consistently since 1975. 

Whenever nations engage in international trade. there are potential problems. 
International trade differs from domestic trade in that a foreign entrepreneur's right 
to sell in another country's domestic market can be limited by tariffs, or taxes, on 
imports. Tariffs result in higher prices for consumers. Other regulatory restrictions 
on imports, called nontariff barriers (NTBs), such as requirements that a percent­
age of the products must be assembled within the host states, imposed quotas, and 
environmental or food and drug restrictions, also limit trade. Governments impose 
NTBs because they are freq uently more responsive to business interests, or to the 
interests of organized labor, than to consumer interests. 

One reason policymakers today must be concerned with international trade 
issues is because of the current U.S. trade balance. the gap between the value of 
exports and imports. When the value of exports exceeds the value of imports, a 
country runs a trade surplus. Conversely, when the value of imports exceeds that 
of exports, a country runs a trade deficit. From the end of World War II until the 
early 1980s, the United States consistently exported more than it imported. Then in 
the early 1980s, persistent and massive trade deficits emerged. The United States 
ran a record trade defic t of over $600 billion in 2004.47 

Why Worry About Trade Deficits? 
Running a trade defictt has similarities to running a budget deficit. It allows a 
nation to consume (import) more than it produces (exports) by spending past sav­
ings, or by borrowing. When the United States runs a trade deficit, it must make up 
the difference by selling assets like real estate, stocks, bonds, and even whole cor­
porations. From World War I until the 1980s, the United States was the major cred­
itor nation. It ran large trade surpluses with other countries, lending large sums 
abroad and acquiring large amounts of foreign assets in the process. Net U.S. for­
eign investment reached a peak of $ 141 billion at the end of 198 1. Then in just four 
years, the total accumulated investments of over sixty years were undone. By the 
end of 1985, foreign assets in the United States exceeded U.S.-held assets by $1 12 
billion.48 Since then, he United States has become the world 's biggest debtor 
nation, and instead of receiving interest income, it must pay out interest every year 
while getting nothing in return. 

An important factor in determ ining whether a country runs a trade deficit or 
surplus is its ability to produce goods more cheaply than can other countries. 
Through the 1950s and 1960s, U.S. workers were highly competitive even though 
their wages were higher than those of thei r foreign counterparts. U.S. productivity 
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was great and U.S. goods were of higher quality and lower price and thus were 
more desirable than foreign goods. That began to change in the late 1970s as Japan 
and the developing countries invested heavily in their industrial bases. With so 
much at stake, foreign governments were not about to allow naturaJ market forces 
to determine outcomes. Governments intervened to subsidize much of the research 
and development necessary for business growth and manufacturing. ln the process, 
they proved that governmental intervention can strengthen national markets. 
Foreign manufacturers with new and modern industrial facilities and lower 
wages-in the steel industry, for example-began with increasing frequency to 
compete effectively with U.S. manufacturers. 

Other trade pressures magnify a trade deficit. When a trade defici t occurs, 
imports rise and exports fall. A fall in exports means that domestic production falls, 
which means that domestic workers have less income; consequently, demand for 
goods falls and unemployment rises. Higher unemployment means that workers 
spend less and incomes fall even further. Conversely, in a nation that exports more 
than it imports, like Japan, as production rises citizens have more income to spend 
on consumer goods or investments, resulting in high employment levels so that 
ultimately the country 's incomes rise even further. The effect of exports on income 
creates export-led economic growth. That is, a trade surplus stimulates higher 
incomes. 

Protectionism 
Free trade has its critics, who argue that trade restrictions would directly reduce the 
deficit. They claim that free trade is unfair because of the resultant low foreign 
wages and government subsidies. However, if U.S. producers benefited from tar­
iffs, consumers would lose. Consumer prices would rise with tariffs, while the 
quality of domestic products would fall , reducing the standard of living. Trade 
restrictions also invite retaliation . If one country erects trade barrier , other coun­
tries respond with restrictions of their own. 

The economic arguments in favor of free trade are forceful, but are challenged 
by those who argue that it may be in the public interest to restrict or suspend free 
trade. There are several arguments advanced in favor of trade restrictions.49 First is 
the argument for national defense, which contends that it would be foolhardy to 
rely on imports for items necessary to the nation's security. Combat ships and air­
craft, along with munitions, are critical to national defense. It would be too risky to 
leave weapon production to commercial trading partners. Although the argument 
undoubtedly may have some legitimacy, it is often misapplied. The national 
defense argument has been stretched to include agriculture, fi shing, and other tan­
gentially related industries. 
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After September 11, 2001, the Bush administration drew a line in the sand, 
declaring to the world that "you're either with us, or you 're with the terrorists" and 
heaping scorn on those unwilling to use force as part of "old Europe." The admin­
istration made clear its intention to use force against Iraq even if the UN Security 
Council opposed it, warned that the UN would become irrelevant if it did not 
accede to the U.S. demand to authorize force, and proclaimed a doctrine of preven­
tive war to replace the policy of containment and deterrence that had discouraged 
the use of force since 1945. 

The principles that had been the mainstay for U.S. policy after World War 11-
support for the progressive development of international law, multilateral demo­
cratic decisionmaking processes, and opposition to the use of force outside of the 
UN framework-were swept away. Without another superpower to rein it in, the 
United States suddenly appeared much more threatening to much of the world. 
Much of the criticism has centered on the neoconservatives, st ill held in high 
esteem in some circles. The neoconservatives in tum defend themselves by point­
ing to precedents in earlier administrations where arbitrary or illegal conduct 
occurred. However, earlier lapses in U.S. policy were treated as just that- lapses­
or as unique situations, and were not trumpeted as fundamental changes in policy. 

Questions for Discussion 

1. How does the neoconservative foreign policy of the cunent administration 
blend realism and idealism? 

2. What particular features of terrorism threaten conventional policy strate-
gies? 

3. What role does international law play in the twenty-first century? 
4. What are the implications of U.S. and European soft power? 
5. Why have intelligence failures occurred? 
6. What can be done to reduce U.S. dependence on imports'.' 

Useful Websites 
Center for the Study of Islam and Democracy, http://www.islam-democracy.org. 
Center for Foreign Policy Studies, http://www.dal.ca/-centre. 
Foreign Policy Research Institute, http://www.fpri.org. 
Institute for Foreign Policy Analysis, http://www.ifpa.org. 
International Studies Association, http://www.isanet.org. 
National Center for Policy Analysis, http://www.ncpa.org. 
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About the Book 

This accessible yet challenging introduction to public policy navigates the con­
cepts and methods of the policymaking process, as well as the values influencing 
policy choices. 

The authors first cover the basics: How do issues reach the policy agenda? 
How are policies crafted and implemented? Who pays and who benefits? How is 
the effectiveness of a policy determined? They then apply this foundat ion to a 
range of contemporary policy areas: the economy, welfare, education, crime, health 
care, housing, the environment, fo reign policy, domestic security, and more. 
Throughout, they emphasize the essential relationshi p between indi vidual self­
interest and national well-being. Notably, the text: 

• Explains complicated ideas clearly- but without oversimplifying. 
• Uses "everyday" examples to illustrate challenging concepts. 
• Stresses the importance of values in economic cost-benefit analyses. 
• Considers liberal and conservative positions in a balanced way. 
• Compares U.S. approaches with those of other countries. 
• Challenges students to rethink their assumptions about "the public good." 

Engaging with controversial issues that bring the subject alive, this up-to-date 
new edition of Public Policy provides the ideal tour of the field-offering the per­
fect combination of theory and application. 

Charles L. Cochran is professor of political science and past chairperson of the 
department at the U.S. Naval Academy. He is also an adjunct faculty member of 
The Johns Hopkins University graduate school. His main fields of teaching include 
public policy, political economy, and macroeconomics. He has authored numerous 
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articles, contributed several chapters to books, and edited and coauthored a book 
on civil-military relations. He has served as a consultant to the Departments of 
Energy, Commerce, and Transportation, and has worked at the Defense 
Intelligence Agency. Eloise F. Malone is professor of political science at the U.S. 
Naval Academy. She previously worked at the U.S. Department of State where she 
analyzed public opinion. Her primary fields of teaching and research include politi­
cal philosophy, quantitative methods and policy analysis, and the use of computer 
applications in political science. She is author or coauthor of numerous articles 
ranging from public opinion analysis to ethics, and psychological preferences. 
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