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CHAPTER II 
 

Foreign Policy 
 

The proper concept of individual rights is the most fundamental ingredient of 
a free society. Nearly as important to a country is foreign policy. An unwise foreign 
policy leads to unnecessary violence and death on a massive scale. A society built on 
the concept of individual rights will logically have a foreign policy of 
nonintervention. It is important to understand what this involves and what happens 
when foreign entanglements are easily entered. 

Throughout the twentieth century, the United States has steadily drifted from 
the traditional policy of nonintervention, neutrality, and independence to one of 
interventionism in the internal affairs of other nations, covert foreign activity, and 
broad international commitments. 

This dramatic shift in policy, one of the major U. S. blunders of this century, 
is responsible for all of our overseas military conflicts of the past eight decades, 
which have resulted in more than 650,000 Americans killed and 1,130,000 
Americans wounded. The last two major conflicts, Korea and Vietnam, were fought 
without a formal declaration of war. In modem language, they were "police actions." 
Since war was not declared, there was no commitment to win. Clearly the efforts 
proved futile, serving only to tear at the seams of American society. 

Policy shifts have since occurred, but reassessment of the overall foreign 
intervention policy has not taken place. Reassessment must occur if the senseless 
killing is to be stopped. 
 Many who frowned upon the Libyan bombing and the Grenada invasion 
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did not do so from a principled position of nonintervention. And some who criticized 
the invasion of Grenada were supportive of the Libyan bombing. The only current 
debate is which faction of interventionism will be supported -- fascist or communist 
dictators. 

A trend toward internationalism worldwide has characterized this century; the 
fact that some call the twentieth century the "bloody century" is not just coincidental. 
During this century, 35,000,000 people have been killed in war, but totalitarian 
regimes have murdered an additional 119,000,000 people. And we worry about a 
nuclear holocaust! 

Modern weaponry certainly can be blamed for a great deal of the massive 
destruction of modern war, but the collectivist ideology that breeds totalitarianism is 
the root cause. Our job as concerned citizens of a free society is to do everything in 
our power to deter our own participation in the ghoulish killing. 

Following the constitutional intent of the Founding Fathers would go a long 
way in achieving this goal. 
 

The Constitution and Foreign Policy 
 

The Constitution never mentions the term "foreign policy," but today it is 
routinely heard that the Constitution grants the power to conduct foreign policy 
exclusively to the President. 

It is also frequently heard in Congress, especially when foreign 
entanglements get serious, that we must fall in line and support a nonpartisan policy. 
In other words, they argue, there should be no real debate on what is going on when 
it comes to foreign policy. 

Opposition to our involvement in the major conflicts of this century have 
elicited cries of treason for not supporting the consensus position. But if the 
Constitution is closely studied, one finds that the Founding Fathers never intended 
the President to assume total control over foreign affairs. 

The President clearly was granted power "to make treaties ... appoint 
ambassadors, other public ministers, and consuls," but only with the advice and 
consent of the Senate. Two-thirds of the Senate must concur to ratify a treaty, 
whereas a majority can confirm an appointment. Clearly, the President is made the 
Commander-in-Chief of the military. 

Nothing is said about monopoly power to pursue policy that involves 
invasion, intrigue, murder, blockades, conspiracy, and funding of foreign powers that 
has characterized the twentieth century. 
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          The Congress, in contrast, was given much more say over foreign policy The 
Congress is instructed to: 
 

... provide for the common defense and general welfare of the United 
States ... ; to define and punish piracies and felonies committed on the 
high seas, and offenses against the laws of nations; to declare war, 
grant letters of marque and reprisal, and make rules concerning 
captures on land and water; to raise and support armies ... to pursue 
and maintain a navy; to make rules for the government and regulation 
of the land and naval forces; to provide for calling up the militia, to 
execute the laws of the union, suppress insurrections and repel 
invasion; to provide for organizing, arming, and disciplining the 
militia, and for governing such part of them as may be employed in 
the service of the United States.... 

 
In comparison, it is quite apparent that the Founding Fathers placed a greater 

trust in the people acting through Congress in determining precise policy. The 
President cannot declare war; therefore, he is not permitted, according to the 
Constitution, to wage war without the vote of Congress; and he has no authority to 
spend any money on foreign adventurism without the consent of Congress. Even 
treaties and appointments are only permissible after congressional approval. 

Obviously the Founding Fathers feared a strong and aggressive presidency 
when it came to foreign and military affairs. The President is certainly the 
Commander-in-Chief of the military, fulfilling the desire of the Founding Fathers of 
guaranteeing civilian control over the military, but the idea of the military was that of 
having sufficient military strength to repel an invasion and defend the country. If it 
required calling up the militia, which only Congress was authorized to do, the 
President would be in charge of the military operations. It is impossible to argue 
from a constitutional viewpoint, that involvement in any conflict is the prerogative of 
the President. 

This careless notion, so frequently repeated, that the President is in total 
charge of foreign policy, cannot be justified by anything read in the Constitution. 
Congress has the major responsibility for any foreign commitment. 

It is now up to the people to reclaim this right, by insisting upon 
representation reflecting the people's views, not the narrow view of the 
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special interests who have benefited from both our military and economic 
intervention of the past eighty years. 
 
 

Obviously the Founding Fathers feared 
a strong and aggressive presidency when it came 

to foreign and military affairs. 
 
 

So often when objections to our foreign policies are finally heard, they are 
only for partisan or special-interest reasons. Rarely are these objections due to deeply 
held philosophic reasons grounded in constitutional history. 

Because the politicians in this century have not followed the traditional 
policy of the Founding Fathers for avoiding foreign entanglements, America has 
suffered the consequences. We can expect continued foreign military conflicts, 
hostage crises, and terrorist attacks that solve nothing, while killing and maiming 
innocent Americans and our draft-age youth, until a policy of nonintervention is once 
again accepted as proper and wise. 
 

Acceptance in America 
 

When America became careless about defining the purpose of government, 
foreign policy changed. Guaranteeing the inalienable rights of individuals should be 
the prime role of government, and national sovereignty is recognized as proper for 
this purpose. 

However, once this goal of guaranteeing and protecting the individual 
becomes muddled, as it certainly has, vague reasons are given for the existence of 
the state. Behind all the muddle is usually the age-old temptation of some to use 
power to control others. 

This is done in moral terms by claiming that the needs of others are the 
concern of us all. Likewise, the goal of achieving international power, both financial 
and military, is done with moral overtones-such as "making the world safe for 
democracy." Foreign aid-although its real purpose is to enhance the riches of foreign 
dictators, international bankers, and some American industrialists-is pawned off as 
aid to the people of the impoverished Third World. 

This philosophy of internationalism has lead to a tremendous growth 
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in foreign welfare, especially since 1945, and a foreign policy of internationalism 
that has virtually removed the sovereign conviction of guaranteeing the individual 
rights of American citizens. Instead of making the world safe for democracy, a goal 
set by Woodrow Wilson, the world is no longer safe, especially for American 
citizens traveling abroad. 

The combination of liberalism's naive belief that the world can be made a 
better place through socialist redistribution of wealth and the desire of certain 
international bankers to control the world through one-world government has 
brought us to a dangerous period in our history. Today the proposals of the Council 
of Foreign Relations and the Trilateral Commission have much more impact on 
policy than the Constitution. Sadly, world socialist order is of prime concern, not 
individual liberty, as it should be. This mixture of misplaced liberal idealism and the 
bankers' goal of world domination, forces capitalists and communists to do business 
together on many occasions. 

Many American arms manufacturers, as well as other "Rambo" Americans, 
have an insatiable hunger to perpetually have a fearsome enemy. Therefore, on the 
surface, it always looks like we are about to go to war with the Soviets while, behind 
the scenes, we continue to fund the very enemy who "threatens" to invade our 
hemisphere. 

Internationalism is enhanced by this war-monger policy, and individual 
liberty is diminished. The Constitution is forgotten, as is the traditional American 
foreign policy practiced for more than a hundred years of minding our own business 
and providing security for America. 

It is bad enough to see the loss of liberty for which the Founding Fathers 
fought so valiantly, but to watch a foreign policy that has led to perpetual war for 
America presents a great danger to us all. 
 

Errors Compound 
 

Just as with economic interventionism, each government action in the affairs 
of other nations causes more problems than it solves. Instead of achieving peace, 
perpetual conflict occurs. Instead of expressing gratitude for our foreign largesse, the 
recipients of American aid become resentful. Instead of achieving a greater national 
security, America becomes more vulnerable and weak. 

The odds of getting assistance from our allies to protect our security if we are 
threatened are infinitesimal, as compared to the possibility of our sons dying for 
someone else's security. The odds of our being 
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involved unnecessarily in another unwise foreign military venture continues. 
Johnathan Kwitny, in Endless Enemies, documents numerous occasions when 

our intervention has led to a failed military operation and hostility toward America. 
In contrast, he demonstrates that when we pursued a neutralist course, our interests 
were better served, relationships were better, and it cost the American taxpayers a lot 
less. 

Sadly the debate is never between a constitutional foreign policy and 
interventionism; it is clearly a debate between factions of interventionism. Both sides 
assume great wisdom and propose solutions to the problems of the world, while 
ignoring American security and the right of her citizens. However, the public 
justification for all U.S. intervention is that this intervention benefits the American 
citizen. 

The conservatives argue continually for more military expenditures and aid to 
the anti-communist regime; the liberals argue for less total military spending, but 
plenty of aid for the pro-communist nations. 

Members of Congress generally accept that there are only two options 
available to us, refusing to admit that these options are only variations of a single 
interventionist foreign policy. Our goal should be to make certain that a third option, 
the constitutional principle of nonintervention, is emphatically heard in the debate. 

Since we can never get a consensus of which faction to support in other 
nations, one group of Americans is unjustly forced to subsidize the other's 
preferences. If the purpose were only to serve the direct interests of American 
citizens in our homeland, the whole discussion would never arise. There is no reason 
to force the liberal to finance Somosa or the conservative, the Sandanistas. Securing 
peace, preserving liberty, and protecting the life and property of American citizens 
are the only legitimate functions of government equally beneficial to all. It should be, 
for that reason, noncontroversial. 

Not only is it unfair to pass on the cost of meddling in the affairs of other 
nations to the citizens who disagree with the policies pursued, when intervention 
leads to hostilities, the commitments involved are very serious indeed. 

Literally, we put the lives of our youth and the youth of future generations on 
the line. There is no moral justification for this. Military treaties obligate future 
generations to commitments that only individuals of that generation should fulfill. 

We should reassess all out military treaties. They are called "mutual security" 
treaties, but no one expects our allies to come to our assistance 
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if we are attacked. Events in Korea, Vietnam, Libya, and Iran show how insignificant 
the support is that we get from our allies. We have been forced to stand alone and 
bear all the cost of our defense and most of the cost of the defense of our allies. 

There is no moral justification for one generation's committing another 
generation to pay higher taxes, to suffer more inflation, to sacrifice the lives of their 
youth (uprooted through conscription) for needless armed conflicts. With a 
noninterventionist foreign policy, citizens would never be forced to subsidize or die 
for any special interest. Taxes could be used only to secure peace and freedom for 
America. 

Under these conditions of nonintervention, of course, individuals would 
never be prohibited from volunteering and contributing their own monies to any 
foreign cause. Our government is the only legal dealer in weapons of war, usually at 
a high cost to American taxpayers, as well as danger to our security. Thus the wishes 
of citizens are violated with every transaction. Americans who want to privately help 
anti-communists in Cuba, Afghanistan, El Salvador, or Nicaragua should be free to 
do so, and yet they are not. 

The first major change in our foreign policy occurred at the turn of the 
century. President McKinley initiated the change leading us into the Spanish-
American War. Woodrow Wilson made the most radical departure from our 
traditional noninterventionist foreign policy; he sought to: 
 

... make the world safe for democracy ... America's duty is to stand 
shoulder-to-shoulder to lift the burdens of mankind in the future, and 
show the path of freedom to all the world. The American flag is 
henceforth to stand for self-possession, for dignity, and for the 
assertion of the right of one nation to serve other nations of the world. 
America is now rich enough and free enough to look abroad for great 
tasks to perform. Our duty is to serve the world. 

 
The idea that it is our government's duty to serve the world and that we have 

great tasks to perform throughout the world, is an example of an outrageous and 
irrational idealism. 

Even though World War I was the first major break from our traditional 
position of nonintervention, the Spanish-American War conditioned our people to 
accept our new role as world police. 

Walter Karp, in his outstanding work The Politics of War, points out that "it 
was the very alliance that Republicans had forged with Wall 
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Street which required the protection of war and a forward foreign policy.” 

Karp describes vividly how our new-found interventionist policy maneuvered 
us into the unnecessary Spanish-American War. 

Karp, in his book, also describes our involvement in World War I and 
Wilson's participation with tremendous skill. Although most of us have been taught 
that Woodrow Wilson was one of our five great Presidents, it is unlikely that one 
would come to this conclusion after reading this book. Karp documents how Wilson 
maneuvered us into World War I in 1917. Wilson's grandiose assumption that he 
could "make the world safe for democracy" and fulfill our "duty to serve the world" 
prompted the wounding and killing of hundreds of thousands of young American 
soldiers, bringing needless sorrow to millions of American families. 

Not only is this maneuvering into war a horror, Karp's description of how 
Wilson suspended personal freedoms at home, an inevitable consequence of war-
mongering, is frightening. 

 
 
In times of war, personal freedoms are threatened at home. 

 
 

In times of war, personal freedoms are threatened at home. That is why a 
proper foreign policy is so critical: so that freedoms at home are never again 
threatened. We have been able to recover some of the freedoms taken from us in 
times of war, but the real danger is that someday under war conditions, preparation 
for war, or economic chaos brought on by inflation-our freedoms will be 
permanently lost. 

Wilson once wrote that the sovereignty of the American people was "...a 
mere legal fiction." Personal liberty was a mere legal function to Wilson as well. 

Twenty-three years after World War I ended, America entered the Second 
World War, largely as a consequence of Franklin Roosevelt's interventionist foreign 
policy. An excellent description of this can be found in Charles Callan Tansill's Back 
Door to War. From this outstanding historic documentation of what transpired prior 
to the war, it is clear that the United States deliberately provoked the Japanese into 
attacking Pearl Harbor for economic reasons. Since the United States had broken the 
Japanese code, Roosevelt knew exactly what the Japanese were planning. FDR did 
nothing because of his own political ambitions and his desire to unify the country in 
support of the war. By the early 1940's only a small minority stood on principle and 
objected to our becoming 
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allies with Soviet murderers. 
Our role as international police became an accepted fact when the policy of 

internationalism, enhanced by our United Nations membership, involved us in Korea 
and Vietnam as the result of treaty obligations. This policy ignored and denied the 
rights to life and liberty of the young men who were maimed or tragically killed. The 
Korean and Vietnam Wars were conducted without even asking for congressional 
approval. 

The policy of compulsive meddling worldwide has created nothing but 
trouble and confusion for America. The most recent scandal, involving weapons to 
Iran for the release of hostages and the secret and illegal funding of the Contras in 
Nicaragua, is a perfect example of how foolish the policy of interventionism can be. 

For years American taxpayers were forced to subsidize the Shah under the 
pretense that America's security depended upon it. The truth is that this funding 
protected privileged business interests in Iran. With the overthrow of the Shah, A this 
changed. The taking of American hostages by the Iranians and the failure of Carter to 
secure their release was the major reason Carter lost so badly in 1980 to Ronald 
Reagan. 

Our announced policy toward the Iran-Iraq War is one of neutrality. But now 
we find, and it really should be to no one's surprise, that we have been aiding both 
Iraq and Iran. Our government leaders maneuver continuously to remain in a position 
of influence, regardless of which faction controls a foreign nation, friend or foe, so 
that the interests of the bankers and certain industrialists will be served. 

Those who insist that we must "protect" Iran from the Soviets never explain 
why the concern is so great when we see the miserable failure of the Soviet military 
machine in neighboring Afghanistan. Nor is it explained why we now are allies of 
the Soviets in support of Iraq. 

The Middle East, in the last forty years, has soaked up billions of dollars in 
the name of American security and peace. The more we give Israel, the more we 
must give their Arab enemies. 

The height of this folly was vividly and tragically dramatized on October 23, 
1981, with the killing of the 241 Marines in Beirut when their barracks were 
destroyed by radical Moslems. The terrorists probably were aided by Iran and 
supplied with explosives sold to them by Israel, originating from the United States 
and paid for by American taxpayers. 

The epitome of our bungling foreign policy was revealed when it became 
known that the Marines standing guard had rifles but were permitted no ammunition 
because it was thought that any careless killing 
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could precipitate a crisis. Others argued that they were not permitted ammunition 
because they were incapable of handling their rifles. These absurdities boggle the 
mind, and yet the American people did little to put an end to it. 

This senseless loss of life did nothing to prompt the reassessment of our 
foreign policy. Instead it led to a sure victory over the "aggressive" military power of 
Grenada-made up of 200 military personnel. The American people, unfortunately, 
could not see that both actions were the result of the same flawed policy. The 
Grenada invasion was heralded as a great triumph and applauded by the vast 
majority of American people. The truth is that neither the medical students nor the 
administrator of the medical school ever requested the rescue. The military argument 
for invasion was shallow. If the airbase in Grenada ever became a threat to the 
United States, a single missile fired from a ship offshore could destroy it in minutes. 

An interesting briefing occurred at the height of the Grenada crisis. Our State 
Department met in closed session with the Republican members of Congress, 
including myself, on the day after the invasion. Two political messages emerged 
from the meeting: one, make sure the administrator of the hospital makes no more 
public statements that do not show strong support for the rescue mission; and two, 
have some students express gratitude by kissing the ground on their return to the 
United States. The next day the tone of the administrator changed as he publicly 
expressed support for the rescue mission and, amazingly, a few students responded 
on arrival to the United States by kissing the ground. 

The overwhelming "victory" in Grenada was less than a brilliant military 
operation. There were no Cuban troops of any significance. The landing was 
changed from 2 a.m. to 5:30 a.m. because the U.S. authorities were uncertain of 
night operations. Nineteen U.S. soldiers were killedseven by friendly fire. 
 
 

The invasion of Grenada is hardly the victory  
the American people were led to believe. 

 
 

Extremely poor communications between the branches of the military were 
encountered. The press reported that one U.S. commander could not get through to 
his superior and ended up using his credit card to call Ft. Bragg for help. Intelligence 
reports were faulty and were of no 
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practical use to the invasion. 
Worst of all, and typical of our tragic foreign policy-in the midst of the 

Grenada invasion designed to make the world safe for democracy by stopping the 
spread of communism-President Reagan, behind the scenes, was forcefully lobbying 
for specific aid to "Communist-dictators" through additional IMF funding. 

The invasion of Grenada is hardly the victory the American people were led 
to believe. 

The United States supported the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon with the 
relentless bombing of Beirut. While the bombs were still falling on Beirut, a foreign 
aid bill was brought to the House floor. Aid to Lebanon, at the request of the 
Administration, was tripled so that Beirut could be rebuilt for "humanitarian reasons. 
" Here we were, already appropriating more money to rebuild the devastated cities 
destroyed by bombs for which Americans had also paid. This surely was a policy of 
madness! During this period of time Israel captured 400 Lebanese Moslems and has 
since then illegally held them in captivity-one of the major reasons for the ongoing 
hostage crisis we still face. 

In 1985 the worst terrorist act occurred in Beirut which killed 80 and injured 
200 innocent people. Reliable evidence proves that the act was carried out by a 
Lebanese intelligence unit trained and supported by our CIA. Their goal and mission 
was to kill a Shiite leader suspected of terrorizing the U.S. installations. 

Our involvement in the Middle East has also contributed indirectly to the 
deaths of 248 soldiers in an aircraft accident in which a DC-8 crashed in Gander, 
Newfoundland, in December 1985. The plane was returning from the Gaza strip, on 
Israel's southern border, where soldiers had been serving on a peace-keeping mission 
for the United Nations. The aircraft accident investigation panel revealed direct 
causes to be: a failure to de-ice, overweight, and a power failure. The aircraft was 
leased from a fly-by-night charter airline to save money. Unbelievably we spend 
$300 billion a year on national defense (or foreign meddling) and we cannot afford 
decent aircraft to transport our troops. A policy designed to guarantee American 
security would never permit such senseless tragedies. 

The U.S. policy toward Libya further confirms our irrational foreign policy. 
Under Reagan we have been determined to pick a fight with Khadafi, defying him 
with naval and air maneuvers in the Gulf of Sidra. As we try to emphasize our right 
to navigate in international waters near Libya, we totally reject the territorial waters 
of Nicaragua by min 
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ing their harbors. The World Court rulings against the U.S. were ignored by the 
Reagan Administration, yet the President insists that international law is legitimate in 
the Gulf of Sidra. The most important point, however, is that the Gulf of Sidra has 
nothing to do with U.S. security. 

The bombing of Libya while sending arms to Iran-who has been much more 
involved in international terrorism-reveals the schizophrenic nature of our foreign 
policy. 

Bombing a foreign capital, and killing innocent civilians, including a young 
daughter of Khadafi - even if the opinion polls support the action - is an act of war 
and not authorized by our Constitution. Action of this sort cannot be construed as 
necessary to protect American security. The bombing was, however, an historic first-
it was scheduled in time for the evening news in the United States! 

The bombing can hardly be considered a military success. Of the 18 F-111's 
deployed, only 11 completed the mission; one was shot down. Thirty-eight percent 
of the planes could not fly the 2800 miles over undefended territory. The craziness of 
flying such a distance (10 hours roundtrip), when the same mission could have been 
accomplished more effectively from aircraft carriers, can only be explained by the 
desire to give the Air Force a little "glory" as well as the Navy. Others have argued 
that the reason for the long flight was to force our allies to "fish or cut bait" with our 
policy on terrorism. 

It is interesting to note that after forty years of massive foreign aid to Europe, 
of hundreds of billions of dollars, both military and economic, our allies "cut bait." 
We received no assistance from Greece, Germany, Italy, Spain, Turkey, or France. 
Some investment! 

All this expense (which added nothing to our defense and made us more 
vulnerable) for allies who couldn't care less. Instead of pressuring the allies to go 
along with some of our extravagant involvements overseas, we need to "cut bait" and 
leave Europe and the Middle East. We'd be a lot safer and richer for it. 

The sad part about our bombing Libya is that a tin-horn dictator has caused 
America to betray her principles. In an effort to gain support for "getting Khadafi," a 
deliberate government campaign of disinformation was carried out. This campaign 
was similar to the disinformation that led to the Gulf of Tonkin resolution and the 
subsequent killing of 60,000 American soldiers in Vietnam. 

This "Rambo" attitude of our politicians reflects the insecurity and loss of 
confidence in ourselves. It does not reflect a positive American patriotism like some 
would have us believe. American patriotism should   



Chapter 2 – Foreign Policy 

53 

reflect a positive belief in freedom and prompt actions that guarantee individual 
liberty. 

If motivated by American patriotism, government action would have been 
different in the Miroslav Medvid affair. Medvid is the Russian sailor, who jumped 
the Russian freighter in October 1985 as it sailed up the Mississippi. When the 
United States authorities were returning him to the Soviet vessel, he again leapt out 
of the U.S. Border Patrol boat. He was captured and, under great duress, was again 
forced to return to the Russian vessel. The United States officials told the public that 
Medvid "changed his mind and wanted to go back." The U.S. interpreter, however, 
disagreed and said Medvid sincerely sought freedom. A positive conviction of 
American patriotism would have prompted quite a different response from us. 

The ironies of our foreign policy are endless. We have troops in over 120 
countries of the world and support, financially and militarily, both sides of most of 
the current military conflicts. 

Our politicians' enthusiasm for foreign aid is not shared by a majority of the 
American people, nor does it conform to the Constitution. It is frequently justified by 
a flawed understanding of the Marshall Plan. The $1.7 billion foreign aid gift to 
Western Europe between 1948 and 1952 is usually given the credit for European 
recovery after the War. Under occupation from 1945-1948, the economy of Europe 
remained weak and the Marshall Plan coincided with some policy changes. An 
imposed economic policy by the United States on Europe between 1945 and 1948 
kept the economy weak. But in June 1948 Ludwig Erhard abolished all Allied 
economic controls and devalued and stabilized the German mark, and the economy 
surged. Because foreign aid arrived at the same time, American politicians have 
demanded the credit and used this program to perpetuate this technique of serving 
some American businesses and banking interests. 

In reality, the Marshall Plan never contributed to more than five percent of 
one European country's gross national product, while occupational cost remained at 
fifteen percent. This subsidy was minuscule compared to the economic growth 
statistics of the 1950's. The argument that a dollar shortage existed in Europe and an 
injection of funds was needed is an old Keynesian argument used to justify foreign-
aid expenditures. The bad policies of inflation and economic control, imposed by the 
U.S. after the war were the real culprits. In contrast to the argument that the Marshall 
Plan was market-oriented, we find (under close scrutiny) the rules discouraged free 
enterprise, served the special interests 
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of some American industries, and did nothing to enhance free trade with the other 
Western nations. There are other numerous absurdities that have resulted from our 
foreign policy: 
 

Corazon Aquino in 1986, addressed the U.S. Congress. The speech 
was so impressive that within hours the House voted $150 million in 
additional aid to the Philippines. Aquino responded by saying, "It 
wasn't enough." 
 
Marcos received billions from us over the years with no accounting or 
control of expenditures. The question no one can answer is how the 
Philippines have made us more secure in the last thirty years. 
 
After the bombing of Libya, Khadafi's navy responded by 
bombarding the island of Lampedusa in the Mediterranean. It was 
then that we discovered we had U.S. Coast Guard personnel on this 
island-guarding our coastline, I guess. 
 
We have 340,000 troops in Europe and over 200,000 elsewhere 
around the world. It costs $140 billion a year to protect Europe and 
$50 billion a year to defend Japan. It costs approximately $1000 to 
maintain each man per day overseas. This assistance permits a 
competitive edge for our allies, who are well ahead of us 
technologically, and contributes to our trade deficit. Our only 
response has been to promote protectionism, making the problem 
worse. Overall foreign policy has never been seriously considered as 
the basic flaw, like it someday must. 
 
We placed economic sanctions on South Africa at precisely the same 
time President Reagan approved subsidized wheat sales to the 
Soviets. The sanctions were a liberal political stunt; the subsidies to 
the Soviet Union were meant to help U.S. wheat farmers and secure 
the election of the Republican Senate-which it did not. While 
bombing Libya to deter terrorism, we negotiated with Syria and acted 
as partners with Israel in its massive ongoing arms trade. 
 
The CIA, not known for its intelligence-gathering skills, has 16,000 
agents - 2,500 added under William Casey and two-thirds added 
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during the last decade. This agency is only 40 years old and its 
activities, which include clandestine and ruthless intervention in the 
affairs of other nations, is neither morally nor constitutionally 
justified. 
 
Author Dan Smoot, in a letter to me, stated, 
 
There is no place in a governmental system of a constitutional 
republic for an agency that meddles in the affairs of foreign nations. 
Even if the CIA were in the hands of patriots whom I like, I would 
still feel, as I have felt since 1946, that it should not be. Whatever 
seeds such an agency sows, the harvest will be detrimental to our 
nation. 

 
Dan Smoot is a brilliant constitutionalist and a student of history. His fears of 

the CIA have been legitimate as we continue to see the disastrous results of the CIA 
involvement around the world. 

The National Security Council (NSC) was set up in 1946 to coordinate and 
advise the President on foreign affairs. The National Security Council was never 
meant to carry out activities along with the CIA as revealed by the Iran-Contra 
scandal. It is ironic now to see the appointment of David Abshire to a Cabinet-level 
post to "coordinate the effort" to resolve the confusion the scandal concocted by the 
NSC has caused. The one net benefit from the Iran-Contra scandal has been the 
derailing of a dangerously aggressive foreign policy, clandestinely orchestrated by 
the CIA. 

Not only has our twentieth-century foreign policy failed, it continues to be a 
serious threat to all of us. It has contributed significantly to our national bankruptcy 
and has done nothing to enhance our national security. Reevaluation is a must. 

A foreign policy of nonintervention should be a topic of serious debate in 
1987-1988, the 200th Anniversary of our Constitution. It is an opportune time to 
consider the reinstatement of a principled noninterventionist American foreign 
policy. 
 

Noninterventionist Foreign Policy 
 

A noninterventionist foreign policy is both morally and constitutionally 
correct. From George Washington to Grover Cleveland, this principle 
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was upheld. The twentieth century has been witness to a complete reversal of this 
policy and millions have suffered as a consequence. Our foolish foreign policy 
contributes significantly to our national bankruptcy and presents a threat to our 
national security. 

Foreign-policy options of the conservatives and the liberals are, in reality, 
only a variation of a single interventionist policy. It is only the direction of the 
intervention that is different and open to debate. Another option must be made 
available from which the American people may choose. 

The policy of neutrality is morally correct for major world powers as well as 
small nations. By what authority does any country interfere in the internal affairs of 
another? When a major power interferes, it literally becomes a bully. The excuse for 
intervention is usually in moralistic terms, arguing that it is for the benefit of the 
world or a policy of making the world "safe for democracy" and for the purpose of 
making poor nations prosperous. These are excuses, not reasons based on morality. 
 
 

What is done in the name of national security is a 
 disgrace and the worst kind of disinformation conceivable. 

 
 

Officially, getting openly involved in the internal affairs of other nations is 
always at the host country's request. Those interfering claim they do so by popular 
support, but the people are never consulted. Our foreign aid goes either to fascist or 
socialist nations, benefiting the rulers by solidifying their power and impeding the 
development of a free society and a free-market economy. 

The outcome of even the best-motivated assistance is usually the opposite of 
that which was intended. When economic assistance is sent to other nations with the 
intention of helping the poor, the poor receive a small fraction of what is sent. But 
the worst part of all this is that the assistance perpetuates the entire system that 
causes the impoverishment in the first place and makes it more difficult than ever for 
the people of that country to achieve more liberty. 

Even if aid and interference were handled wisely by patriotic Americans, 
they could not be justified on moral grounds. If we assume that it is proper for the 
United States government to meddle in any way in the internal affairs of other 
nations-even if for noble reasons-the door is then opened for the ruthless who could 
then intervene for the worst 
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reasons - aiding fascism, socialism, or communism or for personal gain. Providing 
aid to those struggling to be free by first expropriating funds from innocent 
Americans cannot be justified Freedom cannot be spread through a policy of force 
which violates another man's freedom. 

When providing assistance, it is logical to expect some national benefit in 
return. The policies of nations that have received aid obviously have greater 
significance to us than those who have not received help. If their policies do not 
conform to the policies of the United States administration in power, threats, and 
even assisting in coups, are then said to be justified. After a few decades of 
international intervention, with economic assistance and covert operations for 
"national security," the noble original purpose is entirely forgotten. The doors are 
then opened to almost any type of foreign involvement. 

Politically, U.S. intervention is justified by claiming it aids American 
security. But rarely can we see how the foreign activities are of any benefit to the 
American taxpayers. The Vietnam conflict was lost and yet we are on better terms 
than ever with the Vietnamese. Castro's thirty-year hold on Cuba has not yet directly 
affected American security. A plausible argument could be made for our not wanting 
a Soviet puppet state ninety miles from our shores, but how can an airbase in 
Grenada or Nicaragua be any more threatening? Our involvement in the four corners 
of the earth cannot be legitimately justified as necessary for national security. Most 
Americans do not have the foggiest idea where Chad or Mozambique are located, 
nor do they see their political system as crucial to our own security. What is done in 
the name of national security is a disgrace, and the worst kind of disinformation 
conceivable. 

President Reagan put American intervention in a proper perspective. On July 
16, 1986, he was asked whether sending helicopters to Bolivia for drug enforcement 
was in the national interest and he responded: "Anything we do is in the national 
interest." 

This has been the attitude of most of the Presidents during this century, with 
the possible exceptions of Coolidge and Hoover. Is it any wonder that we are so 
involved throughout the world? The truth is that our worldwide involvement is 
unrelated to national security in the strict sense, but rather is a result of a policy of 
intervention and acceptance of the notion that the military follows U.S. economic 
interests, providing protection for our international bankers and businessmen. 

If foreign policy were based on moral principles, all intervention of our 
government in the affairs of other nations would cease, no matter how tempting. 
Foreign policy's purpose should be limited to providing 
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security and insuring peace for America. The only moral justification for an 
expenditure is for the defense of our nation. A military manned by volunteers helps 
to avert unwise military foreign involvement. It is time we challenge those who 
promote our overseas activities and adventures on moral grounds. We have been 
pursuing a policy based on good intentions and privilege to the special interests for 
the past several decades, and America's security has greatly suffered. It is time to 
quit! It would be better if we heeded the words of Grover Cleveland who stated best 
the pre-1900 American foreign policy: 

 
It is the policy of independence favored by our own love of justice 
and by our own power. It is the policy of peace suitable to our 
interest. It is the policy of neutrality, rejecting any share in foreign 
brawls, and ambitions upon other continents, repelling their intrusions 
here. It is the policy of Monroe and of Washington and of Jefferson: 
peace, commerce, and honest friendship with all nations; entangling 
alliances with none. 
 

Instead our twentieth-century politicians have taken a different course: 
 
A noninterventionist foreign policy is frequently attacked as isolationist. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. The image of a nation walling itself off from the rest 
of the world is impossible in a free society and, ironically, is exactly what eventually 
happens under interventionism. 
 
An internationalist foreign policy includes goals of one-world government and 
international banking with fiat currencies, and this leads to economic isolationism, 
where nations become more militaristic and nationalistic. Trade wars ensue, and 
protectionism follows. 
 
A free society, with a noninterventionist foreign policy, protects the rights of its 
citizens to travel and trade across borders without tariffs or licenses or capital 
controls, and rejects all special interest subsidies. Immigration is always permissible, 
and all attempts to curtail currency in people movement are rejected. 
 
The ultimate right of a free society is to be able to vote with your 
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feet and to leave freely with your assets. 
 
This freedom of movement of people and goods would encourage the intermingling 
of people with a natural balance of trade, assuming nations do not participate in the 
fraud of inflation. We would in no way create a fortress America, or a country 
isolated; the exact opposite would result. 
 
Our foreign policy should be directed at making our nation secure from any outside 
threat so our liberty at home may thrive, to avoid war and promote peace. The 
ultimate victory over fascism and communism must be won in the minds of men and 
cannot be achieved by an interventionist foreign policy. Ultimately, totalitarianism 
can only be defeated by a positive freedom philosophy. 
 
By the 1960's, Kennedy acknowledged to what degree we had rejected this position. 
In his Inaugural Address in 1961 Kennedy stated: 
 

Let every nation know, whether it wish us well or A that we will pay 
any price, bear any burden, beat any hardship, support any friend, 
oppose any foe, to assure the survival and the success of liberty. This 
much we pledge and more ... To those peoples in the huts and villages 
of half the globe struggling to break the bonds of mass misery we 
pledge our best efforts to help them help themselves, for whatever 
period is required-not because the Communists may be doing it, not 
because we seek their votes, but because it is right. If a free society 
cannot help the many who are poor they cannot save the few who are 
rich. 

 
This policy of self-sacrifice that Kennedy advocated is a policy that we have 

essentially followed this entire century. For this reason we have seen hundreds of 
thousands of Americans needlessly killed and perpetual international conflict. Unless 
this policy is changed, we can expect more of the same. 

General McArthur, however, expressed concern about this policy. He said in 
1957: 
 

Our government has kept us in a perpetual state of fear kept us in a 
continuous stampede of patriotic fervor-with the cry of grave national 
emergency. Always there has been some terrible evil-to gobble us up 
if we would not blindly rally behind it by furnishing the exuberant 
funds demanded. 
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          Yet, in retrospect, those disasters seem never to have hap-
pened, seem never to have been quite real. 
 
War, other than for the actual defense of our nation, must be avoided, for it is 

during wartime that personal and economic freedoms quickly erode. Although we 
have regained some of our freedoms removed during periods of war, our liberty has 
gradually eroded during this century. This will continue if we do not make 
fundamental changes, because another unwise war could spell doom for us, both 
economically and politically. 

A policy based solely on our self-interest is the best policy for the world, 
because it encourages a proper balance of power and removes many situations liable 
to provoke hostilities. The policy of nonintervention, emphasizing national self-
interest, provides a direction and purpose for our foreign policy, which is easily 
understood and readily accepted by the American people. 

Peace is of the utmost importance, for it permits the preservation and 
expansion of individual liberty, where war does the opposite. A creative spirit 
requires it. This does not mean pacifism, for when our freedom and national security 
are directly threatened, defense is of the utmost importance and everyone should 
participate. Universal voluntary service in the defense of freedom is not an 
unreasonable expectation. 

Carelessly entering into conflicts jeopardizes our liberty. It does not protect 
it. Intervention abroad causes us to neglect our obligations at home. The moral and 
constitutional obligations of our representatives in Washington are to protect our 
liberty, not coddle the world, precipitating no-win wars, while bringing bankruptcy 
and economic turmoil to our people. The people are demanding a change in foreign 
policy. Nonintervention is the policy that will serve us best. 

Recognizing the nature of the enemy is critical. It is not weaponry or soldiers 
or politicians, but it is the ideology that is important. Robert Taft understood this 
clearly. He recommended: 
 

... positive campaign in behalf of liberty. And when I say liberty I do 
not simply mean what is referred to as 'free enterprise'. I mean liberty 
of the individual to think his own thoughts and live his own life as he 
desires to think and, to live; the liberty of the family to decide how 
they wish to live, what they want to eat for breakfast and for dinner 
and how they wish to spend their time; the liberty of a man to develop 
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his ideas and to get other people to teach those ideas, if he can 
convince them that they have some value to the world. 

 
It is our weakness in defense of liberty that presents the problem. A vacuum 

created by a philosophic complacency allows communist ideology to sweep into 
areas of the world whose only ideological defense comes through foreign aid funds 
confiscated from working Americans. This, in unaligned nations, provides no moral 
alternative to Communism, creates dependency by the receiving nations, and 
discourages those nations from defending themselves, while weakening ourselves 
economically, striking at the soul of our free system. 

Without a firm belief in liberty, and an ability to present this belief clearly to 
the world in theory and in practice, victory is unlikely. Even a system doomed to 
failure-the U.S.S.R.- will persist insidiously, not from their strength but because of 
our weakness and ineptness. 

Tragically the philosophy of collectivism pervades both East and West. It is 
this philosophy of state violence that prompts the building of weapons and the 
conscription of troops. It can be combated only with a philosophy of individual 
liberty based on natural rights. 

We need to dispel the myths of collectivism that solidify power and privilege 
in the hands of the state, whether in Russia or in the United States. Then it would be 
unnecessary to compare dollars spent on the military, missiles, and gross national 
products of the two superpowers. Then the arms race would disappear. 

Providing an adequate defense of our nation and our liberty is all that should 
concern us. 
 
 


