
      

America Abroad 
How should the United States go about foreign 

policy?
 

Introduction 

The public discussion of America’s interaction with foreign countries dominates our news channels, 
radio stations, and social media sites today. No longer is the discussion of America’s degree of foreign 
intervention a topic restricted to political settings. People’s concern with the topic’s influence on the 
future of America has led it to become mainstream. Moreover, recent events like the 2016 Presidential 
race have on brought only more attention to how relations with rogue states should be maintained. 
Time and time again, an increasing number of policies are suggested as to how rogue states (which are 
defined as nations breaking international law and inhibiting the safety of other nations) should be 
handled. However, three approaches are repeatedly held as most viable: Foreign Aid, Sanctions, and 
Direct Military Action. In your opinion, which approach has the most merit in America dealing with 
rogue states? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Approach #1: Foreign Aid  
 
This first approach reflects more of a humanitarian style of intervention whereby the United 

State’s relation with foreign entities is directed toward funding outreach to impoverished countries 
that are facing unstable democracies or failing economies. In its simplest terms, foreign aid can be 
defined as the transfer of resources for the benefit of foreign entities. Foreign aid, as a whole, is a 
strategic, economic, and moral imperative for the government. The United States started to develop its 
foreign aid program directly following World War II. The war had devastated large portions of 
Europe, so America decided to support their allies in rebuilding their respective infrastructures 
through the Marshall Plan. Countries, including Britain, were recipients of United States care packages 
(pictured bottom left). Tanking economies were restored, chaotic regions were stabilized, and America 

played such a crucial role in it all. Today, the 
United States holds foreign assistance programs 
in over 100 countries, and these programs are 
managed by more than 20 different government 
agencies (“What Is U.S. Government Foreign 
Assistance?”). As the leader of the free world, 
America is setting a precedent that promotes 
goodwill and charity. Yet, despite taxpayer’s 
moral inclination to ensure life, liberty, and 
happiness to all, some question whether 
lawmakers should opt to target the crisis of 
poverty on home soil before going abroad.  

 
 

“
 

The purpose of foreign aid is to end the need  

for its existence. 

                                                   — Mark Green, USAID Administrator 

 

 
 
 

” 
 
Main Forms of Aid 

The concept of foreign aid can be broken down into various categories. Long-term 
development aid comprises 42% of the United State’s global outreach initiatives (McBride). Efforts 
include the construction of schools, combating local health issues, and improving the economic 
infrastructure of a country to ensure its growth in the long-run. Humanitarian aid (14%) appears 
through programs such as the Red Cross during natural disasters and the course of refugee crises in 



 

order the save human lives and alleviate suffering (“What Is Humanitarian Aid?”). Political aid, which 
comprises 11% of the foreign aid budget, is intended to create programs for government and justice 
system reforms, support human rights organizations, and establish treaties and peace talks.  

 

Distribution of Foreign Aid 

Among the numerous countries for which the United States provides aid, the most significant 
is Afghanistan. Every year, the America grants Afghanistan 5,000,000,000 U.S. dollars for security 
purposes alone. When it comes to security, America grants another 650,000,000 U.S. dollars to 
Afghanistan (Haynes). This money allows for Afghanistan to defend itself against the influence of the 
Taliban--a threat that is still present in the Middle East. A strong military presence in this region could 
help to stop the Taliban from spreading. But perhaps the main goal of all this aid is to further 
Afghanistan along their path to becoming a fully developed country. Afghanistan’s land is home to a 
number of highly-demanded 
assets. These assets, if they 
were to be heavily exported 
in the future, have the 
potential to be worth more 
than 40 times the value of 
the aid provided by the 
United States. Therefore, 
having an ally in Afghanistan 
could prove to be a lucrative 
business decision for the 
United States.  

Aside from Afghanistan, there are multiple other countries in the Middle East receiving 
significant aid from the U.S. Israel, Iraq, Syria, and Jordan are among the most prominent. The funds 
poured into these countries are primarily for security reasons; the goal is to prevent the spread of 
extremist wings of the Taliban. However, America does, also, provide a great deal of aid to the 
countries of Sub-Saharan Africa. Kenya, Tanzania, Uganda, Zambia, and Nigeria are lands rich in oil, 
so the United States aims to develop the economies of this region, in hopes of having its nations as 
much-needed resources in the coming years.  
 

Effectiveness of Foreign Aid  
In analyzing the effectiveness of the United States’ foreign aid programs, the main focus falls 

upon one’s moral duty to carry out humanitarian actions. Through these actions, the nation cements 
positive and cooperative diplomatic relations with international governments in turn promoting the 
country’s image abroad (Agarwal). Improving the lives of others through aid ensures future peace and 
stability among foreign countries as they are influenced to develop the democratic practices of their 
donor country (Kraus). However, there are many who criticize the fundamentals of foreign aid due to 



 

its resulting interference with local 
economy and politics.   

Perhaps the most common critique 
of foreign aid is that it does not foster 
growth; instead, it hinders it. A common 
side effect of aid to lesser-developed 
countries is an increased gap between rich 
and poor in said countries. Aid can lead to 
heavy inflation within the recipient 
country, as well. Above all, though, the 
donor country often tampers with the 
economic and political activities of the recipient country (Agarwal). While it may benefit the United 
States in the future to provide aid to developing nations, those nations are hurting in the present and 
in the future because of it. There’s a natural rhythm to development, and the U.S. interferes with it by 
offering financial support. 
 

Goals of Foreign Aid  Pros:  Cons: 

To rebuild and strengthen 
infrastructure.  
 

This option will help to  
stabilize the financial state of countr
experiencing fluctuating economic 
growth. It will help  generate some 
progress for countries experiencing 
little growth, as well. 

Tampering with the natural 
development of foreign economies 
often leads to heavy inflation. It’s  
quite difficult to breed a functional 
economy that is sustainable. 

Targeting the causes of and 
alleviating the impacts of  
poverty. 

This option aims to preserve  
human life by improving health 
standards and and availability of 
resources. 
 

In cases such as natural disasters or 
international crises, this form of  
relief is often temporary and not 
intended to be carried out for a  
long duration of time.  

To foster positive  
diplomatic relationships  
between nations. 

Forming this relation between a  
donor and recipient country 
solidifies international cooperation 
and  alliances. 

Seeking peace with one nation may 
create an enemy from another. A  
rival of the recipient country may 
become a rival of yours.  

 
 Foreign aid allows for the U.S. government to provide stability in conflicted regions, 

improve ties with allies, promote democracy, and, possibly, counter potential acts of terrorism.  
 
 



 

 

Approach #2: Foreign Sanctions 
 

Combatting rogue states 
is more of a balancing act than 
one of generosity. Often, nations 
find inefficiencies in the use of 
their foreign aid and are forced to 
resort to more drastic measures as 
a means to effectively leverage 
their own resources to spark 
policy change in a target country. 
This point is where economic 
sanctions come into play. By its 
very definition, economic sanctions are “the withdrawal of customary trade and financial relations for 
foreign and security policy purposes.” Sanctions can take on many forms aside from being exclusively 
economic, including travel bans, arms embargoes, commodity restrictions, aviation and shipping 
restrictions, and diplomatic restrictions. With that said, the purposes of many sanctions very closely 
align in that these policy enactments are intended to evoke policy change for the sake of international 
security or human rights within a target country.  

Primarily, sanctions are a means by which countries can express severe disdain towards a 
countries leadership in its treatment of matters often associated with violations of international law. 
The purpose of such sanctions aim target several main objectives including the denunciation of a 
countries actions as a means to weaken a foreign power, the destabilization of corrupt leadership, and 
the proliferation of international foreign rights. Principally, these objectives put immense pressure on a 
government and its people, especially when the sanction against the target nation is homogenous 
throughout the world. 

 

Sanctions - A Brief History 

Economic sanctions are not a recent phenomenon; in fact, one of the first in recorded history 
was used in Greece in 432 B.C, sent by Athens to target Megara in retaliation for kidnappings of 
Athenians and violation of their sacred lands. The so-called Megarian Decree restricted trade between 
the two city-states and eventually led to the Peloponnesian War (Askari et al. 5). Since then, economic 
sanctions have dramatically increased in use, and in particular, the late Cold War established the 
economic sanction as a primary tool in effecting policy change abroad. The years between 1970 and 
2000 saw the imposition of over 100 distinct sanctions across the globe, with a total cost to target 
countries exceeding $100 billion (Hufbauer et al. 18). 

Along with the frequency of use, reasons for using economic sanctions have also evolved over 
time. Countries have historically imposed sanctions as a form of economic warfare - like the Megarian 
Decree, they have often been a bridge to more severe action, such as militancy and formal declaration 
of war. New reasons for imposing economic sanctions arose after the Cold War began, precisely when 
the number of annual global sanctions started rising. Communist states increasingly posing a threat to 



 

international peace, countries began employing economic sanctions with the goals of regime change 
and democratization; deterring the human 
rights violations that often accompany 
communist states became a goal as well 
(Hufbauer et al. 13).  

An important outcome of the 
increasing use of sanctions and the changing 
goals of employing them is that global 
powers like the United States have become 
the perceived “international police” or 
moral authorities abroad. For instance, the 
1970’s saw the Carter administration apply 
economic sanctions to a broad list of 
nations in the name of human rights, 
including Paraguay, Uruguay, Guatemala, 
Brazil, and El Salvador, among others 
(Hufbauer et al. 25). Thus the question of 
America’s role in world politics arises. What 
issues, if any, merit intervention: military 
affairs, national security, human rights, 
democratization? 
 

The Weakening of Foreign Powers 
 

“
 

[T]here is nothing else between words and military action if

you want to bring pressure upon a government. 

                     — Sir Jeremy Greenstock, Veteran British UN diplomat

 

 
 
 

” 
 
Proponents for the implementation of economic sanctions on rogue states often argue that 

aside from sanctions, there is little countries can do to escalate negotiations short of war itself. Often, 
the application of economic sanctions serves as a middle ground between words and war that serves as 
a form of denunciation for various different pretenses. Alongside the aforementioned increase in 
frequency in the use of sanctions, more often have sanctions become used in more targeted manners, 
aimed specifically to weaken the economy or political institution of a foreign power (Dyer). For 
example, in the case of Russian sanctions implemented by western powers following the invasion of 
the Crimea, the Russian economy became crippled following their implementation. The value of the 
Russian rouble began to take a sharp downturn and economy entered into a harsh recession (Nato). 
Therefore, the impact on the Russian economy was a specific intent of the imposed sanctions and 
opened doors to new negotiations with a stronger footing for European and other western nations. 



 

With that said, the imposition of 
sanctions does not necessarily guarantee 
in itself the weakening of powers. In some 
situations, regimes become undeterred by 
the prospect of continued sanctions and 
double down on prior positions. Such an 
example of a nation is the island of Cuba. 
Starting in the 1960s, the Cuban 
embargoes have remained relatively 
unchanged and steady for the better part 
of the past sixty years. Despite this 
continuation, the extent to which this 
sanction has impacted the island is rather 
limited due to the country’s status as a 

World Trade Organization member and monetary influx from Cuban Americans to the island (Dyer). 
Although some cases are not so black and white, economic and political sanctions have shown 

to work in less extreme examples while other outliers such as Cuba point to the failures of embargoes 
in making negotiations. Often, the most effective sanctions are not those that form a broad sphere of 
attack on a nation, but rather, a more targeted pressure aimed to weaken specific aspects of the regime.  
 

Sparking Regime Instability 
 

“
 

[I]f leaders are more likely to lose office following the 

imposition of economic sanctions, they should be willing  

to offer at least some policy concessions to avoid sanctions, 

as well as to secure their lifting once in place. 

                                            — Nikolay Marinov, Assistant Professor of

                                                           Political Science at Yale University

 
 
 
 
 
 

” 
 

To an even further extent than conflict escalation, economic sanctions are often used to instill 
instability within a regime or government in a rogue state. The primary reasoning behind this view lies 
in the fact that to govern, one must have the consent or control of the governed, and for a leader to 
maintain power, he must provide minimum conditions to dissuade a rebellion. Economic sanctions 
place a weight on the scale of conditions for which the leader must supply, increasing political pressure 
and, if effective, forcing a concession or removal from power.  

According to a report published by Assistant Professor of Political Science Nikolay Marinov at 
Yale University, the imposition of sanctions positively correlates with the impact of a leader’s 
survivability in office with a statistically significant p-value of less than 5%. Marinov goes on to state 
that “[a] leader who is subject to economic sanctions within a given year is, on average, more likely to 
lose office in the following year” (Marinov 570-71). Marinov goes on to state that without sanctions, 



 

the average probability in any particular 
nation for a leader to lose office is 0.146, 
but with sanctions, this probability jumps 
to 0.183, a 28% increase in the odds of an 
incumbent losing power (Marinov 572). 
Together, both of these points strengthen 
the argument that economic sanctions have 
destabilizing effects within a regime. 
However, this notion then begs the 
question: does a shift in power or a threat 
to shift power necessarily encourage policy change? 

To address this question, one must look to an academic paper published by political scientist 
professors Fiona McGilivray and Alan C. Stam of New York University and Dartmouth College. In 
this paper, the researchers found that “[i]n non democratic states, a change in leader is more likely to 
lead to a change in the interests a government represents. If the supporters of a new leader have 
interests more in line with the demands of the sanctions sender… the leader will likely acquiesce to 
[the] sanctions pressure” (McGillivray and Stam 161). In fact, according to the same paper, the odds of 
a sanction ending increase by thirty-eight times following a change in leadership in autocratic states, 
largely due to the different political views of the autocrat’s predecessor (McGillivray and Stam 168-70). 
Coupled together, these findings reveal that sanctions both serve to create added instability towards a 
new leader and, therefore, an increased likelihood of the success of sanctions. 

Unfortunately, as with many areas of life, there is no guarantee that sanctions will work. 
Outliers such as Cuba, Iraq, and North Korea are often cited as examples of the shortcomings of 
economic sanctions. However, according to the first study, “[l]ong-run sanctions… have done much to 
obscure the average effect of economic sanctions. Such cases constitute highly atypical outliers in a set 
of pressure episodes which are, typically, associated with greater government instability” (Marinov 
575).” As a result, caution must be taken when assessing the effect of economic sanctions in fostering 
instability as these tactics work best in different political situations over others. 
 

Improving Human Rights 

Economic sanctions are not solely used as a means of warfare or to enact regime change; a more 
recent focus is on improving human rights abroad. In general, a country will send an economic 
sanction with the intent of changing a target’s policies and behavior towards its citizens – perhaps a 
target is repressing voting rights, discriminating against people groups, or enacting violence. The 
expectation, then, is that the economic losses incurred are of great enough cost to coerce the target into 
reversing the human rights violations in question. 

  
Reportedly, economic sanctions with the stated goal of improving human rights have 

increased dramatically in frequency since 2000. For example, many African countries were 
experiencing humanitarian problems around this time, and the West was becoming eager to correct 
them; as Hufbauer et al. write: “this change [in sanction objectives] reflects the greater willingness of 
Europe and the united Nations to act against strife, mass killings, and despotic leadership in Africa” 
(Hufbauer et al. 131). Furthermore, twelve of thirteen sanctions imposed between 2000 and 2007 



 

involved improving respect for human rights (Hufbauer et al. 131). Clearly, sending countries intend 
to improve human rights internationally, but it is important to investigate more closely how this is 
accomplished.  

The most straightforward perspective 
is that economic sanctions indeed are 
intended to cause an improvement in human 
rights. But multiple researchers argue that the 
direct effects of economic sanctions on 
human rights are often middling at best. 
Academic Dursun Peksen, in the Journal of 
Peace Researchers, describes these results in 
detail, primarily concluding that sanctions 
tend to, in fact, increase public repression: “... ordinary citizens will likely become the victims of more 
human rights violations by the government” because the economic costs are simply shifted onto the 
general populace (Peksen 75). Lopez and Cortright, in the Journal of International Human Rights, 
further this notion: “a tool that is often used to advance the cause of human rights carries the risk of 
creating its own human rights problem” (Lopez and Cortright 21).  

There is an additional role for the implementation of economic sanctions – sending a message 
of disapproval of human rights violations, directed towards both the target country, as well as the 
sending country’s citizens, who perhaps have become outraged at injustice abroad. This is a simple and 
most likely secondary objective of sanctions aimed at human rights; however, it is important to 
consider the variety of political and economic variables at play in a complex international terrain.  

It is difficult to make policy decisions, specifically regarding sanctions, given this complicated 
nature of world politics. Lopez and Cortright suggest not eliminating economic sanctions, but instead 
employing “smart sanctions,” that target “coercive pressures against elites rather than vulnerable 
populations” (Lopez and Cortright 21). 
 

On the Question of Efficacy 
A question that bears significantly on the use of economic sanctions in foreign affairs: are 

economic sanctions effective? A study by Hufbauer et al. is the most cited on economic sanction 
effectiveness, giving detailed rates of success for different policy goals. Overall, the study reports 
success in 34% of the 204 observed, a respectable proportion, given the relatively low costs of 
economic sanctions when compared to more effective measures like direct military involvement. 
Nonetheless, one of the key conclusions of the Hufbauer study was that success rates depended 
substantially on the goal pursued. “Modest policy change,” for instance, was determined to be 
successful just over half of the time, while regime change and military impairment were successful only 
31% of the time (Hufbauer et al. 164). Other factors like prior relations and frequency of trade also 
play a role: targets on good terms with the sender, as well as those with greater trade linkage with the 
sender, have a much greater likelihood of responding to economic sanctions (Hufbauer et al. 165). 

The Hufbauer study is not without shortcomings, however. According to Askari et al, for 
example, it fails to precisely account for the costs associated with diminished trade for target countries 
(Askari et al. 109). Perhaps even more important is the potentially limited accuracy of cost estimates 
for the sending countries. It is difficult to calculate an exact cost, but one estimate suggests that the 



 

U.S. loses at least $15 billion annually by imposing economic sanctions, and this is likely a significant 
underestimation (Askari et al. 109). These considerations lead to a question of whether successfully 
changing a target country’s policies is worth incurring increasing costs.  

There is also an important distinction between unilateral (imposed by one country) and 
multilateral (imposed by multiple countries) that Hufbauer et al. do not significantly discuss; 
unilateral sanctions are generally agreed upon to be ineffective in changing policy, whereas multilateral 
sanctions do have the potential to be successful (Askari et al. 31). This is because a target country 
usually relies on far more than a single trade partner, so even a country as powerful as the United States 
cannot easily harm a target through trade without some international assistance. Despite many of the 
cases in the Hufbauer study being multilateral in nature, this distinction is not particularly 
emphasized.  

A final consideration is that the stated goal of a sanction is not the true goal. Although the 
sending country will often express an intention of policy change, it may instead primarily be seeking to 
send a message of disapproval to the target country and mobilize support within its own populace. 
Hufbauer et al. do admit to the possibility that in some cases, they deemed an economic sanction a 
failure when the sending country’s primary goal was indeed achieved (160).  

Ultimately, economic sanctions must be recognized for what they are - a moderate measure. 
Note that the most successful goals of sending countries were classified as modest policy change. It can 
be assumed that goals oriented towards public opinion rather than policy change are also often 
successful. It is therefore not necessarily a question of whether a country should impose a sanction, but 
when. 
 

Goals of Sanctions:  Pros:  Cons: 

To push to weaken foreign 
governments economically  
or politically. 

This goal aims to impact the 
economic situation of a nation 
some targeted manner to force 
concessions. 

Some of the most resilient regimes 
have historically been relatively 
resistant to the effects of economic 
pushback such as in the case of  
Cuba. 

To pressure foreign leaders in 
order to destabilize regimes. 

This goal brings potential to  
force leadership to step down 
amidst popular dissent from 
citizens. 

In many cases, the lifting of  
sanctions coincides with a shift in 
leadership rather than a change in 
policy, so the direct impact of 
destabilization is clouded. 

To coerce target nations into 
improving human rights. 

This goal has the potential to 
improve living conditions for 
those in oppressed conditions. I
also sends a clear message of 
disapproval to countries that 
violate human rights. 

Depending on political and  
economic conditions, economic 
sanctions can worsen human  
rights. 

 



 

Approach #3: Direct Military Action  
 

After World War II, the United States took a more active role in foreign affairs and used 
foreign aid as a strategic way to ensure national security. Over the decades, foreign involvement has 
evolved into a tool for promoting democracy, stabilizing economies, improving quality of life by 
fighting diseases, and facilitating cooperation between nations. Nations who have received American 
aid have become some of our countries strongest allies and trading partners (Boot). The bipartisan 
agreement on the moral and strategic benefits of foreign assistance has not wavered until recently. 
Today, the future of American involvement in foreign affairs is a heavily debated topic. Protectionist 
and nationalistic are two values that drive the current foreign policy beliefs of the Trump 
administration (Reichmann). While these values have raised a lot of controversy, they are not new to 
the United States. 

The Hands-Off Ideology 

“
 

What we have built here in America is precious and 

 unique. We must love and defend it, we must guard it 

 with vigilance and spirit, and if necessary, like so many 

 before us, with our very lives. 

                                                                — President Donald Trump 

 
 
 
 
 
 

” 
 

When he announced his candidacy 
for President in 2015, Donald Trump 
declared, “the American Dream is dead” 
and promised he would “make America 
great again” by putting America First. 
“America First” is a phrase that has a lot of 
history and connotation in the United 
States. Sarah Churchwell, professor at the 
University of London, has recently written 
a book called, Behold, America: The Entangled History of “America First” and “the American Dream, 
Churchwell explains the origins of America First and the patriotic ideals that are tied to the phrase 
(Calmaur; Diamond). 

Each President of the United States has a legal responsibility to the nation to write their 
Strategy Document. This document essentially outlines the President’s goals and ideas about military 



 

and foreign policy of the nation (Horsley & Parks). The document also centers around four pillars, 
“protecting the homeland, promoting prosperity, peace through strength, and advancing American 
influence” (Trump). 

Due to the recent threats from many foreign areas, America faces a lot of different scenarios 
when it comes to military action and intervention. Among these issues are immigration, trade, terrorist 
groups, rival powers, and drug cartels. These issues were believed to be weakening our nation and 
making it “vulnerable.” Instead of continuing to be World’s Police, America decided to focus on the 
well-being of the country and the American People, which can be seen in President Trump’s Strategy 
Document. 

One of the issues that arises when talking about strengthening the military and keeping 
“America First” is the issue of funding. President Trump, however has plans to boost the budget for 
military spending, barring the agreement of congress. Right now, there is a proposed $750 billion 
dollar section of the budget that is requested for military spending in fiscal year 2020. This is about a 2 
percent increase in the defense budget, but the President ensures that this will go to expanding the 
military to protect American citizens and American borders (FAE). 

“Americans First” is another strong argument for President Trump’s hands off approach. 
Throughout the 2016 campaign and election for President, Donald Trump has focused heavily on 
immigration and immigration policy. Among the many changes that the current administration has 
made concerning immigration, here are a few of the major actions on immigration during 2017, 
according to Sarah Pierce and Andrew Selee:  
 

● Reduced refugee admissions to the lowest level since the resettlement program was created in 
1980. 

● Reversed the decline in arrests of unauthorized immigrants in the U.S. interior that had 
occurred during the last two years of the Obama administration. 

● Cancelled the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program, which is currently 
providing work authorization and temporary relief from deportation to approximately 
690,000 unauthorized immigrants brought to the United States as children. 

 
On top of these actions, President Trump is being held accountable for the nation’s longest 

government shutdown because democrats and republicans could not compromise on the nation’s 
budget. President Trump wants a portion of the budget to build a wall to protect American Borders. 
Americans are the citizens of this nation, and according to the President, therefore, Americans come 
first. By putting restrictions on immigration, the president is allowing for legitimate American citizens 
to have jobs and resources and to be protected each and every day (Pierce & Selee). 

 



 

 

Focusing on Domestic Issues 

Currently, the United States spends only 1 percent of the budget on foreign aid. However, the 
amount spent is still a significant amount, around 40 billion (McBride). Currently, the U.S aid 
programs are ridden with scandals that include theft of malaria drugs and laundering of HIV/AIDS 
funds. For example, millions of dollars’ worth of antimalarial drugs are currently being sent to Africa 
to help with the fight against the life-threatening disease. However, it was reported by the USAID’s 
office of inspector general that these drugs are being stolen and sold on the black market in Africa 

(Simmons). In response to the misuse of 
foreign aid, those in public office are 
advocating and implementing policies to 
severely cut the current amount of 
foreign aid. 

Instead of meddling in foreign issues, the 
United States is currently shifting its 
status globally and is making the 
deliberate decision to focus on domestic 
issues. This new isolationist ideology is 
appropriately nicknamed, the “America 

First” mentality. By no longer bearing the responsibility of policing global affairs, the United States has 
the time and financial means to address the serious domestic issues that are currently plaguing the 
nation, such as a dysfunctional health care system, heartbreaking immigration crisis, and toxic political 
environment (Boot). The dire situation at home must be addressed before the United States can look 
abroad. 

Potential Tradeoffs and Consequences 

Since this is still a very current issue, it is impossible to truly identify the tradeoffs and 
consequences that will follow the United 
States’ new foreign policy approach. 
However, experts are able to predict a few 
significant drawbacks to the “American 
First” mentality. The United States has 
positioned itself as having moral 
superiority globally (Boot). In order to 
uphold this reputation, the nation must 



 

often intervene in foreign situations that threaten the values of democracy. If the United States takes 
on a new isolationist approach, it runs the risk of losing this reputation. If this occurs, current allies 
that rely on America for support will turn to other superpowers, like Russia or China, for this 
protection (Reichmann). This could turn “America First” into “America Alone.” 

  In order to fulfill the many campaign promises, Donald Trump has ended the United States 
involvement in many global organizations. So far, he has withdrawn from the Paris climate accord, the 
Iran nuclear deal, the UN's top human rights and educational agencies, and the Trans-Pacific 
Partnership trade deal (Reichmann). By ending the United States involvement, he has isolated 
America on several issues, including the fight against climate change, international trade, and global 
security. 

  One major potential consequence involves the United States involvement in the Middle East. 
Currently, those in office are looking to pull American troops out of Syria. While this maintains the 
value of “America First,” it provides an opportunity for the Islamic State to mobilize and regain 
control of the region (Reichmann). This could be catastrophic to global stability and the fight against 
terrorism. 

 

Goals of Direct Military 
Action 

                Pros:                       Cons: 

Convince Congress to  
pass a bill that holds  
countries who are misusing  
aid accountable. 

This option will ensure that  
when aid is given, it is used  
for what it was intended for.  
The scandals that currently 
plaguing the U.S. aid  
programs will be resolved. 

This option may further isolate  
the United States on a global  
level. 

By limiting the amount  
of aid provided, the United 
States will be able to 
successfully change our  
global reputation. 

This option will shift the 
financial responsibility and 
 allow for the United States  
to focus on pressing  
domestic issues. 

By providing less foreign aid to 
developing nations, humanitarian  
crises may rise within countries  
that rely on the United States  
financial and military support.  

The topic of when to  
provide foreign aid is a  
division issue.  
Creating an outreach 
program will help to  
bridge the divide between 

Today, the two political  
parties struggle to agree on 
many issues. The creation  
of this outreach program  
will help to end the  

If implemented incorrectly, this 
outreach program may fail to  
unite the country on this issue, 
and could further polarize the  
nation. 



 

 the two distinct sides.  polarization that is evident 
American politics. 
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