FOREIGN POLICY LECTUREPRIVATE 

1. Not unlike every other topic in this course, to talk seriously about foreign policy in one lecture is a bit silly. But I shall try to put foreign policy into broader perspective of the future of American politics.

2. America's politics --internal and external-- has always been influenced by its geography. Since of isolation resulting in an American sense of being on the outside looking in-- while its power--since the 2nd World War placed it at the center of international affairs. THE DOMINANT CHARACTERISTIC OF AMERICAN FOREIGN POLICY HAS BEEN THAT AMERICANS WERE BOTH OPTIMISTIC AND ANXIOUS ABOUT THE OUTSIDE WORLD, which results from its isola​tion. The sense of optimism and anxiety usually resulted in public acceptance of a President's view of American foreign policy. We usually accept authority when we fear the consequence of not accepting it.  Never in your life time has the culture of anxiety dominated US foreign policy as it has since 9/11.
3. Let’s talk historically for a few moments The centerpiece of our foreign policy after the 2nd WW  had been what can be called the CULTURE OF THE COLD WAR. The cold war was  con​ducted around the idea of prevention.  We became  a NATIONAL SECUR​ITY STATE, a country mobilized for war on a permanent basis with a culture of decision-making that sanctioned every decision about foreign policy priorities in secret. The role of the CIA as a state within a state. The culture of the cold war involved a series of justifications for using military means to prevent a war from happening. There were two facets of this policy of prevention. The first is DETERRENCE. In its broadest sense, deterrence meant staying mobilized for war in every sense of the word-- with big defense industries, a lot of strategic stockpil​ing of weapons, and a lot of military planning-- planning not to go to war, but to be prepared for war.

     The practical consequences of the theory of deterr​ence are important to understand. The idea of staying permanently mobil​ized for war has had domestic econo​mic conse​quences that are not easily overcome-- to say the least. Unless we understand the domestic consequences of the cold war one can't understand why we remain committed to it despite the fact that everyone seems to agree that it is over. According to William Greider in his book WHO WILL TELL THE PEOPLE the Cold War" fulfilled an ironic purpose in domestic politics: It allowed conservatives to embrace a twisted, back-door version of socialism./ The federal government claimed a rationale for intervening massively in the private economy, but without the usual debate over free enterpr​ise and limited government. Washington stimulated economic demand with contracts and subsidies; it directed private investment through industrial planning an capital allocation. It created millions of jobs for workers. It built and owned scores of factories for private enterprises to operate. No one had to justify government-owned industrial plants and vast research laboratories and government-financed industrial development (including the bailout of failing companies). It was all done in the name of defending the nation.

For better or worse, defense expenditures proped up American manufacturing. Roughly one fifth of U. S. manufacturing output is purchased by the fed. govt. via defense contracts. In 1985, for instance, the military spent $165 billion buying goods from a broad spectrum of 215 industries-- 21% of the manufacturing gross national product. Defense related work employs one in 10 of America's manufacturing workers. The military supports at least

one in four U.S. scientists.  
The Role of 9/11 in US Foreign Policy. 

1. Movement of focus from “fighting state terror” to focus on ‘non-state actors”. At the beginning of Bush administration focus was on dealing with the “axis of evil” , Iran, Iraq and North Korea, with the real focus on Iraq. Unwilling to confront the shift from state to non-state terrorism
Terrorism today doesn't need government backing because it is fueled by three broad forces: the openness of free societies, the easy access to technologies of violence and a radical, global ideology of hatred. It can be stopped only by responses at each level. 

2. The Bush administration had gone to great pains in the post 9/11 era—through its control of communications—to give the impression that there was a consensus among the variety of competing centers within the administration about the desired focus of American foreign policy.   In fact within Republican circles there was a debate of whether focusing on Iraq would distract from focus on terrorism. From the very beginning of the planning for the Iraqi War there was concern that invading Iraq might have two unintended consequences:

a. Invading Iraq would increase terriorism because it would increase the degree of hatred of America within the Arab War

b. Putting resources into invading Iraq would compete for resources and energy in dealing with terrorism around the world. 
i. –e.g. starving homeland security resources

ii. Increase the degree to which Iraq would be seen as a focus for non-Iraqi terrorists. Some conservatives—like Andrew Sullivan—argued that one of the positives of invading Iraq was to gather most of the terrorist focus on Iraq.

3. Movement from Isolationism of the Republican Party to “unilateralism”. Unilateralism –the stance that suggests the United States should “go it alone” pursuing its national interests without seeking cooperation of other nations or multilateral institutions—was a natural outgrowth of Republican foreign policy thinking.

a. Distrust of “foreigners”, “social welfare states”, UN,  part of the isolationist wing of the party. Former President Bush, not part of this wing of the party. 

b. Neo-conservative wing of the party drawing its roots from anti-communism and the belief or at least tactic that US could export democracy to the Eastern bloc and former Soviet Union. If we could do it there we could do it in Iraq.

c. Neo-conservative movement tied to the conservative coalition within Israel.
d. Democrats had always been multilateralists since the 2nd WW. 

       4. The failure of Iraqi policy, as defined by conservatives, inevitably will move foreign policy to a “multilateral” –sharing of international authority with other nations as “facts on the ground” suggest that politically we need to “share the blame for failure”. 
DAY 2

Foreign Policy Lecture

1. What is the future of American Foreign policy look like?

· The cold war ending and drift--Easier in a BI-polar world to tell the enemy and in a sense the possibilities for stability were easier because of pro-and anti soviet influence.

· Traditionally, America supported anti-Soviet influence in the name of democracy/

· In the post 9/11 world anti-terrorist policy has been constructed in the name of democracy.
· The problem, of course is what you mean by democracy and what does it require. Can it be done in places like Iraq?

2. Traditionally democracy has been associated with free elections but some say that elections may do more harm in nations lacking a firm foundation in what Fareed Zakaria, editor of Foreign Affairs  , refers to as constitutional liberalism. His definition of constitutional liberalism includes   the rule of law, a free press, an independent judiciary and open economic transactions. Zakaria argues that some non-democratic nations like Singapore and Indonesia "provide a better environment for life, liberty and happiness than do either dictatorships like Iraq and Libya or illiberal democracies like Slovakia and Ghana. The U.S. should show more patience with one party systems or elected authoritarian rulers as long as they provide their citizens with a widening of economic, civil, religious and limited political rights.” In terms of Iraq, Zakaria  extends this argument suggesting that stability requires patience, troops and money. The administration’s presumption that it could win “democracy” on the cheap belies the history of nation-building.
3. Critics of Zakaria argue that liberal autocrats look liberal only in comparison with the totalitarian rulers that precede them. The abuse of human rights and repression of political choice makes these autocracies poor alternatives to governments committed to democratization. The Zakaria paradigm may guide U.S. foreign policy in the near term. Sense 1989 American foreign policy elites have drifted aimlessly from crisis to crisis.  Perhaps it's better to be simply responsive rather than pro-active?

Alternative paradigms for the future:

4. Francis Fukuyama and "End of History". He argued that no serious challenges to Western-style liberal capitalism and we were, ideologically speaking, at the end of history. Russia's backsliding toward the possibility of a state-controlled economy calls this thesis into question.

5. In 1994 Samuel Huntington offered a thesis based on the notion of a global "clash of civilizations". He divides the globe largely into Western nations and Muslim world, which "threatened Western domination" with "kin-country rallying" and "the threat of broader escalation".  Huntington, a conservative, is quite sympathetic to "illiberal democracies" because they protect western values of capitalist expansion.

To what is democracy due? Stability and economic growth even if it is authoritarian or as liberal internationalists, like Stanley Hoffman argues, is democratization due to pressure from below. In Korea are institutions more democratic than in the past due to pressure from unions and the radicalization of the middle class that forced the autocrats from power or economic development and capitalist expansion from the top. Some conservatives agree saying that since realist thinking dominates the foreign policy community, business interests and the corporate community would love to hear that you don't want to promote democracy.

Some others say that focusing on the prerequisites of democracy like Mr. Zakaria does help people to understand that democracy building is a longer-term process that requires a lot of favorable conditions to come together. 

Republicans have traditionally been neo-isolationists and Democrats have typically been liberal internationalists. The problem is that these terms have different meanings in a post cold war era and an era of a global economy that is increasingly interdependent. Suffice to say that American foreign is changing as the world economy changes. Clearly the 21st century is witnessing a new balance of international forces, which reflects American changes and political instability also.

