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Summary and Keywords

The U.S. Congress has broad
constitutional powers to shape
foreign policy. However,
Congress rarely shapes foreign
policy as an equal partner with
the president. Politics has the
potential to enhance or lessen
Congress’s role. What explains
changes over time in
congressional power in foreign
policy? Why does Congress
assert itself on some issues but
less so on others in U.S.
foreign policy? What strategies
or tools does Congress employ
to shape the nation’s foreign
policy? The lens of New
Institutionalism, two
presidencies, and presidential
unilateralism connect in useful
ways to help explain these
kinds of Kkey questions in
foreign policy. They offer
scholars a future framework to
continue to enhance theories
explaining variation in
congressional assertiveness in
foreign policy.
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OKC®OPJICKAS
MOJUTUYECKAS
SHIIUKJIOIEJIUSA

Pe3oMe 1 KJII049eBbI€E CJIOBAa

Koncturymus npenocrasiser Koarpeccy CIIA
HIMPOKHUE TTOJTHOMOYHSI 10 (POPMHUPOBAHUIO
BHemHeH moymtuku. OqHako Korrpecc penko
(hopMUPYET BHEUTHIOO TOJUTHKY KaK
paBHOIIPaBHBIN MapTHEP MPE3UCHTA.
[Nomutideckas 6oprba criocoOHa U YCHITUT, U
ocnabuth Binactk Konrpecca. Uem 00bsCHSIOTCS
MIepHOIYeCcKre KoJeOaHus eTo Beca BO
BHemHeW noautuke? [loueMy B ogHUX
BHEILHEIIOJINTUYECKUX BOIPOCAX OH YTBEPKAACT
CBOIO pOJIb, a B IpyTUX MeHee akTuBeH? Kakue
CTpaTeruy M MHCTPYMEHTHI OH HCIONb3YyeT MpH
(hopMUPOBAaHUY BHEITHEH MOIUTHKH CTPAHEI?
PaccMmaTpuBas 3TH KITIOYEeBBIE BOTIPOCHI BHEIITHEH
MIOJIUTHKHU CKBO3b MpU3My KoHUenuii Hosoro
HNucTuTynmonanusma "aIByx Mpe3suaeHTCTB" U
MPE3UJIEHTCKOTO YHUJIATEPAIN3Ma, Mbl
MI0JTy4aeM IOJIE3HBIN METO/T aHalIN3a, KOTOPBI
MOXET MOCTY>XKUTh OCHOBOM JIJ1 laJibHEHIIIeH
pa3paboTku Teopuil, OOBIACHSIONNX U3MEHEHUS
B akTHBHOCTH KOHrpecca Ha
BHEILHEMOJIUTUYECKON apeHe. OHU NpeasaratoT
yYeHBIM OyIyIIyI0 OCHOBY JUISl JaNbHEHIIIETO
COBEPIICHCTBOBAHMS TEOPUH, OOBICHSIIONIIX
pasnuuus B HactoiunBoctH KoHrpecca Bo
BHEILHEH IIOJIMTUKE.

KiroueBsle ciioBa: KoHrpecc, BHEIHSISI TOJIUTUKA
CHIA, nBa npe3uaeHTCTBA, IPE3UIEHTCKUN
YHUJIaTEepaJIu3M, B3aUMOOTHOIICHHUS
3aKOHOJIATEILHOM M UCITOJIHUTEIILHOM BETBEN BJIACTH



Congress’s Vast Horizon of
Constitutional

Capacity

E. Corwin famously asserted
that the Constitution’s division
of powers between the
executive and Congress created
“an Invitation to struggle” in
the making of U.S. foreign
policy (1957, p. 171).

Yet, on its face there’s little
reason to believe the Framer’s
constitutional design intended
Congress to be on the lesser
end of this struggle—whether

in the realm of foreign or
domestic policy. The
Constitution’s plain language

setting forth Congress’s powers
in foreign affairs is immense in
its specificity and breadth. For
example, the Framers firmly
placed the Dogs of War in
Congress’s hand, vyielding it
seven constitutional clauses
intending the War Power to be
a decidedly one-sided affair.t
The one notable exception,
other than the inarticulate
phrase denoting commander-in-
chief, carved out executive
initiative to repel sudden
attacks.2 Beyond this, however,
the Framers assumed that
Congress’s collective
conscience was better suited
than that of apresident to resist
the corruption of vanity and
love of fame in the cause of
war (Federalist No. 4).

There does not exist a more
momentous judgment than
calling the nation to war

IHInpoxkue ropuzoOHTHI

KOHCTUTYIIMOHHBIX

BO3MOKHOCTEN KOHrpecca
Bcem m3BectHO yTBepxkaenue O. KopsuHa, uro
npeaycMorpeHHoe KoHcTuTynuen paszpesieHue
MTOJIHOMOYMHA MEKIY HCIIONHHUTEIBHON BIACTHIO
u Konrpeccom

CO3JaI0  «IpHUrTTAIICHUE K

Ooprbe»  mpu BHEIIHEH

nomutuku CILIA (1957, ctp. 171).

(hopMHUpOBaHUH

U Bce xe HET 0COOBIX OCHOBaHMH IOJIAraTh, YTO
otubl Konctutyuuu otBoausin KoHrpeccy B
3TOH OOprOEe — Kak BO BHEIIHEH, Tak ¥ BO
BHYTPEHHEH MOJMTUKE — POJIb Miajiero Opara.
N3noxxeHHBIE MIPOCTBIM A3BIKOM,
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHBIE TOJIOKEHHUS O MOJTHOMOUUSX
Konrpecca 1o MHOCTpaHHBIM A€IaM roCyAapCcTBa
MPOU3BOIAT  CHJIBHOE  BIEYATIIGHHE  CBOEH
KOHKPETHOCThIO M 1mmpoTod. Tak, cosmarenu
Konctutynun 06e3 koneOaHMH NpPEIOCTaBUIN
Konrpeccy BOeHHBIE MOJHOMOYHSA, OTIAAB €MY
CeMb IOJIOKEHUH, IO KOTOPBIM BOEHHAs BIIACTb
ObLI1a OBITh

JOJIDKHa PEIIUTCIIBHO

OJHOCTOpPOHHEH.! ~ EIMHCTBEHHOE  3aMETHOE
HCKITIOUCHUE, KPOME HE CIIMIIKOM SICHOM (hpasbl

O TJIaBHOKOMAaHIOYIOIIEM, 3aKJII0YalioCb B TOM,

4To HUCTIIOJIHUTEIIbHAS BJIaCTh MOXKET
WHUIIMUPOBATh  JIEUCTBUA 11 OTPaKeHUS
BHe3anmHoro HamazeHus.? IlomuMo  3T1OrO,

OJJHAKO, OTIbI KOHCTI/ITyHI/II/I TAK)XC CUYHTaJIH,
YTO KOJJIGKTHBHAs coBecTh KoHrpecca Goubiie,
crocobHa

k(1% COBECTH MMpe3nacHTa,

IIPOTUBOCTOATH CHUJIC THICCIIaBUA, qTo

pasBpalaetr, U JIOBH K IMOYECTIM B BOCHHBIX
nenax («Denmepammct» Ne 4).

He cymecTtByeT Gosiee BaXKHOT'O PEILCHUS, YeM
npu3BaTh cTpany k opyxwuio (Kriner, 2010).
KoHrpecc MOXXET MCIONB30BaTh M HCIOJIb30BaJ

CBOHM ITOJIHOMOYHMA IJIA BECACHUA BOﬁHLI, 6y,Z[I> TO



(Kriner, 2010). Congress can,
and has, utilized its power to
wage war whether formally
through declaration or
informally through actions like
appropriations. Congress’s war
powers also imply discretion

over the condition of peace
(Henkin, 1972; Howell &
Pevehouse, 2007B). Congress

owns vast legislative powers in
the prevention of war (e.qg.,
military buildup, draft, etc.) or
to deal with war’s
consequences (e.qg., price
controls or conservation) or its
aftermath ensuring the future
of peace (intelligence and
defense infrastructures etc.).

As extensive as congressional
war powers are, they are by no
means its only oar in steering
the nation’s foreign policy.

Congress has immense
enumerated power over other
areas in foreign policy derived
froma variety of underpinnings
such as its authority to regulate
commerce.2 Since the
beginning, Congress’s
commerce power ensured it
would be at the forefront in
shaping the country’s foreign
policy. Congress’s commerce
power provided it with purview
over foreign trade, interstate
commerce, and has even
extended to intrastate issues
that impact the interdependence
of the interstate economy.* The
commerce powers have grown
so that the legislature can
direct core issues in the
nation’s foreign policy such as
trade and finance,

noyTeMm c¢¢ 0(1)I/ILII/IaJ'II>HOl" 0 OOBABICHUSA WU
HCO(i)I/ILII/IaIH:HO — C IIOMOIIOBIO TaKHUX )_ICI\/'ICTBI/II\/’I,

KaKk aCCHUTHOBaHWU:I. Boennple MmOTHOMOYHS

Konrpecca moapa3yMeBalOT Takke IPaBoO

BEIOOpa B oTHOomeHHH ycioBuii mupa (Henkin,
1972; Howell & Pevehouse, 2007B). Konrpecc

06J1az[aeT OOJIBIINMHI 3aKOHOAaTCJIbHBIMU

npaBaMH M B 00JIaCTH TIPEIOTBPAIICHUS BOHE

(HapamuBaHWe BOEHHOW  MOIM, BOCHHBIM

MpHU3BIB U T.II.), YCTPAaHEHHWE €€ TOCIEICTBHIA

(KOHTpONb, 3aMOpaKMBaHHE LIEH) M MHpa

(paSBeHBIBaTCHBHaSI n O60p0HHa$I

MHPACTPYKTypa | T. I1.).

Kaxkuvm IMUPOKUMH HHU ObTH OBl BOCHHBIC
IIOJTHOMOYHMA KOHI‘peCC&, OHU HU B KOCM Cliydac

HE ABJIAKOTCA €Tr0 CAWMHCTBCHHBIM  PYJICM,

YIPaBJISAIOIUM BHEIIHEHN MOJIUTUKOM.

Konrpecc nMeeT camble HIMPOKHE
nepeuncieHdsle B KoHCTUTynuMM mpaBa M B
Jpyrux o0JacTsX BHEIIHEH MOJUTUKU. OTH
mpaBa — HAmpuMep, €ro IMOJHOMOYHSA IO
pPETYJIMPOBAHUIO TOPTOBIM — HMEIOT pPa3HOe
npoucxoxaeHue.2-C camoro Hadajla TOPrOBBIC
npeporatiBel KoHrpecca rapaHTHpoBaId eMy
BUIHOE MecTo B (OpPMHUpPOBAHWHM BHEIIHEH
HNOJIMTUKN CTpaHbl Oyiarogapsi MOJHOMOYMSIM B
o0JacTH BHEUIHEW TOPTOBIM U TOPTOBIH MEXKITY
HITaTaMH, KOTOpBIE co

pacrnpoCTpaHuINCh Jaxe Ha

BpEeMEHEM
BHYTPEHHHE
BOIIPOCHI ILTATOB, UMEIOIIME 3HAYCHUE VI UX
B3aMMOCBSI3aHHBIX SKOHOMHK BIIOCJIEACTBUH 3TH
MOJTHOMOYMSI ~ BO3POCJIM  HACTOJNIBKO,  4TO
JIeTUCIIATypa MOXKET YIPaBISATb OCHOBHBIMU
ACTIeKTaMH BHEIIHEH TIOJUTHKH CTPaHbI, TAKHMH

KaK TOProBis M (UHAHCHI, TPAHCHOPT, CBS3b,

UMMUTpaIysi, PBIHOK Tpyna u Oopbba cC
NPECTYIMHOCTRIO.  BenefcTBre  CyBEpEeHHOCTH
Coemunennsix  IlItaroB  Konrpecc  umeer

JIOTIOJTHUTENBHBIA BeC BO BHEIIHHX CHOIICHHMSX,
OonblIyIo, 4eM B JI000# cepe BHYTpH CTpaHBI

(rne  HEKOTOpBIE HE  TEpPEYMCICHHBIE B



transportation, communication,
immigration, labor, and crime,
to name a few. Inherent from
U.S. sovereignty, Congress
enjoys additional authority to
manage foreign relations that
extends beyond any parallel in
the domestic arena where
some un- enumerated powers
are reserved to the states

(Henkin, 1972, p. 75). And
Congress maintains vital
general powers in foreign

policy that can be employed
for the nation’s common
defense and welfare as
illustrated through its control
over the federal purse (Fenno,
1966; Fisher, 2000; White,
1993).> Congress also wields
“necessary and proper” powers

that it can exercise in the
course of its enumerated
foreign policy powers.

Moreover, these general

powers concede to Congress
the control over the executive
bureaucracy responsible for
carrying out the president’s
bidding in foreign policy
(Henkin, 1972).

Great debates have questioned
Congress’s status, signaling
both its prowess but also its
fragility in the constitutional
order that divided powers and
encouraged competition
between the branches. The
division was part of a
masterful blend of governing
principles meant to check
power and preserve liberty.
Skepticism of the American
experiment was abundant. Lord

Macaulay viewed the
foundation of the country’s
democratic institutions as

Koncturyuu OCTaBIICHBl  3a
mraramu) (Henkin, 1972, p. 75). Ilpu atom oH

ITOJITHOMOYHM A

COXpaHseT KU3HCHHO Ba)KHbIC OOIIME MpaBa BO
BHEIIHEW IIOJMTUKE, KOTOPhIE MOTYT OBITh
peanu3oBaHbl Ui COBMECTHOM OOOpOHBI U
0J1aroCcOoCTOSTHUS CTpaHHlI, 0 qeM
CBUJICTEIILCTBYET ero KOHTPOJIb HaJI
¢denepanpabM Oromkerom (Fenno, 1966; Fisher,
2000; White, 1993). (5) Komnrpecc Taxxke
obnagaer «HEOOXOAMMBIMU U HAUICHKAIIIMUY
MpaBaMH, KOTOPBIMH MOXKET BOCIOJIb30BATHCS
OpU  OCYIIECTBJICHHH CBOUX TMEPEUYUCICHHBIX
Koncrurynueit BHEITHETIOIUTUICCKUX

MMOTHOMOYHH.

Bonee TOro, MMEHHO COTIJIACHO 3THM OOIIUM

npaBaMm OH moJjry4acTt KOHTPOJIb Hazx

HUCIIOJHUTCIIFHON  BETBBIO BJIaCTH, KOTOpasa

OTB€YACT 3a HMCIIOJITHCHHUC yKa3aHHﬁ mpe3nacHTa

BO BHemHe# nmomutuke (Henkin, 1972).

Bokpyr craryca Konrpecca mmu u  uayT
cepbe3Hble CIOpPHI, YTO CBHUAETENBCTBYET Kak O
€ro 3HAaYMMOCTH, TaK M O €ro YsA3BUMOCTH B
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHOW cHCTeMe, KOTopasl pa3femnsieT
W TIOOWIpSIieT KOHKYPEHIMIO MEXAYy BETBSIMH
BJIACTU. ITO ObLI1O

pa3aciicHue 4acCTbIO

HCKYyCHOT'O cOoycTaHuAd PYKOBOAAIIUX
MPUHIIUITOB, MPU3BAHHBIX CACPKUBATH BIACTh U
CBOOOTY. ajpec
aMEpPUKAHCKOTO SKCIIEPUMEHTa XBATallo BCETJa.

Jlopn Makouieii, HaripuMep, CUUTal, YTO OCHOBBI

OXpaHSATh Ckemnicuca B

JIEMOKPATHYECKHUX HHCTUTYTOB CTpaHbI
COBEpIICHHO  HEJOCTATOYHBI I  3allHTHI
CcBOOOABI M  LMBHJIM30BAHHOIO  OOIIECTBA,

MOUEpKHBasi, uTo AMepuka Oe3HaZeKHa U B
ouorpady  Ixeddepcona  Tax
pe3toMupoBa 3Ti Mbiciu: «Bama Koncturymus

IUCbMEC

— 9TO TOJBKO mapyca 6e3 sxops». 6) s
Otos-OcHoBareei 032004YEHHOCTD

YIIpaBJICHUEM BHEILIHEHN MOJIUTUKOM
MPENCTaBIAIACh CaMOH CEpPhE3HONH OMacCHOCTBIO

— Kak U3BHE, TaK U M3HYTPH — IJIS1 CIIOCOOHOCTH



wholly insufficient in the
protection of liberty and
civilized society summing up
America’s hopelessness in a
letter to Jefferson’s biographer,

Your Constitution is all sail
and no anchor.f For the
Framers, concern over the
handling of foreign policy

posed the gravest of dangers
in confronting the loss of
liberty both from abroad as
well as from within (Hinckley,
1994). And more generally,
there was no monopoly of
institutional fidelity to protect
from threats to liberty whether
from the legislature (mob rule)
or from a demagogue in the
form of Napoleon or Caesar.
One of the most famous of
these constitutional arguments
over the appropriate division
of foreign policy powers was
the Pacifus-Helividius debate
(Henkin, 1972). Here, Madison
offered a full-throated defense
of Congress as the principal
organ in foreign policy while
Hamilton adeptly countered
with a starkly broad view of
executive authority. Not only
have presidents drawn upon
Hamilton’s executive-centered
framework as a basis to expand
their own authority, but the
prevailing view that has
developed since World War 1l
comes much closer at least in
practice to Hamilton’s Pacifus
where presidents play the
central role in directing the
nation’s foreign policy (Dahl,
1950; Kegley & Wittkopf, 1996;
Meernik, 1993; Wildavsky,
1969).

To be sure, the extent literature
adheres to a  presidency-
centered model of foreign

npoTuBocTosTh moTtepe cBoboasl  (Hinckley,
1994). B Oosee oOmieM IUTaHE TaKXe HE
CYIIECTBOBANIO TAPAHTHH BEPHOCTH WHCTUTYTOB
Jledy 3aluThl OT yrpo3 cBobojae, Oyap TO co
CTOPOHBI 3aKOHOJATEIBHOW BJIACTH («IPABICHHE
TOJIBI») WM JAeMarora Bpojae Hamoneona wam
Hezaps. Opnoit w3
KOHCTUTYLIMOHHBIX JUCKYCCHH O HaIIexalieM

CaMBIX  HM3BECTHBIX
pasne’IeH BHEITHEMOIUTHICCKUX TTOTHOMOYHH
cran 1. H. «cnop Ilamupuka wm DibauBUN)
(Henkin, 1972).

3mech MboaucoH (1oa MCeBAOHUMOM OJIbIUBHN)
BEICTYNMJI 0€30r0BOpouYHO B 3amuTy KoHrpecca
KaK TJIaBHOTO OpTaHa BHEIIHEW IMONWTUKH, TOTAA
(ITatuguk)
MPOTUBOIIOCTABUJI €My YPE3BBIYAMHO HIMPOKUN
B3IJISIT HAa BO3MOXHOCTH  HCIIOJIHUTEIIEHOM

KakKk TI'amunsTOH JIOBKO

Bractu. C Tex MOp HE TOJBKO TPE3UICHTHI
ONHPAIOTCS Ha OpUEHTHPOBAHHYIO Ha
HCIIOJHUTENIBHYIO BJIACTh cHcTeMy ['amMuibTOHa
KaKk Ha OCHOBaHHME [UI1 DPACHIMPEHUS CBOUX
MOJTHOMOYHH, HO M Mpeobianaronee MHEHHE IO
3TOMY BOMPOCY, CIOXHBIIeecs mociie Bropoit
MHUPOBOU BOMHBL, 10 KpaiHEl Mepe Ha MPAaKTUKE
CTOUT ommxe K

S3HAYUTCIIBHO KOHICTIITUHA

[Mammduka, B KOTOPOH NPE3UIOCHT HIPacT

KIIOUYEBYI0 pOJIb B VYIpaBICHHH BHEIIHEH
nonutukoil crpansl (Dahl, 1950; Kegley &
Wittkopf, 1996; Meernik, 1993; Wildavsky,

1969).

besycnosHo, UMEIOLIasiCs IuTeparypa

MPUIECPKUBACTCS MOJEIIN (dbopmupoBaHUsI

BHEIIHEH TIOJUTUKH, OPUEHTUPOBAHHOM Ha
Mpe3uAEHTCTBO, B KoTopoi KoHrpecc sBnseTcs
BCIIOMOTaTCJIbHBIM, XOTSA U BaXXHBIM IMAapPpTHEPOM
(Canes-Wrone, Howell, & Lewis, 2008; Dahl,
1950; Hinckley, 1994; Lindsay, 1994; Potter
2016). Ho

HUCIIOJIHUTCIILHOM BETBH BJIACTH CTPOUTCA HC

TaKas MOACIb BCPXOBCHCTBA

toneko  Ha  Tekcte  Kowcrurymuu.  (7)

JloMuHMpOBaHUE TPE3UAEHTOB B 3apyOEKHBIX



policy making with the
Congress being a subsidiary,
albeit important partner (Canes-
Wrone, Howell, & Lewis, 2008;
Dahl, 1950; Hinckley, 1994;
Lindsay, 1994; Potter 2016). But
such a model of executive
ascendancy as noted here does
not exist solely from the plain
language of the Constitution.t
The dominant role of presidents
in foreign affairs would likely
look much different were it not
for the Supreme  Court’s
predisposition to derive
executive power from national
sovereignty and other sources
of authority not dependent upon
express affirmative grants under
the Constitution (Henkin,
1972).8 A much more important
factor than in the domestic
arena, executive ambition in
foreign affairs has “like water”
found the path of least
resistance in eroding
congressional authority.

Indeed, foreign affairs has been
a rich target for executive
aggrandizement (Church, 1969;
Hamilton, 2002; Mann &
Ornstein, 2006; Wildavsky,
1969). Presidents have relied on
their institutional, political, and
strategic advantages to
purposefully exploit powers in
foreign affairs while Congress
has often failed to resist or even
invited such incursions (Fisher,
2000; Howell & Pevehouse,
2007A; Weissman, 1995).

Those who study the role of
Congress in the making of U.S.
foreign policy have had to
wrestle with a central duality.
On the one hand, as this
earlier discussion attests, the
constitutional order makes it

JIeJIax, BEPOSTHO, BBITIIAEIO OB COBCEM MHAUE,
ecan Obl HE CKIOHHOCTH BepxoBHOro cyna
BEIBOJIUTH

HUCIIOJIHUTCJIIBHYIO BJIACTH n3

JPYyTrux
HUCTOYHHMKOB BIACTH, HE3ABUCUMBIX OT TOI'O, 4TO
Ha3bIBAKOT  «IIOJIO)KUTEIBHO  BBIPAKEHHBIM

HaIMOHAJIBHOT'O CYBCPCHUTECTA n

MPEJOCTABIICHUEM IIPaBa»
(Henkin, 1972).8

no KoHcTutynuun

Bynyun daxropom Kyna Oosee BaKHBIM, 9€M BO
BHYTPEHHUX JeJlaX, aMOUIMH HCIOJHUTEIBbHON
BJIACTH Ha BHEIIHETIOJIMTHYECKOW apeHe «Kak
BOZIA» HAILLTHA

IyThb HaMMCHBIICTO

COIIPOTUBJICHU A n Ha4daJin pa3sMbIBaATH

IIOJTHOMOYHMA KOHrpecca.

B camom JCJIC, BHCIIHAA IIOJIMTHKaA SABJIACTCA

J0CTATOYHO yao OHBIM HHCTPYMCHTOM

BO3BCJIIMYUBAHU S HCHOHHHTCHLHOﬁ BJIaCTHU
(Church, 1969; Hamilton, 2002; Mann &
Ornstein, 2006; Wildavsky, 1969). [Ipe3unentst
nojlararoTcad Ha CBOM HWHCTUTYHHUOHAJIBHBIC,
IIOJIUTHUYCCKHUE U CTpaTCFI/I‘lCCKI/Ie Hpel/IMyHleCTBa
hini bt LIEJICHAIIPABIIEHHOT' O

IMOJTHOMOYHI B MCKAYHAPOAHBIX ACjiaX, TOrAa

HCIIOJIb30BaHUA

kak KoHrpecc d4Yacto He B  COCTOSHUU
MPOTUBOCTOSITh WX BTOPKEHHUSM M JaXKe cam
Bei3biBaeT ux (Fisher, 2000; Howell &

Pevehouse, 2007A; Weissman, 1995).

Tem, k1o wu3ydaer ponb KoHrpecca B
dbopmupoBannn BHemHeW mommTukm  CIIIA,
JIeno ¢

HEKOH

HaBCPHAKaA MMPpUXOaAUIJIOCH HUMCTb

MPUCYTCTBYIOLIEH BO BCEM
JIBOMCTBEHHOCThI0. C OIHOH CTOpPOHBI, Kak
CBUJIETEIHCTBYET Hare o0cyKeHue,
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHBIA cTpoil Haznemnser Konrpecc
HEOOBIYHBIM 3aI1aCOM HEHMCIIOJIB30BaHHON BIACTH
i (GOpMHpOBaHUS BHEIIHEW MOAUTUKU. U
KOrga Mbl HaONlloJjaeM aKTUBHOE Y4YacTHe
Konrpecca B MeXIyHapOIHBIX [ENax, 3a 3THM,
KakK MPaBUJIO, KaK OJJHA U3 OCHOBHBIX JBMKYIIUX
CWJI CTOMT ToyuTH4eckoe conepuuuectBo (Koh,

1990; Lindsay, 1994; Sundquist, 1981).



possible for Congress to
possess an extraordinary
reservoir of untapped power to
shape U.S. foreign policy. And
when we observe an active
Congress in foreign affairs,
politics tends to be one of the
key driving forces (Koh, 1990;
Lindsay, 1994; Sundquist,
1981).

Yet on the other hand, politics
has at times disproportionately
hampered the collective will
of Congress iIn the exercise
and defense of its powers in
foreign affairs relative to that
of presidents (Schlesinger,
1973). Congress has
increasingly found itself on
the losing end of a zero-sum
game with the presidency,
bowing at the altar of political
expediency in exchange for its

fidelity to constitutional
position (Fisher, 2000;
Marshall & Haney, 2010). So,
politics remains central to

understanding the ebb and
flow of Congress’s role in the
realm of foreign policy
(Hinckley, 1994; Warburg,
1989; Wittkopf & McCormick,
1990).

This discussion raises some
perennial questions in the
literature that enrich  our
understanding of congressional
politics and the making of
foreign policy (Carter & Scott,
2012; Kriner, 2010; Lindsay,
1994). How do members of
Congress (MCs) shape foreign
policy and what explains their
changing motivations to do so?
How does politics hinder or
embolden Congress to
influence foreign policy?

C npyroil CTOpOHBI, 3TO CONEPHUYECTBO MOPOH
HEONpaBIJaHHO MeEIIaeT KOJUIEKTUBHOM BoOJe
Konrpecca B ocymliecTBIeHMH M 3allUTE CBOUX
MOJIHOMOYMIA TI0O HMHOCTPAaHHBIM JIeJlaM  II0
CPaBHEHMIO C IIOJHOMOYMSAMH IPE3UACHTOB
(Schlesinger, 1973). B urpe npoTuB npe3uieHTa
— urpe ¢ HysneBoil cymMMoil — KoHrpecc Bce yaiue
OKa3bIBaeTCsd B IPOUTPHIIIE, CKIOHSAACH Tepen
ajTapeM IOJUTUYECKOM Iieecoo0pa3HOCTH B
00MEH Ha CBOIO BEPHOCTb KOHCTUTYL[HOHHOCTU
(Fisher, 2000; Marshall & Xosuk, 2010). Takum
o0pazoMm, «Oomnbllasi TOJIMTHUKA»  OCTaeTCA
TJIABHOM INPUYMHONM MEHSIOIIMUXCS HACTPOEHUI
Konrpecca B
(Hinckley, 1994; Warburg, 1989; Wittkopf &

McCormick, 1990).

MEXIYHApOJHBIX  BOIpPOCAxX

OTa JAUCKycCUSl CTaBUT HEKOTOpPBIC «BEUHBICH
BOIPOCHI B WMEIOIIEHCS HUTEpaType, KOTOpbIe
o0oram@aioT Hame IOHMMaHHE  IOJUTUKU
Konrpecca u  ¢opmupoBaHue  BHEIIHEH
moymtuku CIHIA (Carter & Scott, 2012; Kriner,
2010; Lindsay, 1994). Kak unenst Kourpecca
(GOPMHUPYIOT BHEIIHIOI MOJUTHKY M YeM
00BSICHUTH U3MEHEHUS1, TPOUCXOISIINE BPEMSI OT
BpeMeHN B X MotuBanmu? Kak momurmueckne
packnaasl  MemaoT KoHrpeccy BiuAT Ha
BHEIIHIOKO MOJMTUKY WJIH, HA00OPOT, MOOIIPSFOT

€ro K aTomy?

Korma Kourpecc mnpenmountaer HapabOTaTh
CBOI0 OTHENBHYIO I[IO3WIMI0, a WHOT/Aa |
«IIPOTHYTHCS» MO TpEe3nuJeHTa BMECTO TOTO,
YTOOBI PEIIUTEIHLHO COMPOTUBIATHCS WM JIAXKE
MONUTH Ha KOHQIMKT C TPE3UACHTCKIMH
WHULMATUBAaMK BO BHEIIHEH nonutuke? Wi,
€CITM  TI03aMMCTBOBATh SIPKUH 00pa3 Jopaa
Makones, korma nedctBus Konrpecca Bo
BHEIIHEW IOJINTUKE HAIIOMUHAIOT KOPaOib MO
BCeMH Mapycamu, HO 0e3 sxops? CymecTByIOT
TaKXke KPUTHUYECKU

BaXXHBbIC BOIIPOCHI,

KacaoIiecss KOHIEMIMK JBYX IPE3HUIEHTCTB:



When does Congress prefer
position taking or deference
over hardened resolve or even
conflict with presidential
initiatives in foreign policy? Or
to steal Lord Macaulay’s apt
phrase, when is congressional
action in foreign policy all sail
and no anchor? There are also
critical questions revolving
around the two presidencies—is
Congress gaining or losing
influence relative to the
executive? And, despite the
growth in presidential
unilateralism, does
congressional action matter in
shaping foreign policy; and if
so, how?

This article is designed to
reflect upon a couple key areas
of the literature in order to
narrow the parameters of this
burgeoning body of work.
These areas continue to hold
invaluable insights into vital
questions and can serve as a
rich intellectual framework to
buoy future research. It is most
useful to consider the way these
literatures intersect, arrayed
along a continuum with
congressional politics on one
end and presidential politics on
the other. On one end, there is
the view of Congress’s role
through the prism of New
Institutionalism. This approach

focuses on explaining
congressional behavior in the
realm of foreign policy by

assessing the importance of
congressional goals, institutional
tools and constraints, and the
strategic context of the political
environment. Then, there is the
two presidencies framework that
explicitly examines the

Konrpecc npuobpeTaeT uiam TepseT BIUSHHE O
CPaBHEHHUIO C HCIOJHUTEIBHONW BETBBIO BIACTH?
W, HecMmoTps Ha Bce OoJee BbIpa3UTEIbHBIN
OIHOCTOPOHHMI  XapakTep (yHHJIaTepau3M)
HNOJUTUKN MpPEe3UJeHTa, HMEIOT JHM 3HauYeHHE
neiictBusi Konrpecca B popMUpOBaHNH BHEIIHEH

MOJINTHKH BOOOIIIE? A €CIM UMEIOT, TO Kakoe?

JlanHas cTaThsl mpegHa3HAYCHA ISl TOTO, YTOOKI
MOPa3MBINIIIATh HAJl PAJOM KIFOUYEBBIX MECT B
COOTBETCTBYIOILICH  JMTepaType U  Cy3UTh
TPaHUIIBI ¢ PacTyIiero oobema. B aTux mecrax,
KaKk U paHee, KPOITCS OCECICHHBIC OTaKH,

HCO6XOI[I/IMLIC IJId OTBETA HAa Ba’XHBIC BOIIPOCHI;

OHU MOTYT CTaTh OjaromaTHoOu
WHTEJUICKTYaTbHOH OCHOBOH IS OyIyIIuX
uccienosannii. QOueHp T1I0JIE3HO OBLIO OBl

paccMoTpeTh, THe€ W KaKk I[epeceKaroTcs
UMEIONMECS HWCCIIeI0BaHMs, BBICTPAWBAsCh B
KOHTHHYYM C noiuTukoit KoHrpecca Ha onHOM
KOHLIE W MOJUTUKON mpe3uaeHTa Ha apyrom. C

OJIHOH CTOPOHBI, CYIIECTBYET B3IJIA[ Ha POJIb

Konrpecca CKBO3b TIPU3MY HOBOT'O
MHCTUTYIIMOHAN3MA. 10T MOJIX0]1
COCpeoTOueH Ha  OOBACHCHWHM  JCHCTBHUM
Konrpecca BO BHeWmIHEH MOJUTUKE MyTEM
OIIEHKU BaXKHOCTH ero HeneH,
WHCTHTYIIMOHAIBHBIX WHCTPYMEHTOB u
OTpaHWYCHHUM, a TakkKe CTPaTeTUYECKOTO

KOHTEKCTa MOJUuTHYecKo cpenbl. Kpome Toro,
CYHICCTBYCT KOHLCHIUA «ABYX HNPE3UIACHTCTBY,
KOTOpas MmpsiMO cpaBHHBaeT BiusiHue KoHrpecca
B MHOCTPaHHBIX JIeJIaX C BIMUSIHUEM MPE3UJICHTA.

Jlpyriny
ABIIACTCA

3aBEPIIEHUEM 3TOr0  KOHTHHYyyMa

U3y4eHUe MIPE3UAECHTCKOTO
yHWIaTepaau3Ma Bo BHeIIHel nonmutuke. C 3Toif
TOYKH 3peHHs TiIyOke MOHATH poiib KoHrpecca
MOJKHO, W3y4das BIHUSHHE €ro IOBEJIEHUS WU
0KUIAEMBIX JIeHCTBUI Ha TIPUHSTHE
MPE3UICHTOM BHEIIHEMOJUTHUECKUX PEIIeHHH.
KoHrpecc moa TakuMm yrioM paccMaTpuBaeTCs,
KaKk MpaBWIO, KaK He3aBUCHMasl IepeMeHHasd,
BIUAIONIAsl Ha peIIeHHe TMpe3uAeHTa Ha
MEXIYHapOJHOHN apeHe.

Kak MBI yBHAMM, B JHTEpaType IO-pa3HOMY
TpakTyeTcsi poiab KoHrpecca B MeXAyHapOIHBIX
Jienax: oT

napTHepa, OKa3bIBAIOILETO



influence of Congress in
relation to that of the presidency
in foreign affairs. The other
bookend of this continuum is
the study of presidential
unilateralism in foreign policy.
From this perspective, greater
understanding about Congress
can be leveraged by examining
how congressional behavior or
its anticipated actions can
impact presidential decision
making in foreign policy.
Congress from this perspective
tends to be viewed as an
independent variable affecting
presidential decisions in foreign
affairs. As we’ll see, the
literature has varied in its view
of Congress’s role in foreign
affairs from a supportive
partner, a resurgent competitor,
and to a nearly absent actor.
Not surprisingly, this has
fueled criticism leveled against
Congress’s role ranging from a
perspective of Congress doing
too little to that of doing too
much. The article now moves
just briefly to tackle a bit of
historical overview of the
literature on  congressional
influence in foreign policy
making and subsequently moves
to some of the wide-ranging
criticism of Congress’s role in
foreign affairs. Then the article

proceeds by assessing core
elements of the new
institutionalism and two

presidencies/presidential
unilateralism literatures as they
relate to wunderstanding the
impact of congressional politics
on foreign policy. Lastly, the
article outlines a few paths for
future research within this very
fruitful literature.

Over the past several decades,
the literature has painted a

MOICPKKY, 10 KOHKYPEHTA, BO3POXKIAIOIIETOCS,
Y IPAKTUYECKU OTCYTCTBYIOIIETO CYOBEKTa.

He YAUBUTCIIBHO, 4YTO BCC OJOTO BbI3BIBACT
KpUTHKY B aapec Konrpecca m ero pomn — oT
CJIMIIKOM  TMACCUBHOW»  JI0  «CIHUIIKOM
akTHBHOM». Jlamee MBI caermaeM KpaTKuil 0030p
nuTepaTypel o BausHuM ~ KoHrpecca Ha
(GhopMUPOBaHUE BHEUIHECH IOJUTHKHM, a 3aTeM
paccMOTPUM KPUTUYECKHE 3aMEYaHHUsl O €ro
poiu B MEXAYHApOAHBIX Jnenax. [Ipoaomxut
CTaThlO OIIEHKA OCHOBHBIX WJEH JUTEpaTyphl O
«IOBYX
TIPE3HUIEHTCKOM

HOBOM HWHCTUTYIIMOHAJIU3MC,

MPE3UACHTCTBAX)» u
YHWIATEpaau3Me, IOCKONbKY BCE JTH BeIlU
HYKHBl JUId TOHMMAaHUS BIUSHUSA TOJIUTUKH
Konrpecca Ha BHENIHEMOIUTHYECKUH Kypc.
Haxonen, B cTtaTbe HaMeyeH psiJi HANpaBICHUI
il OyAyIlMX HMCCIENOBAaHMM B paMKaxX 3TOH
BechbMa 0oraToil TUTepaTyphl.

B nmocnennue gecATHiIETHS  HCCIENOBATENH
pHCOBAIIN JTMHAMHUYHBIH, TOTHBIN CHIT U BIUSHUS
o0pa3z Konrpecca B MeXIyHapOAHBIX [eNax.
IlepBeie JgBa gecartusietus 1mocie Bropoi
MupoBoil BokHbI B KoHrpecce mo Bompocam
BHEIIHEH TOJIMTHKK HAOMIOAaics IIUPOKHUN
KOHCEHCYC, OCHOBAaHHBII Ha T. H. «Te3UCE O
kpomke Bomel» (Gowa, 1998; Hinckley, 1994;
Holsti, 2004).

OcHOBHasi MBICITH 3aKJIIOYajach B TOM, HYTO
yrposa MHPOBOTO KOMMYHH3Ma IS

HallMOHAJIbHOM 0e30IaCHOCTH Baj)KHEE BCEX

IPYTUX TOJMTHYECKHX Tpobiem. Bremrwss



dynamic portrait of the power
and influence emanating from
Congress in foreign affairs. The
first two decades following
World War Il witnessed a broad
foreign policy consensus in
Congress in which the water’s
edge thesis was conventional
wisdom (Gowa, 1998; Hinckley,
1994; Holsti, 2004). It held that
the underlying rationale was
that the international threat of
communism to the nation’s
security took precedence over
other political concerns. The
outward threat reinforced a
bipartisan harmony and
resulted in a more unified
congressional support of White
House policies (Souva & Rohde,
2007). However, the Vietnam
War marked an end to
consensus and a shift toward
increased partisan conflict over
foreign affairs. Moreover, the
literature has offered a strong
challenge to the underpinnings
of the water’s edge rationale,
suggesting much greater
variation in foreign policy
bipartisanship existed during
the Cold War era than what
would have been expected given
the relative stability of the
communist threat (McCormick
& Wittkopf, 1990; Meernik,
1993; Prins & Marshall, 2001;
Souva & Rohde, 2007).

The Vietnam conflict also
divided public and elite opinion,
reducing the political costs for
members to speak out against

foreign  policy (Souva &
Rohde, 2007). Institutional
changes such as the growth of
subcommittee government
undermined committee

dominance and spread policy-
making power more evenly to

yrpo3a YyKpemnwia TapMOHUIO B OTHOIICHHUSIX
JBYX TapTHi ¥ BbI3Baja OoJyiee €IWHOIYLIHYIO
noanepxky Konrpeccom nonutuku bemnoro noma
(Souva & Rohde, 2007). Ho BreTtHamckas BoitHa
MOJIOXKMJIA KOHELl KOHCEHCYCy U IOJIOXKHIA

Ha4ajg0  MEXIAPTUHHOMY  KOH(QJIMKTY IO

BOIIpOCaM BHEINIHeW moymTHKU. bojee Toro,
WCCJICIOBATEIM HAYajdl OCIApUBATh TJIABHBIN
MOCBII «Te3uCa O KPOMKE BOJbI», YTBEpKIas,
YTO COIJIaCHe MEKIY ABYMsI HApTHSAMH B 3IOXY
«XOJIOJIHO¥M BOMHBI» MEHSUIOCH TOPa3o Yalle W
Oolbllle, YE€M MOXHO ObUIO OBl OXXHJATH,

YUUThEIBast TO, 4qTOo BCC 9TO BpCMA

KOMMYHHCTHYECKASA yrpo3a HUKyJa HE ncue3ala
(McCormick & Wittkopf, 1990; Meernik, 1993;
Prins & Marshall, 2001; Souva & Rohde, 2007).

BreTHaMckuii KOH(PIUKT pa3Ieim TaKkKe
0O0IIIECTBEHHOE MHEHHUE M DJIUThI, CHU3UB
MOJIMTUYECKUE U3ICPKKH ISl YWICHOB
Konrpecca, KOTOpbIe BBICTYIAMH ¢ KPUTHKON
BHemHeH moymtrukn (Souva & Rohde, 2007).
WHCcTUTYIIMOHANTBHBIC N3MEHEHUS, TAKUE KaK
POCT BIHSIHHASA TOJAKOMHUTETOB, B3OPBaJIH
JIOMUHUPYIOIIEE MOJIOKEHUE KOMUTETOB U OoJiee
PaBHOMEPHO PACIIPEICIIUIN 3aKOHOTBOPUYECKHE
BO3MOXHOCTH CpeIu psiaoBbix wieHoB (Marshall,
2003; Rohde, 1991). DT u3MeHEHHS MO3BOJMIIH
uneHnaMm KoHrpecca Bce pemmrenbHee OpocaTh
BBI30B TOTJIAIIIHEMY BHEIITHETIOIUTHICCKOMY
Kypcy. 2 kpome Toro, Bce Gonee oCTphIi
WJIEOJIOTUYECKUH XapaKTep BHEIIHEW MOJUTUKHI
B 1970-80-e roapr HOpOIHII TE3UC O
«Bo3poxnaroremcs Konrpecce» (Fleisher &
Bond, 2000; Ripley & Lindsay, 1993).
BHuMaHue MONMMTONIOTOB OBLIO MPUKOBAHO K
0’KeCTOUCHHOM 00ph0Oe MapTUHHEBIX (DpaKIwii, B
KOTOPOU IPE3UACHTHI OT TAPTUHU CONEPHUKA
MOJIBEPrajKch Kya 0ojiee yacThIM HaIaIKam,
4YeM B MEPBBIC JACCITUICTUS «XOJOTHOW BOMHBD.
Paborta XuHKnM prcoBasa APyTyro KapTUHY,
YTBEpIKAast, B 44CTHOCTH, YTO PEATTLHBIX
CBUJICTEIILCTB YCHIICHUs akTUBHOCTH KoHrpecca



the rank-and-file membership
(Marshall, 2003; Rohde, 1991).
These changes gave members
of Congress greater ability to
initiate policy challenges in
foreign affairs.2 In addition, the

increasingly sharpened
ideological character of
foreign policy during the

1970s—°80s drove the view of
a resurgent Congress (Fleisher

& Bond, 2000; Ripley &
Lindsay, 1993). Scholarly
attention focused on
Congress’s bitter  partisan
struggles that challenged
opposition  presidents  with

much greater frequency than the
earlier decades of the Cold
War. Hinckley’s work
presented a different picture,
suggesting that there was no
real evidence of increased
congressional activism from
the period 1961-88, and if
anything there was a decrease

in  congressional  attention
(1994). She asserted that
Congress valued position

taking over substantive policy
influence. Congress and the
president engaged in a
symbolic struggle over foreign
policy that mutually served to
signal both branches were
actively engaged serving a

broader stability and
democratic accountability.
Instead of across-the-board

activism, Congress and the
president more strategically
pick issues to engage in
(Lindsay, 1994). But the view
of a more potent Congress also
faded quickly in the face of
increasingly muscular foreign
policy agendas and the
aggressive use of military
actions by presidents Reagan,
Bush, and Clinton. And

B 1961-88 rr. HE OBUIO U YTO B 3TOT NMEPUOJ
HaOIIOAJIOCh KaK pa3 CHIDKEHNUE BHUMAHUS
Konrpecca k MexayHapoaasiM fgenam (1994).
[To yTBepX IaeHNIO UCCIEN0BATENBHULIBI,
Konrpecc OomnbIie IeHUT BO3MOXKHOCTD 3asIBUTh
0 CBOEM COOCTBEHHOM OTHOIIICHUH, YEM UMETh
WCTHUHHOE MONUTHYecKoe BimsiHue. KoHrpecc u
MPE3UACHT BCTYIIIA B CHMBOJIHYECKYIO OOpBOY
3a BHEUIHIOIO MOJUTHKY, KOTOpas mojana ux
COBMECTHBII CUTHAJ O TOM, 4TO 00€ BETBU
BJIACTH MTPUBEPIKEHBI 00ECIIEYSHNIO OOIbIIIeH
CTaOUITBHOCTH M IEMOKPATHUECKOM
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH Tiepes nzduparensimu. Bmecto
aKTHBHOM MTOTUTHIECKOH OOPHOBI TT0 BCEMy
¢ponTy KoHrpece u npe3uIeHT BEIOUPAIOT EIH
Y BCTYTAIOT B OOI Ha CTPAaTETMYECKH BasKHBIX
yuacTkax (Lindsay, 1994). Onnako MBICIb O
6oxee curpHOM KoHrpecce Tak ke ObIcTpo
ucyesna nepej JIUIoM Bce 0oJiee MOIIHBIX
BHEIIIHEITOJIMTHYECKUX TIPOTPAMM U YIIOPHOTO
WCITIOJIE30BaHMs BOSHHBIX KaMITaHUH
npesuaeHTamu Peliranom, bymewm n KinuatoHoM.
W mocie 11 ceHTAOpS 5TH TCHACHITHH
JIOMUHUPOBAHHUSI UCTIOHUTEIBHON BlIacTU
TOJIBKO YCHJIMIIHCH TI0 MEPE TOTO, Kak bymt u
O0ama B TpOBEJICHUN BHEIIHEH ITOJTUTUKU BCE
yaiie BeIOMupanu ogHocTopoHHuit moaxon (Hook
& Scott, 2012).

IHoauTnueckasi 0opb0a B
Kounrpecce: «/100psbIii,
IJIOXOM, Y5KACHBIN» B
MEK/IYHAPOJAHBIX JIejIax

KmroueBass ponp monmThyeckold OOppOBI B
noseneHny KoHrpecca B MeXIyHapOIHBIX Jesax

00BbsicHsIeT OypHYIO aKTUBHOCTh KOHI'PECCMEHOB



following September 11th,
these trends of executive
dominance, relative to
Congress, increased with

Bush’s and Obama’s greater
reliance on presidential
unilateralism in the conducting
of foreign policy (Hook &
Scott, 2012).

Congressional Politics: The

Good, the Bad, and the Ugly in

Foreign Affairs

The centrality of politics in
explaining congressional
behavior in foreign affairs has
provided an abundance of
fodder from both sides of the
coin of congressional activism.
Indeed, congressional assertions
into foreign policy are littered
with  historic, even epoch,
political failures.l® Some of the
more salient examples include
the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution,
Vietnam, and Iran-Contra
(Lindsay, 1994). There was also
the defeat in 1954 of the
Bricker Amendment. Here,
Congress sought but ultimately
failed to reset the balance of
power in its favor regarding the
enforcement of international
agreements.tl Perhaps the most
infamous  failure was the
passage of the War Powers
Resolution of 1973. Heralded at
the time as a hallmark in
legislative prowess, the 1973
law passed over Nixon’s veto
was designed to restore
Congress’s rightful place in
decisions of war and peace. But
instead, the political reality of
the War Powers Resolution was
a “legislative albatross” that
could neither ensure Congress

o0oux narepeii. Mcropus monsitok Konrpecca
YTBEPAUTHCS BO BHEIIHEH MOJUTHKE M300MITyeT
MOJTUTHYECKUMHU

HEyJayaMHu, opoi

smoxanbHbiME. L2 Cpemn caMbIX SIpKHX
npumepoB — Pesomonus mo ToOHKMHCKOMY
3anuBy, BpetHam u geno «MpaH-KOHTpac»
1994).

(Lindsay, bruto  Takke mopaxkeHue

monpaBku bpukepa B 1954 romy. 3meck
KoHnrpecc cTapaics, HO Tak ¥ HE CMOT U3MEHUTh
B CBOIO MOJB3y OamaHc CHI B oOecreueHUn
BBITTOJIHCHUS MEXKIYHAPOAHBIX COTJIAIlICHUH. il

Bo3MoxkHO, camMbIM = Ne4aJlbHO  H3BECTHBIM
MPOBAJIOM CTaJl 3aKOH O BOECHHBIX MOJHOMOYUSIX
1973 rona.

[IpoBo3rnamnieHHBII B CBOE BpeMs 00pasloM
3aKOHOJATENBHOTO

MacTepcTBa,  IPUHSTHIA

BoIpekn BeTo HwukcoHa, OH momKeH ObLI
BepHYTh KoOHTrpeccy ero 3akOHHOE MeCTO B
peuieHusx o BoiiHe u Mupe. Ho monmmruyeckas
peaNIbHOCTh OKa3ajach MHOM — 3TOT JOKYMEHT
cTan «3aKOHOJATETbHBIM anp0aTpocomy,
KOTOpBEI HE cMor HU obecmeunth KoHrpeccy
CHWJIbHYIO TIO3WIIMIO, HU OTPAHUYUTH JIEHCTBHS
npesuaenta (Hinckley, 1994). C momenTta ero
npussTisd KoHrpecc Ha3Hauan mpeebHbI CPOK
BBIBOJIa BOMCK TOJIBKO OAMH pa3 — U 1aXe B 3TOM
ciIydae OJHOBPEMEHHO MPEeI0CTaBUI MIPE3UIACHTY
Petirany nensix 18 mecsneB, (akTHYeCKH KapT-
Oanmr, 9ToOBI pa3BepThIBaHUE BOMCK B JlmBaHe
nuta ceouM gepenom (Kriner, 2010, p. 41).

Takue Heymauyu BBIABHTAIOT apPryMEeHT O
JIBOMCTBEHHOCTH BHemrHel monutuku Konrpecca
Ha TepeAHWHd IIaH. Yamie Bcero TPYAHOCTH

KOHFpCCCﬁ 3aKJIIO4YarTCd HE B

nedburuTe
HYXHBIX KOHCTHUTYI[MOHHBIX IMOJHOMOYHMH, a B
HECIIOCOOHOCTH

MIPEOJIOTIETh BHYTPEHHHE



a strong hand nor place
constraints on the president
(Hinckley, 1994). In fact,
Congress has started the
withdrawal clock of the War
Powers Resolution just one
time since its inception. Even in
that instance, Congress

simultaneously gave President
Reagan 18 months—virtually a
free pass to see his troop
deployment in Lebanon run its
course (Kriner, 2010, p. 41).
Such failures bring to the
forefront the argument of
Congress’s duality in foreign
policy. More often than not,
Congress’s difficulties are not
because it lacks the requisite
constitutional authority, but
rather because it is unable to
overcome internal divisions and
muster the requisite political
will necessary to press and
maintain its influence.

Congress has not shortened its
list of critics today nor has it
emphatically answered those
who still debate whether
Congress is a fit partner with
the presidency in the realm of
foreign  policy. Critics of
Congress’s role in the making
of foreign policy have been
abundant and have more often
than not been the dominant
voice (Lindsay, 1994). There
are those critics who see the bad
in congressional politics. This
view, often articulated by Vice
President Dick Cheney,
suggests that Congress asserts
itself into foreign policy solely
to please short-term
constituency interests resulting
in a runaway Congress leaving
a diminished presidency in its
wake (Lindsay, 1994). Then,
there are also those critics who

pasHoriacus U coOpaTh MOIHTUYECKYIO BOJIIO,
HEOOXOOUMYIO Uil  «MPOAABIMBAHUA) U
COXpaHEHHs CBOETO BIUSHMUS.

KoHrpecc u ceronHs He COKpaTHJI CBOM CIMCOK
OTIIIOHEHTOB W HE JIaJl TBEPAOTrO OTBETAa TeM, KTO
BCE €Ille CIIOPUT, SABISETCS JIU OH MOAXOJSAIINM
NapTHEPOM INpe3uJeHTa B 00JacTd BHEIIHEH
nonutuku. KputukoB pomu Konrpecca B
(OpMHPOBAaHUH BHEITHEH TOJIUTUKU HE CUECTb,
gare BCero ux rojoca camele rpomkue (Lindsay,
1994), u cpenn HUX €CTh TaKWe, KTO BUAWUT B
nmonmTHYeckux wurpax KoHrpecca «ykacHOTo»
(omHOTO W3 Tpex repoeB 3HAMEHUTOI'O BECTEpHA
«I0OpBIii, MIOXOU, YKACHBII» — MPHUM. MEPEB.).
CormacHO  3TOH  TOUKe

3peHus,  4YacTo

BBICKa3bIBa€MON  BHIIE-TIPE3UJIEHTOM  JIUKOM

Ueitnu, Konrpecc camoyTBepKAaeTcsi  BO
BHCIIHEW IOJUTUKE MCKIIOYUTEIHFHO B YrOIy
KpPaTKOCPOYHBIM HMHTEpecaM H30HpaTeneid, B
pe3ynpTaTe dYero HMeeM 3aKOHOJATENbHYIO
BETBB, KOTOpasi HECIIOCOOHA JaTh ceOe COBET, U
WCTIOTHUTENbHYI0, YbH IIAHCHI BOIUIOTHTH CBOU
Kypc 3HaunTenbHO ocnabnensl. (Lindsay, 1994).
Hpyrue cpaBauBaioT KoHrpecc ¢ «yKacHBIM»,
CUMTasi, 4TO 3aKOHOAATEIM HMMEIOT HEYyEeMHYIO
Kaxay — nepem3OpaHds, WX ~ HHTEpEC K
WHOCTPAHHBIM JIeJlaM TTOBEPXHOCTHBIH, a IIOTOMY
Konrpecc He xemaer WM HE CIOCOOCH
noJyiepKuBath Oojiee cOanaHCHPOBAaHHYIO C
WCTIOJHUTENILHOH BETBBIO BIACTH POJIb  BO
BaemmHel nomutuke (Hinckley, 1994). Henasuee
pemenne Konrpecca mo 3akoHy O MpaBOCYIUH
MIPOTHB CIIOHCOPOB Teppopu3Ma Jaet
NPEICTABICHHE O CIPAaBEIMBOCTH IMOA00HON
KPUTHKHU.

XOTsl CeromHs 3TO CIy4aeTcsl PEaKo, BPSA JU



equate congressional politics
with the ugly. From this
perspective, members of
Congress suffer from an

inoperable reelection fever so
that congressional interest in
foreign affairs is superficial
and Congress is unwilling or
unable to maintain a more
balanced role in foreign policy
with the executive (Hinckley,
1994). Recent congressional
action on the “Justice Against
Sponsors of Terrorism Act”
speaks to similar criticisms.

Although occurring rarely in
the modern era of American
politics, there is hardly a
starker reminder that the First
Branch enjoys the ultimate foil
over the executive than when

Congress successfully
overrides a presidential veto
(Cameron, 2000; Gilmour

2011; Groseclose & McCarty,
2001). President Obama
departed the Oval Office with
fewer veto overrides than any
of his immediate two-term
predecessors.12 However, in the
waning months of his
administration, Obama suffered
his first and only congressional
override on a piece of
legislation that will likely
have important reverberations
for the nation’s foreign policy.

The bill, S 2040 “Justice
Against Sponsors of Terrorism
Act” would (among other

things) provide citizens with a
legal path to sue foreign
nations for state-sponsored

MOXXHO HaiiTh Oollee sSpKOe HAIlOMHHAHUE, YTO
nepBasi BETBb BIACTH HMMEET IOCIETHEe CIIOBO,
yeMm koraa KoHrpecc ycmemHo mnpeojolieBact
npesunenTckoe Bero (Cameron, 2000; Gilmour
2011; Groseclose & McCarty, 2001). IIpe3uneHt
Obama nokuHy OBaNbHBI KAOWHET ¢ MEHBIITNM
KOJINYECTBOM NPEOIONCHHBIX BETO, YeM JH000M
U3 ero OmwkalmMX  NpeaIecTBEHHUKOB,
3aHMMABIIKX MOCT JBA CPOKA. 22 OJHAKO B CBOH
nocneaHue wmecansl B bemom mome Obame
NPULIIOCH NEPEKUTh MEPBOE W EAMHCTBEHHOE
MPEONIOJICHNE BETO, KOTOPOE, BEPOSTHO, Oyaer
UMETh Ba)XKHBIC TIOCJIEACTBUS JUIS BHEIIHEH
MTOJINTHKU CTpaHbl. 3akoHompoekT S 2040 "O
MPaBOCYIMU TIPOTHB CIIOHCOPOB Teppopu3Ma’
JOJDKeH OBbLI, Cpeau Npodero, MpeaoCTaBUTh
rpakJaHaM 3aKOHHBIN CII0cO0 MOJaBaTh B Cy/I Ha
JIpyrue CTpaHbl 3a TEPPOPUCTHUYECKHE AaKTEHI,

CITIOHCHPYEMBIC TOCYIAPCTBOM. 12

IIpe3uneHt
0o0paTHiICs K CpelICTBAM MacCOBOM MH(OpMAITUH,
YTOOBI W3JIOKUTH CBOKO TO3MIIMIO, YTBEPXKIasd,

YTO 3aKOHOIIPOCKT HE TOJBKO IOAPBIBACT

HMMYHUTET CIIIA Kak CYBEPEHHOTO
rocygapcTBa, a Takke JAPYTUX CTpaH, OT
TpaXKTaHCKOH OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, HO u

NpeaAoCTaBIACT IMPaBO PCHICHUA HOPUCTAM U

CydaM BMECTO TOrO, 4YTOOBI TPEIOCTABHTh
peleHue npodeccuoHanam B chepe
HanroHanmbHOU Oe3zomacHocTH (CQ  Weekly,

10/3/2016).
Croponnuku Konrpecca paccMmaTtpuBaid 3TOT
BOIIPOC B OCHOBHOM KaK BHYTPEHHHUH, Kak
CIoco0 IS XKEePTB TePaKkTOB 11 ceHTAOPs moaaTh
B CyJ Ha TeX, KTO HECET OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 32 ATH
MPECTYILICHHUS.

Hecmotpss Ha  rpomkoe

OCYXIACHHUC 3aKOHOIPOCKTAa MNPE3UJCHTOM, HC



acts of terrorism.i2 The
president took to the media
airways to plead his case
arguing thelegislation not only
undermined U.S. sovereign
immunity (as well as that of
other nations) but also handed
over discretion to the lawyers
and courts at the expense of
the reasoned expertise of the

entire national security
bureaucracy (CQ Weekly,
10/3/2016).

Congressional supporters
viewed the issue mostly in
domestic terms as a pathway
for 9/11 victims to sue those
responsible for terrorist
attacks. Despite the president’s
vociferous denunciation of the
legislation, there was little
drama or uncertainty to the
outcome. The House and
Senate passed the initial bill by
voice vote without a single
hearing sending the legislation
to the president that he vetoed.
Then, each chamber overrode
the presidential veto with
overwhelming bipartisan
majorities.1%

What’s most telling for our
purposes is the ease with
which Congress can control
such outcomes when it
possesses the political will to
do so, even in foreign policy
where presidents often hold the
upper hand. In fact, the
Chairman of Senate Foreign
Relations (Bob Corker, R-TN)
lamented about Congress’s
decisive action that day as he
moved to vote in support of the

Obul0 HM 0c000ro JpamaTu3Ma, HH KaKOH-TO
HeyBepeHHOCTH B pesynbTaTe. CHauana IlamaTta
npencraButened u CeHaT IPOrojocoBald 3a
MepBOHAYAIFHBI 3aKOHOIMPOEKT O€3 BCAKOTo
CIIyIIAHWs ¥ HOAAIHM €r0 IPE3UAEHTY, KOTOPHIH

HaJIOXHJI BCTO. I[anee Kaxaas najmarta

nmpeoaoaciia Npe3nJ€HTCKOC BETO MOAABIIAIOIIUM

JBYXIAPTHHHBIM GOMBIIMHCTBOM TONOCOB. 12

Urto nambosiee IMOKA3aTEeNBHO IJII HAac B 3TOM
ciydae, Tak 3TO JISTKOCTh, ¢ KoTopoi Konrpecc
CIIOCOOCH KOHTPOJUPOBaTh IpPOIECC, KOraa
UMEET JUIS 3TOrO MOJIUTHYECKYIO BOJNIO — JaKe
BO BHEIIIHEH MOJMTUKE, IJIe MPE3UJICHTH 4acTO
oepyt Bepx. Ilpencenarens komurera CeHaTa 110
MexayHaporasiM  oTHomeHusiM (bo6 Kopkep,
pecnyOnmkaHer; OT 1mmTara TeHHeCH) mJaxe
MOKaJIoBajcsd Ha pemumocth KoHrpecca B TOT
caMbIii 1eHb, KOTIa W caM BBICTYIHJI B
MOIJICPKKY MIPEOJIOTICHUS BETO: «l
JNIEHCTBUTENHLHO XOYy CKa3aTh, YTO HE OyMalo,
yto Cenar wmu Ilamata npexacraBureneit
JICHCTBOBAIM JIOJDKHBIM 00pa3oM, MOCKOJIBKY
pedb uueT 00 0OYeHb BaXKHOM 3aKOHOJATEIEHOM
akre. B »stom Konrpecce y Hac He ObUIO
cnymwanuid B CeHaTe, U Mbl HE T0JIOCOBAJIH,
BOOOIIIE HE TOJIOCOBAIM IO TMPOIEIype 3TOTrO
3aKkoHOMpoekTa. [lo CyTH, CeromHs COCTOWUTCS
nepBoe ronocoanue» (CQ Weekly, 10/3/2016).
A ToToM, XOTsI OH IpeICeAaTeIbCTBOBAN Ha
CECCHH, JIUJIEP CEHATCKOTO OONBIIMHCTBA MHUTY
MakKoHHEI, KaK MTOKa3aIoCh MHOTHUM, BOOOIIE
BO3JIOKUJ OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 3a 3aKOH Ha
npe3uaeHTa: «Ha mAHSX s TOBOpHII MPE3UCHTY,
YTO 3TO - TpPHUMEpP MNPOOIEeMBbI, KOTOPYIO MBI
JIOJDKHBI  ObUTHM  OOCYIMTH TOpasjo paHblle.
[Toxoxe, dro MOryT OBITh  HEKOTOpHIE
HETPEBUCHHBIC TOCICICTBUA... U S CUUTAI0,
YTO  BONPOC  3aCiy)KHBaeT  JajbHEHIIEro
obocyxaenus» (CQ Weekly, 10/3/2016). Taxum
obpazoMm, mpuHATHE 3akoHompoekra S 2040
MOJKET CIY)KUTh MPUMEPOM JUISI KPUTHKOB BCEX
MacTel, KOTOpbIe Tak JIto0sAT yka3aTh KoHrpecca

Ha €ro HEJOCTATKH BO BHEITHEH ITOJIUTHKE.



override, “I do want to say |
don’t think the Senate nor the
House has functioned in an
appropriate manner as it relates
to a very important piece of
legislation. We’ve had no
hearings In the United States
Senate this Congress, and
we’ve had no vote, no vote
whatsoever of record on this
piece of legislation. As a
matter of fact, today will be the
first vote” (CQ Weekly,
10/3/2016). And then, despite
owning the Senate gavel,
Senate Majority Leader Mitch
McConnell seemed to lay
responsibility for the policy at
the president’s feet, “I said to
the president the other day that
this was an example of an
issue that we should have
talked about much earlier. It
appears as if there may be
some unintended ramifications
and | do think that is worth
further discussion” (CQ
Weekly 10/3/2016). So, the
passage of S 2040 can serve as
an example for critics of many
stripes that point out failings in
Congress’s role in foreign

policy.

However, there’s also a strong
case for those that view
congressional politics fostering
the good in the making of
foreign policy (Lindsay, 1994).
When Congress unifies behind

presidential initiatives, it can
serve to strengthen the
president’s hand and show
national resolve to foreign

actors (Eyerman & Hart, 1996;
Fearon, 1994; Putnam, 1988).12
In addition, congressional input
brings parochial, partisan, and
ideological mix of issues to the
forefront of foreign policy. This

EcTb, 0HaKO, BECKHE apTryMEHTHI B MOJIB3Y TEX,
KTO CYMTaeT, YyTOo B (POPMUPOBAHWM BHEITHEH
nonutukn KoHrpecc xoten OBl WUIpaTh pPOJIb
«nobporo» (Lindsay, 1994). Korma Konrpecc
00beTMHSIETCS BOKPYT MPE3UICHTCKUX
WHUIIMATHB, 3TO MOXET YKPEIUTh IO3HIIHIO
rJaBbl TOCYNApCTBa M IMPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATH
WHOCTPaHHBIM CyOBEKTaM EJUHCTBO CTPaHBI
(Eyerman & Hart, 1996; Fearon, 1994; Putnam,
1988). i Kpome Toro, Bmecte ¢ BKIaIOM
Konrpecca Ha

NEepeHUA  Kpail  BHEINHEH

MOJIMTUKA  BBIXOAWUT LENBIH Psl MECTHBIX,
MapTUHHBIX U HAEOJIOTUYECKHX BOIIPOCOB. IJTO
MOXKET
MEXKIYHAPOJHbIE

Oonee MHMPOKWA WM HOBATOPCKHU MOAXOM K

BHECTH CBEXKYIO CTPYIO B

OTHOILICHUS U IIOJCKAa3aTh
PEUICHUI0  BHEIIHEMONUTHYECKUX  MPoOIieM.
[TomoOHBIIT 00OMEH MHEHUSIMH MOJKET BBIIBUTH
TUTFOCBI U MHUHYCHI Pa3JHMYHBIX MOJUTHYECKUX
B3TISA0B M KoMmipomuccoB. Camoe TIIaBHOE,
OJIHAKO, YTO Konrpecca mnpunmaer

JIETUTUMHOCTb TOMY KypCY, KOTOPBIN pOXaaeTcs

rosoc
BO BpeMs 1e0aroB  HMCHOJHHUTENBHOH U
3aKOHOAATEeJIbHOW BiacTh. Bce 3T0 mpumepsl
TOTO XOPOIIEr0, YTO MOXET POJHUTHCS U3
nonuTudeckoi 6oppObl B Konrpecce u ero
BKJIaJga B (opMHpOBaHHWE BHEIIHEH MOJIUTHKU

(Lindsay, 1994).

CKkBO3b HIIPUM3MYy HOBOIO
MHCTUTYLHMOHAJIU3IMA

Ha MPOTSI>KEHU N JIECATUIIETU U
TEOopeTUYECKas OCHOBa HOBOTO
HHCTUTYLIUOHAJIN3Ma urpa’sua

Ba)XXHYIO POJIb B H3YUYCHHUH PabOThI
Konrpecca u cynoB; B MmocieaHee
BpeMs oHa MoaNUThIBaia



can invigorate policy ideas and

expand or innovate policy
solutions in foreign policy.
Such back-and-forth
deliberations can bring explicit
pros and cons of differing
views and policy trade-offs.
Most importantly,
congressional voice  brings
legitimacy to policy that

emerges from executive and
congressional debate. These are
all features of the good that can

come from congressional
politics and the input of
Congress on foreign policy
(Lindsay, 1994).

The Prism of New
Institutionalism

For decades, the theoretical
framework of new
institutionalism has enriched

the study of Congress, the
courts, and more recently has
fueled a revolution in the study
of the presidency (Mayer, 2009;
Moe, 2009; Shepsle &
Weingast, 1995). Foreign
policy is somewhat uniquely
situated, intersecting
congressional and presidential
roles. But similar to these other
areas of study, new
institutionalism’s emphasis on
congressional institutions,
goals, and the broader political
environment in which Congress
acts in foreign policy has
proven rich ground for scholars
in understanding congressional
behavior and influence.

The classic works by Hinckley
(1994) and Lindsay (1994)
illustrate the utility of this
tradition very well. Hinckley’s

PEBOIIIOIIU IO B HU3YyYCHHU U
npe3sugaeHTcTBa (Mayer, 2009; Moe,
2009; Shepsle & Weingast, 1995). B
KaKOM-TO CMBICJIE BHEIITH s
MMOJINTUKA 3aHHMacT YHUKAJIbHOES
MECTO, BE€Jb JIC)KHUT Ha IEepEeCCUYCHUH
dyuakiuit Kourpecca u npe3uacHTA.
Ho, xak w B Japyrux obGrnactsax

I/ICCHG,Z[OBaHI/Iﬁ, oco00oe BHUMAHUE
KOHIICIIITNH HOBOTI'O
HHCTUTYIIHUOHAJINU3MAa K

uHcTuTynusm u 1eiasim Koarpecca, a
TaK>XE€ TOM OOJIBUION ITOJIHUTHYECKOM
cpeapl, B KOTOPOU OH JeicTBYET B

BOIIpoOcax BHEIIHEH TIOJINTUKH,
npeaocTaBuja XOPOUIYIO  OCHOBY
hinae:¢ TIOHUMAaHUSI YYEHBIMH

IIOBCACHMA U BIIMAHUS KOHFpeCC&.

Knaccuueckme padboThl XHUHKITH
(1994) u Jlunnaces (1994) HarnsiiHO
HUIUTIOCTPUPYIOT MOJIB3Y DTOM
Tpaguuuu. CornacHo XUHKIIU,
nonutukoit Konrpecca B
MEXAYHapOOHBIX AejiaX ABUKET
OoJIbIlIE CHMBOJIUKA, YEM CYTh — a
UMEHHO ITpEeACTaBJICHUE O
conepuudyecTtBe KoHrpecca u
npe3uacHTa 3a GOpPMHUPOBAHUC
BHCIIHCH MOJIUTUKHU CTPAHBI,
IMOATOMY Ha caMOM JeJjie «O0OpbObI 3a
BJIUSTHUE MEHBIIIE, YeM Ka>KeTCsI»
(1994, cTp. ix). [TonyuyeHHsbie
HCCIIefOBaTEJIBHUIICH YMITUPUICCKHUE
JAaHHBIC OCTIapHUBAIOT
BO3POXKJIAOMIUNCS TE3HUC O
Konrpecce, roBopsi 00 OTHOCHUTEIIBHO
cJ1a0OM BJIUSTHUH 3aKOHOJIATEIHHOM
BETBH BJIACTH Ha OONBIIUX OTpPE3Kax
BPEMEHHU B O TOM, YTO HaCTO DTO
BJIMSTHUE pa3MbIBa€T IMOJIUTUYCCKAs
OopbwOa. JIuHaCEeH, HATIPOTHUB,
mperaraeT HeCKOJIbKO Oomee
MMO3UTUBHBIN B350 Ha BIIUSIHUC
Konrpecca u 3HagveHnue, koropoe
UMEET JUIS €rOo aKTUBHOCTH
nmoauTudeckuut pakrop. OaHaKko JIjist
HaIOUX ISJICH TO, YTO OOBETHHSACT
3TH ABE pabOTHI, aKTyaJIbHEEe
pazmuauii. O06e OHU €IUHOIYUIHHI B



work suggests congressional
politics in foreign affairs is
driven more by symbolism than
substance—the perception of
congressional competition with
presidents to shape the nation’s
foreign policy so there exists
“less of a struggle for influence
than meets the eye” (1994, p.
iX). Her empirical evidence
challenges the view of a
resurgent Congress and instead
points to the relative paucity of
congressional influence over
time and how politics often
works  to undermine  that
influence. In contrast, Lindsay
offers a somewhat more positive
view of congressional influence
and the role politics can at times
play in congressional activism.
For our purposes, however, what
these works share is more vital

than how they differ. Both
strike together on the theoretical
importance of member

incentives and goals in shaping
strategic actions by Congress.

Moreover, they each recognize
the key role of the political
environment in shaping
motivations and how presidents,
other  political actors, and
members themselves can affect
the environment in which they
make foreign policy decisions.
The broader foreign policy
environment is not simply a
given  exogenous  condition,
where actors make choices to
maximize utility. But rather
actions taken by Congress and
the president can reshape the
political landscape and the mix
of incentives that affect
subsequent decisions.

OIIEHKE TEOPETUYCCKON Ba>KHOCTH
MOTHBOB U 1leneu wieHoB KoHrpecca
11 QOPMUPOBAHUS €TO CTPATCTHUH.

Bomee Toro, xaxkmas w3 3TUX pabOT MpPU3HAET
MOJIUTUYECKON  Cpelsl B
MOTHBAallMd ®W  TO, 4YTO

KIIIOYEBYIO  POJIb
(hopMHEpOBaHUHT

NPE3UICHTHl, APYTHe MOJUTHUYECKUE NESITENH U
CcaMH 3aKOHOJIaTeJIM CIIOCOOHBI BIMATH Ha Cpeny,
B KOTOPOM NPHUHHMMAIOT BHEIIHETIOJUTHYESCKHE
peuieHusl. Bonee HIMPOKast
BHEIIHETIOJIMTHYECKOE Cpella — 3TO HE MPOCTO
3aJJaHHOE€  BHECHCTEMHOE

CyOBEKTBHI COBEPINAIOT TOT WM WHOW BBIOOD,

yclioBre,  Korja

YTOOBI
Ckopee, aevicTBus, npennpuHaTeie KoHTpeccom

NOJYYUTh MAaKCHMAJNbHYIO  BBITOLY.
U NPE3UAECHTOM, MOTYT U3MEHUTDH NMOJIUTUIECKUN
naHmmapT W HAOOp PA3NUYHBIX CTUMYIJIOB,

BJIMAIOOINX HaA HaﬂLHeﬁHJHC peuICHU:.

BeimeynoMsHyTele pabOTBl COAEpKaT Ba)kKHOE
npusHanue, uto Konrpecc u

CTpaTernyeckyd BBIOMPAIOT BOMPOCH BHEITHEH

MPE3UJIEHT

MOJIUTUKHU ISl CBOETO YYacTHUsl B 3aBUCHMOCTH
oT TTOJTUTHIECKIX CTUMYJIOB W
WHCTHTYIIMOHAIBHBIX OTpaHUYCHH. Tak,
WCCJe0oBaTeN OOHAPY)XUJM, YTO BOIPOCHI
BHEIIHEW IOJIMTHUKN 3HAYUTEIBHO PAa3INYAFOTCS

¢ ToukM 3peHHsS wuHTEepecoB KoHrpecca u

KOH(JIMKTOB, KOTOphIE OHH BBI3BIBAIOT. B
(dbopMupoBaHUH TPUHSITHUS perIeHwmi
Konrpeccom MOTYT ChIIpaTh poJib

pEerHoHaNbHBIE, UEOJIOTMYECKUE, TApTUIHBIE U
pacupenenutensusie  Tpobmemsl  (Deering &
Smith, 1997; Fenno, 1973; Lindsay, 1994).
Hanpumep, eXerogHslid  3aKOHOIMPOEKT 00
OOOPOHHBIX ACCHTHOBAaHMAX COJICPXKHUT CaMble
pasHble CUCTEM

BOOPY)KEHUH U  yrpo3

BOIIPOCHI - OT 3aKyINKH
IJIT  HaIMOHAJIBHOMN
OesonmacHocTH 10 MWH(QpacTpyKTypel 0a3 u
npo0JeM BOCHHOCITYXKAIIUX. 16 Mouumanne
TOTO, KaK BOMPOCHI BHEIIHEH MOJUTHKHA TIO-
pasHOMY BIHSIOT Ha IeId CTOPOH, HWMCIOT
penaroinee 3HAYCHUE UIL  [IOHUMAaHHSI
noBeneHuss Konrpecca. Mapmamn u  Ilpunc
(Marshall and Prins, 2002), HanpumMep, CYUTAIOT,

YTO S3KOHOMHUYECKUE U TOPTOBBIC BOIIPOCHI CTAJIN



These works importantly
recognize that Congress and the
president strategically choose
the foreign policy issues to
engage in depending on the
political incentives or
institutional constraints at play.
Indeed, scholars have found
that issues within foreign policy
vary significantly in terms of
congressional interests and
conflict they invoke. Regional,
ideological, partisan, and
distributive concerns can be at
play in shaping congressional
decision making (Deering &
Smith, 1997; Fenno, 1973;
Lindsay, 1994). For example, the
annual defense authorization
bill contains a great variety of
issues from the purchase of
weapons systems and national
security issues to base
infrastructure and issues
surrounding military personnel.1®
Understanding how  foreign
policy issues differentially affect
goals and how changes in the
foreign policy issue agenda has
been critical to understanding
congressional behavior. Marshall
and Prins (2002), for example,
find that economic and trade

issues have become a larger
part of the foreign policy
agenda, and this changing

agenda has increased levels of
congressional partisanship and

interinstitutional conflict.
Hinckley’s theoretical
framework also offers insight
into the linkage between
congressional goals and why
congressional activism varies

across issues in foreign policy.
Arms sales, use of force, and
intelligence were areas where
Hinckley found less activity and
more delegation by Congress.1’

3aHMMATh OOJIbIIIE MECTA BO BHEIIHEH IMOJINTHKE,
M 3Ta WM3MCHYMBAs IIOBECTKA JHS IOBBICHIA
YPOBEHb MEXKIMAPTHHHBIX U MEXKBEJIOMCTBEHHBIX
KOH()JIMKTOB B

Konrpecce. Teoperuueckue

IIOCTPOCHHUA XUHKIA TaKXEC JarT

MEXIY  UeIIMHU
Konrpecca w mpuynHaAMH HW3MEHEHHUS €Tr0

MMpeaACTaBJICHUC 0 CBsA3U

AKTUBHOCTHU B 3aBUCHUMOCTH OT IIPpEAMETA.

[Ipogaxka opyxusi, NOpPUMEHEHHUE CUIbI U

pasBesika ObUIM OTpAcisiIMH, B KOTOPHIX XHHKIH
oOHapyXWjia MEHBIIYI0 aKTHBHOCTh U Halle

ACJICTUPOBAHUC peH_IeHI/Iﬁ KOHI‘peCCOM. 17

AHaJorn4dHo, aHanmns3 Jlunnces TaKKe
MOAYEPKHY I Ba)XHOCTbH po0iiemM B
m3MeHunBocTu  noBeaenuss  Kourpecca. B

BOIIpoCax TOPTOBJIM, IOMOIIU APYIUM CTpaHaM U

ocobenHo accurHoBaHmii ~ KoHrpecc, kak

MPaBUIIO, TPOSBIST OONBIIYI0 HACTOWYHBOCTH
(1994). Takum 00pa3oM, H3MEHEHHUS B BOIIPOCAX
BHCIIHEH MOJIMTUKU OTPA3WINCh Ha KPUTUYCCKH
BaXHBIX CTHMyJax B pabore KoHrpecca m Ha

TOM, KaK HEKOTopele oOjacTh  BHEIIHEH

IOJIUTUKKW OKa3bIBAJIM 3aKOHOOATCIIAM OoJtbIe
BO3MOJKHOCTCH I JOCTHIXKCHHUSA HX ueneﬁ,
TOr'la KaK B JPYIrux OTpacsaX HIaHChl CBA3ATh UX

C IeJIIMH 3aKoHojaTeneld ObUITM HHXKE, a

IMMOJIMTUYCCKUEC PUCKH — BBIIIC.

Bonee HenaBHmME pabOTHI TakkKe BHOCSAT IICHHBIH
BKJIaJl B TIOHMMAaHHUE CBS3U BOMPOCOB BHEIIHEH
noautuku U mnoBeneHus Konrpecca. Kaprep u
Ckort (Carter and Scott, 2012) moguepKuBaroT,
YTO pa3inyYHbIe MPOOJIEMBI MTO-PAa3HOMY BIHUSIOT
Ha MOTHBaIuI0 wieHoB KoHrpecca, U ToOBOpAT o
3HAYCHUH

MCHSAIOIICTOCS TTOJIUTHYCCKOI'O

nammadTa, KOTOPHIH  OKpY)XaeT  4JICHOB
Konrpecca. Hampumep, 3HaUMTENBbHO BBIPOCIIO
KOJIMYECTBO OpraHM3aluii 1o J1000upoBaHMIO
Heﬂeﬁ Pa3JINYHBIX 3THUUCCKUX T'PYIIIT HACCIICHU A
U TpyNIl HHTEPECOB: OHU O0OpasyloT Kak
MCKAYHAPOAHBIC, TAK U BHYTPCHHUEC KOAJIUIIUH,

crocoOHbIE BJIMATH Ha pemenne KoHrpecca



Similarly, Lindsay’s analysis
highlighted the significance of
issues in shaping variation in
congressional behavior too.
Issues like trade, foreign aid,
and especially appropriations
were areas Wwhere Congress
tended to be more assertive
(1994). So the variation in issues
of foreign policy reflected upon
the critical mix of congressional
incentives and how some areas
of foreign policy offered greater
opportunity for members to
achieve goals while other areas
were less likely to be linked to
member goals and instead
reflected higher political risks.

More recent work continues to
make valuable inroads into
understanding foreign policy
issues and congressional
behavior. Carter and Scott
(2012) emphasize how issues
differentially impact member
motivations, too, and the
significance of the changing

political landscape surrounding
members of Congress. For
example, ethnic lobbying and

interest group organizations have
grown significantly in numbers

and these shape both
international and domestic
coalitions that can affect

congressional politics (Destler,
2012; Haney, 2012). In addition,
congressional partisanship has
increased significantly because
of the growing differences in
foreign policy positions of
political elites. That is, greater
polarization by political elites
and primary voters in foreign
policy has caused members of
Congress to shift to more
extreme foreign policy positions
over time and thus magnifying
incentives for partisan conflict

(Destler, 2012; Xosmk, 2012). Kpome Toro,

napTuiiHple  pasHornmacuss B KoHrpecce
3HAYUTEIBHO BBIPOCIM H3-32 BCE OOJIBLINX
pasnyuil BO BHEIIHETIOJIUTHYECKUX IO3UIHUSIX
HOJUTHYECKUX J1MuT. To ecTh, mHoIIpU3aLUA
MOJMUTUYECKAX 3JIUT W OCHOBHOH  Macchl
n30upaTeNnei 1mo BOMpOcaM BHEITHEH ITOTUTHKH
npuBena K ToMmy, 4to uinensl Konrpecca co
BpEeMEHEM Hayalli 3aHuMaTh Oojiee KpalHue
BHEIIHETOINTHYECKHE
o0pa3oM, TOTCHOHAI KOH(MJIUKTOB  MEXIY
¢paxmusmu Beipoc (Souva & Rohde, 2007). C
JIpyrou
IPEIIONOKEHHE, 4YTO

IO3UIINHU u, TaKUM

CTOPOHBI, JIn BBICKA3bIBACT

BHEIIHSISI  TTOJIUTHKA
SIBIIICTCSL OJHOHW M3 TE€X OTpaciieil, B KOTOPBIX
OTTIO3UITUS YIIESIeT MOBECTKE MHS IPE3UICHTA
3Ha4YMTENbHO Oosbine BHuMaHus (Lee, 2009).
DOMIUpUYECKUe BBIBOABI JIM CBUAETEIBCTBYIOT,
YTO BOMPOC TMPE3UACHTCKON ITOBECTKH JHA,
BHCIIIHEH TIOJUTHUKH,

BKJIFOYAsl [TPUOPUTETHI

000OCTPSIIOT ~ MEXMApPTHHHBIH ~ KOHQJIMKT B

OoJblIel CTEEeHHU, YeM aHaJOTWYHbIe BOIPOCHI,

HC BKIIFOUYCHHLIC B ITIOBECTKY AHS MPE3UACHTA. 18

CremoBaTenbHO, MPOOIEMBI BHEIIHEH MTOJTHTHKH
MOTYT CTaTh yJMOOHBIM IMOBOJOM JUIsS yCHUJICHHS
KaK  MEKIapTUHHON

KOOpAMHAIMK, Tak U

MEXMAPTUMHON NPOTHUBOJNEHCTBHS C  LENBIO
MOJIPHIBA MOJUTHYECKOTO KaluTana Mpe3nIeHTa.
C 31Ol TOYKH 3peHHs], JIOObIE IMOIUTUYECKHE
yOBITKH, NPUYMHEHHBIE MPE3UJEHTY KPUTHUKOM
unu nercteusaMu KoHrpecca, MOTyT B KOHEUHOM
cyeTe TMOCHYXHUTh  KOJUIEKTMBHBIM  LIEJSIM
(oMU THIECKAM W

onmo3unmonHoi naptuu (Lee, 2009).

BBEIOOPHBIM)

Eme opma OmaromatHas o0jacTe aHain3a

pacmmpsa€eT HaC MTOHUMAaHUC HeﬁCTBHﬁ n
MOTHUBOB YJICHOB KOHI‘pCCCB., paccMaTpuBas

HWHCTPYMCHTEI, KOTOPKIC 3aKOHOJaTC/In

(GhopMHUpOBaHMKM  BHEIIHEH
1997).

3aﬂeﬁCTBOBaTL JJIA OTOT0 KaK KOJIJICKTHUBHBIC,

BBIOMpAIOT  TpHU

moymthkA  (Scott, Konrpecc moxer



within Congress (Souva &
Rohde, 2007). In addition,
though, Lee’s work suggests that
foreign policy is one area
attracting  significantly  more
congressional opposition to the
president’s agenda (2009). Lee’s
empirical findings show that
issues on the presidential agenda
including foreign policy
priorities sharpens partisan
conflict significantly more so
than similar issues not on the
president’s agenda.2® In this way,
foreign policy issues can be an
attractive target to enhance
party coordination and partisan
conflict designed to undermine
the president’s political capital.
From this view, any decay in
presidential capital from
congressional criticism or
challenge may ultimately serve
the collective goals (policy or
electoral) of the opposition party
(Lee, 2009).

Another area of rich analyses
provides further leverage on
congressional behavior and
motivations by considering the
choice of tools members of

Congress utilize to shape
foreign policy (Scott, 1997).
Congress can utilize both

collective and individual tools in
shaping foreign policy.12
Enacting legislation is one of
Congress’s most potent tools in
shaping the nation’s foreign
policy; however, analyses have
shown an overall decline in
Congress’s proclivity to legislate
over time (Clinton & Lapinski,
2006; Hinckley, 1994). Despite

this, Congress remains more
willing to influence foreign
policy through the annual
appropriations process, which

can entail the use of policy

TaK W HWHAUBUAYAJIbHBIC HWHCTPYMCHTEI. 19

[TpuHsATHE 3aKOHOB SIBISIETCS OJHHM W3 CaMbIX
MOIIHBIX  WHCTPYMEHTOB  JIETHUCIATYpHl B
(OpMUPOBAHUN BHEIIHEW ITOJIUTUKA CTPAHBL;
OTHAKO AaHajW3 CBUACTENILCTBYET 00 oO0IeM
CHIDKEHHUN CKJIOHHOCTH Konrpecca K
3akoHoTBOpuecTBy (Clinton & Lapinski, 2006;
Hinckley, 1994). Brnpodem, Konrpecc Bce eme
MpOsIBIISIET ~ OONbIEe IKEIaHWE BIHATh Ha
BHEIIHIOK TIOJIMTHKY C TTOMOIIBIO €XKETOIHBIX
ACCHTHOBaHMH, YTO MOXKET IOBJEYb 3a coOOH
WCTOJIBb30BaHNE CIeqU(PUIECKUX TOMPABOK s
KOHTpPOJISl HaJl BHEIUHEMOJUTUYECKON MAaIllMHON
i, Ooilee KOCBEHHO, KaK TPEUMYIIECTBO B
MONIMTHYECKAX  Toprax s oOecreueHus
BiausHuss Konrpecca Ha mnpesupenta (Fisher,
2000; Lindsay, 1994). CymecTtByeT TaKxe

MHOXXECTBO  MPOILEIYyPHBIX, OIJKETHBIX H
HAJ30PHBIX MEXaHU3MOB, KoTopble KoHrpece
MOXET UCIONb30BaTh MHpU  (HOPMUPOBAHUU
BHemmHel momutuky (Fisher, 2000; Fowler, 2015;
Howell & Pevehouse, 2007A; Lindsay, 1994;
White, 1993).

Konrpecca npumensuicss B pa3nuyHbIX (opmax:

IIpouenypHslii  moTeHUHAN
TpeOOBaHUS K OTYETHOCTH, CO3/JAHHE HOBBIX
BEJIOMCTB M JaK€ H3MEHEHHE KPHUTEPUEB U
nponenyp A/ JUl, IPUHUMAIOIINX PEIICHHS 110
BHemHel mnoymtuke (Lindsay, 1994). BriGop
CTpaTeruii oTpaxkaeT roToBHOCTb KoHrpecca
OTCTauBaTh CBOIO IIO3UIMIO BO BHEIIHEH
NOJIMTHKE U OpocaTh BbI30B mpesuzpeHty (Carter
& Scott, 2012, ctp. 38-40). Drta pabora nmana
3HAYMUTENBEHO OoJiee pa3BepHYTOe OOBIACHEHHE
TOrO, KakWe TNapTHHHBbIE, HACOJIOTHUYECKHE W
MEXXUHCTUTYLMOHAIBHBIE (DAKTOpBI CTOST 32

TakuM BBIOOpOoM Konrpecca. bmaromaps Bcem



riders in controlling the foreign
policy bureaucracy, or more
indirectly as a bargaining chip
to ensure congressional
influence with the president
(Fisher, 2000; Lindsay, 1994).
There’s also a variety of
procedural, budgetary, and
oversight mechanisms that
Congress can utilize in shaping
foreign policy (Fisher, 2000;
Fowler, 2015; Howell &
Pevehouse, 2007A; Lindsay,
1994; White, 1993).

The application of Congress’s
procedural muscle has proven to
have had varying levels of
success in shaping policy and
can take many forms, including
reporting requirements,
creation of new agencies, or
even changing criteria and
process for foreign policy
decision makers (Lindsay,
1994). The choice of such
strategies reflects upon
Congress’s willingness to assert
or challenge the president in
foreign policy (Carter & Scott,
2012, pp. 38-40). This work has
greatly developed explanations
of how such congressional
choices can be explained by
partisan, ideological, and
interinstitutional factors. This
body of work has also provided
leverage in understanding how
collective action problems
undermine the prospects for
congressional action as well as
the iInstitutional constraints
Congress faces in the making
of foreign policy (Marshall &
Haney, 2010).

So we have argued that there
remains a great deal of promise
in utilizing a theoretical focus

9THUM HCCICO0BAHUAM MbI CTaJl JIyquie

IIOHHUMAThb, KakKk HpO6J’IeMLI KOJIJICKTUBHBIX

JNEHCTBUI MOAPHIBAIOT I(PPEKTUBHOCTH PabOTHI

KOHFpeCC&, a TaKXC UHCTUTYIHNOHAJIbHBIC

OTpaHHYEHHs, C KOTOPBIMU OH CTaJKHBaeTCs B
dbopmupoBanuu BHerHel nommtuky (Marshall &

Haney, 2010).

Takum  oOpa3oM, MBI  yTBEpXKOaeM, HTO

o0BbsICHEHHE MTOJINTUKU Konrpecca B
MEXIYHapOIHBIX JieJlaX C TOUKU 3PEHUs] TCOPUU
HOBOTO MHCTUTYLIHOHATN3MA nMeer
3HAYUTEIBHBIM NOTeHIHAN. Ternepp MbI KpaTKO
pacckaxeM O KOHLEIIHUU IBYX HPE3UACHTCTB U
paccMOTpUM TPE3UAECHTCKUI YHUIATEPATH3M,
YTOOBl JIOMOJIHUTH Halle IOHUMAaHHE POJH
Konrpecca B ¢opMmupoBaHMHM  BHEIIHEH
HNOJUTUKHU. MccnenoBaTeny B 3TUX OTPacisixX, Kak
MpaBUJIO, CPABHUBAIOT NoBeaeHue KoHrpecca u
MPe3nICHTa WM COCPENIOTauNBAIOTCS Ha padoTte
Konrpecca kak Ha HE3aBHCHMOM INEpEMEHHOM,
crocoOHa OKa3bplBaTh (OPMHUPYIOIIEE BIIUSHHE

Ha MOBCACHUC MTPE3UACHTOB

(Beckmann, 2010; Berry, Barry, & William,
2010; Bolton & Thrower, 2015; Clark, 2003;
Howell, Jackman, & Rogowski, 2013; Howell &
Pevehouse, 2005; Marshall & Prins, 2011;
Potter, 2016).

"JIBa npe3uaeHTcTBA'" M

NMPe3NJAeHTCKUI YHHJIATEPAJIU3M

[IpobGiaemMsl  BHEUIHEH ~ MOMWTHKHA  BeCchMa

pa3H006p33HBI, 9qTO CO3Ja€T 11  YJICHOB

KOHI‘peCC& KakK BO3MOXKHOCTH, TaxK n
OrpaHHUYCHHA Pa3HOIro ponaa. B JmTepaTtype o
«IBYX IMPE3UIACHTCTBAX» MOKHO BCTPETHUTH

YTBEP)KACHUE O 3HAYUTEIHHBIX MPOTHBOPEUHIX

Mexay KoHrpeccom u Impe3uzieHTOM, KOTOpBIE



from the perspective of new
institutionalism to explain
congressional politics in foreign
affairs. Now we turn briefly to
the two presidencies and the
study of presidential
unilateralism in terms of how
each can add to our
understanding of Congress’s
role in the making of foreign
policy. These areas of research
tend to compare congressional
and presidential behavior or to
focus on congressional actions
as an independent variable that
can shape presidential behavior

(Beckmann, 2010; Berry, Barry,
& William, 2010; Bolton &
Thrower, 2015; Clark, 2003;
Howell, Jackman, & Rogowski,
2013; Howell & Pevehouse,
2005; Marshall & Prins, 2011;
Potter, 2016).

The Two Presidencies and
Presidential
Unilateralism

There’s considerable variation
in issues within foreign policy
and these offer different
opportunities and constraints
for members of Congress. The
two presidencies literature has
suggested that significant
differences exist in foreign and
domestic policy when it comes
to the influence of Congress
compared to that of the

president. Wildavsky’s classic
two presidencies analysis
offered a  stark contrast
between the high levels of
legislative roll-call success

presidents enjoyed in the realm
of foreign policy as compared
to the lower levels in domestic

BBISIBJISICT CPABHEHUE MX BIMSHUS BO BHELIHEH U
BHyTpeHHell mnonutuke. Kiaccuueckuil aHanus

«JIBYX MPEe3UACHTCTB", pUHAIEKAIINNA

BuiipiaBcku, mokazan pe3Kuil KOHTPacT MEXIy

BBICOKHAM YpOBHEM oOmeit MO PIKKH

npe3uieHToB B KoHrpecce B o0iacTi BHEITHEH
NOJIMTUKU M OoJiee HU3KMM YPOBHEM ycIiexa MX
BHyTpeHHel monutuku (1969). bonee mozauue
CpaBHEHUs ycllexa NPE3UACHTCKOW BHYTPEHHEH
u BHewHed nomutuku B KoHrpecce mokasanu,
YTO 3TOT pa3phiB CO BpPEMEHEM TIIOYTH HCYE3
(Cohen, 1991; Edwards, 1989; Fleisher, Bond,
Krutz, & Hanna, 2000; LeLoup & Shull, 1979;
Schraufnagel & Shellman, 2001).

VaenpHBIM BeC TJIOOANBHBIX 3KOHOMHYECKHX,

TOPTOBBIX M CTPYKTYpHBIX  IpobieM B
MEXIYHApOIHOH TIOBECTKE [HsS BBIpOC. ITO
COYETaHWE pAIMYHBIX MO0 CBOGH IpHUPOE
BOIIPOCOB BO BHEIIHEH MOJIMTHKE BBI3HIBACT, KAK
IPaBHJIO, HOBBIIIICHHBIE TpeboBaHUA
n3bupareneld W YICHOB MapTUH, YTO HAXOIUT
oTpakeHue B MpuHATUM KOHrpeccom pelieHui,
KOTOpBIE XapaKTepU3YIOTCS POCTOM  YPOBHSA
MapTUIHHBIX 17§ MEKHUHCTUTYIIHOHAITBHBIX
koH(mukTOoB ¢ mpesunentom (Fleisher et al.,

2000; Marshall & Prins, 2002).

CornacHo
Konrpecc CTUMYJIOB
JICIETUPOBATh WJIM OTKIIAJBIBATh DPEUICHUS 110

KOHOENIMUU OBYX IPE3UACHTCTB,

AMEET OoJbIIe
BHEIIHEIOJIUNTHYECKMM  BOMPOCAaM, YeM IO

BHYTPCHHUM. BHYTpeHHssI TOJMTHKA, Kak
npaBuio, naet wieHam Konrpecca Oosbine
IPEUMYILECTB npu nepen3OpaHui.
[Ipenmourenust wm3bupaTeneil MO BHYTPEHHUM
BOIIPOCaM OOBIYHO OoJiee pa3HOOOpa3HEI U SIp4e
BBIPaKCHBI.

OTO TOBOPHUT O TOM, UYTO CYIIECTBYET
BO3MOXKHOCTb YCHJICHHS] KOH(QUIMKTa MEXIY
unieHamMu KoHrpecca v pe3nieHTOM BCIIEICTBHE
Takux paszmuuuid. bonee BBICOKMI MOTEHIHAT
OCTaBIISIET

KoH(]IIIKTA Konrpeccy wmenblie

CTUMYJIOB ACJICTUPOBATH CBOU IMOJIHOMOYHS B



policy (1969). More recent
analyses comparing the
president’s domestic and
foreign policy success In
Congress suggests the gap in
policy areas has largely
disappeared over time (Cohen,
1991; Edwards, 1989; Fleisher,
Bond, Krutz, & Hanna, 2000;

LeLoup & Shull, 1979;
Schraufnagel & Shellman,
2001). The rise of global

economic, trade, and structural
issues have grown as a share of
the international agenda. This
differing mix of issues in
foreign affairs tends to invoke
greater electoral and partisan
demands that are reflected in
congressional decision making
characterized by increasing
levels of partisan and
interinstitutional conflict with
the president (Fleisher et al.,
2000; Marshall & Prins, 2002).
The two presidencies
framework makes the case that
Congress has greater incentive
to delegate or defer in foreign
policy as compared to domestic
policy. Domestic policy
generally contains greater
reelection benefits for members
of Congress than international
policy. Constituency
preferences tend to be more
varied and intense surrounding
domestic as compared to foreign
policy. This suggests the
potential that such differences
can motivate (greater policy
conflict between members of
Congress and the president. The

greater potential for conflict
leaves Congress with less
incentive to delegate their

authority in domestic policy but
more so in international affairs.
Moreover, presidents tend to
have greater electoral incentives

BOIIPOCAaX BHYTPEHHEH MOTUTUKHU, HO B OObIICH
Mepe MOOYXKIaeT K 3TOMY B MEXIyHapOIHBIX
nenax. Kpome Toro, mpes3uieHThl, Kak MpaBuiio,
UMEIOT OoJbllle  3JIEKTOPATbHBIX
4TOOBl WIpaTh MEPBYIO CKPHIKY B 00IacTH

BHemHel nomutuku (Potter, 2013).

CTUMYJIOB,

Nupmvu CJIOBaMH, n30uparenb yarie
BO3ZHArpa)JaeT WX 33 BHEIIHENOIUTHYECKHUE
ycnexu (Hampumep, T. H. «IWBHICHABI MHPay),
yem wieHoB Konrpecca. CornacHo KOHLENIMH
JIBYX TPE3UJEHTCTB, NMPE3UACHTHI TaKKe MMEIOT
WHCTHTYIIMOHATBHOE W WH(GOPMAIMOHHOE
MPEUMYIIECTBO B MEXIYHApOIHBIX Jelax IIo
cpauennto ¢ Korrpeccom (Canes-Wrone,
Howell, & Lewis, 2008).

Bo BHemHMX Jenax Mpe3WIEHTHl  4acTo
JEHCTBYIOT MEPBBIMHA U PEIIUTEIBHO, TOT/IAa KaK
MHOTOCIIOWHAS CTPYKTypa TPHUHITHAS PEIIeHUH
Konrpeccom (KOMHUTETBI H  TOJKOMHUTETHI)
XapaKTepu3yeTcs 3a/IepIKKaMu u

kommpomuccamu (Smith, 1994).

Brpouewm, uneu B ocHoBe Teopuun BunbaaBcku o
"MBYX Tpe3uIeHTCTBAX" MMemn OoJjiee IMHUPOKOe
MpPUMEHEHHWE, YeM TONBKO IS  OILEHKH
nonnepxku npesunaeHTa B Konrpecce. Ceromns
HCCIIEIOBATENN MOILIN 3HAYUTEIBHO AabIIe U

pa3paboTaiyd HOBBIE SMIIUPUYCCKHUE METOJIbI,

KOTOPBIC JarT BO3MO>XKHOCTbH CyInThb 0
IIPaBUJIIBHOCTHU TE3HUCa o «IABYX
MNPpE3UACHTCTBAXY. Onn Z[efICTBPITeJIBHO

OOHApyXWJIM, 4YTO TMOBEACHUEC MpPE3UJCHTa -
HY6J'II/I‘-IHI)IC BBICTYIUICHHA, HW3JaHWUA YKa30B,
3ad4BJICHUA TIpU MOAINMCAHWHN 3aKOHOB - MOXET
OTJIMYATHCS B 3aBUCIMOCTH OT TOTO, pe4b UJET O
BHEIIHHUX MWW BHYTpeHHUX Bompocax (Deering &
1999; Evans, 2011;

Maltzman, Fowler &



to lead in the area of foreign
policy (Potter, 2013). In other
words, presidents are more
prone to enjoy the electoral
rewards that can accrue from
foreign affairs (e.g., a peace
dividend) as compared to
members of Congress. The two
presidencies framework also
argues that presidents maintain
institutional and informational
advantages in foreign affairs
relative to Congress (Canes-
Wrone, Howell, & Lewis, 2008).
Presidents often act first and
decisively in foreign affairs
while the congressional decision
context tends to be layered by
committees and subcommittees
making decisions characterized
more by delay and compromise
(Smith, 1994).

Yet, the ideas underlying
Wildavsky’s two presidencies
were more broadly applicable
beyond indicators of presidential

success on roll calls. The
literature has expanded
considerably beyond roll-call

measures of presidential success
to new empirical indicators from
which to evaluate the two
presidencies thesis. Indeed,
scholars have found presidential
behaviors such as
speechmaking, executive orders,
and signing statements can differ
across foreign and domestic
issues (Deering & Maltzman,

1999; Evans, 2011; Fowler &
Marshall, 2017; Krause &
Cohen, 1997; Lewis, 1997;
Marshall & Pacelle, 2005;

Ostrander & Sievert, 2012). And
scholars have likewise found
evidence that Congress has
strong incentive to delegate to
presidents in the realm of
foreign policy providing further

Marshall, 2017; Krause & Cohen, 1997; Lewis,
1997; Marshall & Pacelle, 2005; Ostrander &
Sievert, 2012). OHM TakKe YCTaHOBHWIIH, 4YTO

KoHrpecc  umeeT  3HAUMUTENBHBIA  CTUMYJ

ACIETUPOBAaTh IMPE3UACHTAM IIOJIHOMOYHA B

obOacTu BHEIIIHEH IIOJINTUKH, nu 9TO

npeaoCTaBIACT JOIIOJIHUTCJIIbHBIC

JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBA B MOAACPKKY KOHIEIIUU IBYX
npesugentcts (Canes-Wrone, Howell, & Lewis,
2008).

Taxum 00pa3oM, KOHLENIHNS OBYX HPE3UACHTCTB
W Janblie cOpachlBaeT 3aHABEC C MPOTHBOPEUHI
Mexny KoHrpeccom u mpe3uieHTOM BO BHEITHEH
U BHyTpeHHel mnoiutuke. HMcciegoBaHus
JOJDKHBI TIPOAOJDKATHCS: HAllla LENb COCTOUT B
TOM, YTOOBI BBISICHHTH HE TOJIbKO, CYIIECTBYET
JI1 OTHOCHTENbHAS pa3HUIA MEXKIY BHYTPECHHEH
Y BHEIIHEH MOJIMTUKOM, HO U, 4TO 0oJiee BajKHO,
mouyeMy MBI CO  BpeMeHeM  HalOmogaeM
WU3MEHEHUS M KaK OHM CBSI3aHBI C Pa3IUYHBIMH
MOTHUBaMH, WHCTUTYIIMOHATbHBIMU u
MHGOPMALMOHHBIMA OTpaHMYECHUSIMH U Oosee
IMPOKON TMOJUTUYECKON Cpefo, B KOTOpOU
MpUHAMAIOT pemeHus KoHrpecc W mpe3uzeHT.
Konnenuus AByX Mpe3uJICHTCTB COXPaHAET CBOU
MOTEHIMAJI U1 OTBETa Ha TaKHWE BOIPOCHI,
0COOEHHO pa3HBIE «IIOUYEMY», a HE «CYLIECTBYIOT

JIX 1 COXPAHAIOTCA MMPOTUBOPCYMUSA B IIPUHITUIIC» .

Tenepb MBI KPpaTKO OCTAaHOBUMCA Ha HEKOTOPLIX

BOXHBIX  COOOp@XEHHSAX  HCCIEIOBATEIICH,
npobemy

JISUCTBUN MPE3UCHTA.

H3ydaBIINX OAHOCTOPOHHOCTHU

Hoituranr  gopmupyer  cBoit

MPE3UACHTCKYIO BJIACTh, UCXOO U3 CIIOCOOHOCTH

B3IV Ha

npe3ujeHTa yoexxaaTh W MoNydaTh TO, YTO OH
XOYET, IIyTEM IIEPETOBOPOB U TOPTOB C JAPYTUMH
nonutuieckuMu cyobekramu (Neustadt, 1962).
Takoil B3I TpearnonaraeT, 4YTo

BBITEKAET M3 CIIOCOOHOCTH Ope3nJiCHTa Mpu

BJIaCTb



evidence in support of the two
presidencies (Canes-Wrone,
Howell, & Lewis, 2008).

Thus, the two presidencies
framework continues to unlock
insights that advance our
understanding of congressional
and presidential differences
across the foreign and domestic
realms. The scholarly focus
should continue: not only on
whether relative difference exists
between domestic and foreign
policy, but more importantly on
why we observe changes over
time and how such changes are
linked to differing motivations,

institutional or informational
constraints, and the broader
political environment in which

Congress and the president make
decisions. Answering these kinds

of questions from the two
presidencies continue to offer
great potential, especially the

“whys” of the two presidencies,
much more so than whether or not
absolute differences exist or
persist. Now we turn just briefly
to highlight a few relevant
considerations from the literature
on presidential unilateralism.

Neustadt’s view of presidential
power is rooted in the president’s
ability to persuade and get what he
wants through bargaining with
other political actors (1962). This

view assumes power emanates
from the president’s ability to
build goodwill with others in

achieving his policy and political
goals. In this way, power to get
things done rests fundamentally on
the actions of others. The work on
presidential unilateralism departs

IOCTHIKEHHUH CBOHX CTpAaTeTHUYECKUX U
MOJIMTHYECKUX 1IENE€H BBICTPAaMBaTh C JIPYTMMHU
cyObekTaMu J10Opbie B3aMMOOTHOIIEHUS. Takum
obpazom,

IOCTaBJICHHBIX

nobusarbCs
mejaeil  KOpeHHBIM  o0Opa3om
3aBUCUT OT JAeWCTBUWA Apyrux. lcciegoBaHus

CHOCOOHOCTD

MPE3UICHTCKOTO  YHHWJIaTepalu3Ma  3aMETHO
OTXOIAT OT KoHIenuu Honmraara.
HenmaBaue pabGoThl MmO  3TOMY  BOIpPOCY

MOAYCPKHUBAIOT TO, KaK MPE3UACHTBI CTPEMATCA

HCHOJb30BaTh  ABOHCTBEeHHOCTH Cratbum 2

KOHCTI/ITyHI/II/I I 3allUThl W paCIIUPCHUA
npesuneHTckux mpeporatuB  (Cooper, 2002;

Howell, 2003; Mayer, 2001). B omiuuue oT

IEPEeroBOpoB M  yOeXIEeHus  Opyrux 1o
Hotimranry, YHUJIATEPaIn3M MOXET
«OTCOETUHHUTD» JAEATEIBHOCTh TPE3UJCHTa OT

MCKUHCTUTYHUOHAJIBHOI'O COTPYAHUYCCTBA.

HelictBys
HPE3UICHT CTaTyc-KBO
CUCTEMBl U O0OUTH Ipyrux AEHCTBYIOMIWX JIWII,

TNEPBLIM n CaMOCTOATCIIbHO,

MOXET N3MCHHUTH
Takux Kak KoHrpecc, M yBeJIM4YMUTh UX 3aTPaThl
Ha CO3JaHHuE€ KOaJIUIUHU C LICIIBIO 6pOCI/ITB BbI3OB
HOBOMY cTaTyc-kBo mpesugeHta (Cameron,
2000; Howell, 2003; Moe & Howell, 1999).
HCCJ’ICILOB&TCJII/I HaIIn JOCTAaTOYHO
J0Ka3aTCJIbCTB TOr0, 4TO MPE3UACHTHI BCE YallC
HCIIOJIb3YIOT ~ OJHOCTOPOHHME HWHCTPYMEHTEHI,
moOWBasiCh M3MEHEHHWH Kypca IOCPEICTBOM
YKa3os, SaHBHCHHﬁ, JAUPCKTHUB 110 HaLII/IOHaHBHOﬁ
0€30I1aCHOCTH, MCITOIHUTENIbHBIX COIVIAIICHUN U
Ha3Ha‘leHHﬁ, OpOBOAUMBIX MCEKAY CECCUAMU
Konrpecca, n Tak wunm uHaue — B 00X0f
Konrpecca (Black, Madonna, Owens, & Lynch,
2007; Howell, 2003; Krutz & Peake, 2010;
Martin, 2005; Mayer, 2001; Rottinghaus &

Maier, 2007).

B HCIaBHUX pa60Tax 10 DTOM TeMe HCCIICAYHOTCA

TAaKXC 0COOEHHOCTH 3aKOHOAaTCJIbCTBA,

noOyXXJaroliue TMPe3uaeHTa K BpaxacOHBIM

HCﬁCTBHHM - BKIIIOUCHHIO CIIOpPHBIX C TOYKH



markedly from Neustadt’s
framework.

The emerging literature on
presidential unilateralism

emphasizes how presidents seek to
exploit Article Il ambiguity to
protect and advance presidential

prerogatives (Cooper, 2002;
Howell, 2003; Mayer, 2001).
Unlike Neustadt’s bargaining and
persuasion with others,

presidential unilateralism has the
potential to untether presidential
action from interinstitutional
cooperation.

By acting first and alone,
presidential action can change the
policy status quo and circumvent
otheractors like Congress or affect
its coalition building costs to

challenge the president’s new
status quo (Cameron, 2000;
Howell, 2003; Moe & Howell,

1999). Scholars have found ample
evidence that presidents have
increasingly employed unilateral
tools to affect policy change
through executive orders,
proclamations, national security
directives, executive agreements,
and recess appointments to
sidestep Congress (Black,
Madonna, Owens, & Lynch, 2007;
Howell, 2003; Krutz & Peake,
2010; Martin, 2005; Mayer, 2001;
Rottinghaus & Maier, 2007).

Recent work of this type also
explores the characteristics of
legislation that prompt the
president to act in a hostile way

through constitutional
challenges in signing
statements.

For example, Kelley and
Marshall (2008) find that

3peHnss KOHCTHTyUMH TONOXKEHHH B T. H.
«3asBICHUSI TIPH TOANHUCAHUU 3aKOHOBY». Tak,
Kemmu 1 Mapmann (Kelley and Marshall, 2008)
CUHUTAKT, YTO TAKHC BBIZOBBI JIA KOHCTI/ITyHI/H/I

3HAYMTENIEHO ©Oojiee BEpPOSTHBI B  00JIACTH

ACCUTHOBAaHWU W BHEIIHEH IOJUTUKH, YeM B
JPYTUX OTpacisix 3aKoHojaTenbeTBa (M. Takke
Cooper, 2002). AnanoruuHsiM 00pa3oM, DBaHC

(Evans, 2011) mnomaraetr, 4YTO MPE3UACHTHI,

cKopee BCero, OyIyT OCIapHBaTh TE Pa3Jelibl

3aKOHOJAaTCIbCTBA, KOTOpBIC BKIIKOYAKOT

Tpe60BaHHﬂ K OTYCTHOCTH WM KaCaroTCsa

BHEIIHEH MOJUTHKH U 00OPOHBI.

BompmmHCTBO  paboT MO TPE3UASHTCKOMY
YHHJIATEpaau3My npemiaraet psn 3¢ ekTHBHbIX
crocoboB ompeneneHust Toro, kak Konrpecc
BIUSAET Ha BHEIIHENOJUTHYECKAE PEIICHHUS
MIPE3UJICHTa — HAIPUMEP, €r0 MPEeIBAPUTEIBHBIE
pacueTbl IMOJMTHYECKOrO pucKa. Tak, paboThl
Xayamna 5

HeBxayca OTHOCHUTCJIIBHO

MPUMEHEHNSI BOCHHOM MIPE3UACHTOM

BBIIBUTAaCT MPCAMNOJIOKECHUEC, 4YTO HapTI/If/’IHBIf/i

CHJIbI

KOHTPOJIb CO3/aeT JJIsi HCTIOJHUTENILHOM BIIACTH
CTUMYJT K HPUMEHEHHUIO CHJIbI, IMOCKOJBKY IPH
sToM KpuThka B KoHrpecce OyIeT He CIMIIKOM
IPOMKO#, a BEPOATHOCTb, YTO KTO-TO CTAHET
OCIIapvBaTh  BOEHHOE
HebompIoit (2007A).

peuicHue, SABJISACTCA

Takoro poma momaxoa BHIMTpand ObI, €ciau ObI

aBTOpPBl  J00aBMIM, KaKk TO WIH HHOE
MEHBIIMHCTBO B KOHrpecce YMHUT MpensTCTBUS
3aKOHOJIATEIEHBIM W NPE3UICHTCKIM
WHULMATHBAaM, W TaKUM 00pa3oM MpeioKuIn
Ooinee TriyOOKOe OOBSICHEHHWE W3MEHEHHA B
OTHOCTOPOHHUX JICWCTBHSIX TMpE3UICHTa BO
BHemmHel monuTtuke (Koger, 2010; Lee, 2009;

Mann & Ornstein, 2006).
Konrpecc  moxer  Takke  QopMupoBatb
OOIlIECTBEHHOE MHEHHE W JeNlaTh pPElIeHUs

npe3uieHTa Oosnee (WM MEHee) AOPOTMMHU JUIs



constitutional challenges are
significantly more likely in the
area of appropriations and
foreign policy as compared to
other areas of legislation (see
also Cooper, 2002). Likewise,

Evans (2011) finds that
presidents are more likely to
challenge sections of
legislation that include
reporting requirements or deal
with foreign policy and
defense.

The broader body of work on

unilateral action has some
fruitful paths in discerning how
Congress affects the
president’s foreign policy
decisions. Congress can shape
the president’s ex ante
calculations of political risk. For
example, Howell and
Pevehouse’s work on the
presidential use of force
suggests that party control

shapes executive incentive to
use force because future
congressional criticism is
muted or challenges to military
decisions will be less likely
(2007a).

This kind of approach could
benefit from the addition of
how congressional minorities
obstruct legislation or
presidential initiatives to give
greater insight explaining
variation in presidential
unilateralism in foreign policy
(Koger, 2010; Lee, 2009; Mann
& Ornstein, 2006).

Congress can also shape public
opinion and make presidential
options more (or less) costly.

Party leaders, through their
control ofthe agenda, can raise
the salience of issues or

Hero. KoHTponupys MOBECTKY IHS, MapTHHHBIC
JIUIEPbI MOTYT IMOBBIIIATh 3HAYUMOCTH BOITPOCA
WK BBI30BOB JUIS MTPE3UACHTCKUX HHUIIHATHB BO
BuermHer moautuke (Mayhew, 2005; Sinclair,
2006; Souva & Rohde, 2007).

Haxonen, B nmTeparype moka3aHa Ba)KHOCTh

neiicteuii  KoHrpecca mns ¢opmupoBaHus
JIOITOCPOYHOTO Kypca HCIOJHUTENBHOW BETBU
BJIACTH WJM JANbHEHUIIMX PELICHUH MpEe3UeHTA.
Hanpumep, pabora Kpunepa wumoctpupyer
BOXHBIA MOMEHT-BIMSHHE 3aKOHOJATEIBHBIX
paspelieHuil Ha NPOJOKUTEIIBHOCTh BOCHHBIX
HauMHaHUH npe3uaeHTa. bonee Toro, n3MeHeHus
MOJIMTUYECKOT0 KOHTEKCTa CIOCOOHBI MOBIHSATH
Ha roTOBHOCT, KoHrpecca OpocuTh BBI30B
MPEe3UACHTY WM OTCTauBaTh CBOE Yy4yacTHE B
BHEIIHEH

HOBBIX BOIIpOcax

(Eichenberg, Stoll, & Lebo, 2006). Takum

IIOJIMTUKH

O6p8,30M, KOHFpeCC MOXET BJIMATH Ha

MPE3UIAEHTCKUE peuieHus KaK yxKe
COBEPILECHHBIX, TaK M OXHUJAEMbIX JEHCTBUI.
DTO MOJHUMAET BOIIPOC O €IIe OJHOM DJIEMEHTE
Bmusausl Konrpecca - 1. H. "BTOpoe IIHIIO
Bractu" (Cameron, 2000).

[Ipe3uneHTsl BBICTPAUBAIOT WM OrOBAPUBAIOT
CBOU peleHus, OCHOBBIBASICh Ha
MPEACTABICHUSIX O TOTOBHOCTH W PEIIMMOCTH
Konrpecca

OpocuTh BBI30OB ux

BHEIITHETIOJIUTHICCKOM MporpaMmme.
KauectBennnie nanueie Kpunepa o nedcTBUAX
npesunienta Knunrona B CoManu U mpe3usieHTa
byma B Mpake NOKa3bIBalOT, 4TO MPE3UICHTHI
Pa3TUIHBIMH CTIOCOOAMH TTPOTHO3ZUPYIOT BHI30BHI

co croponbl KoHrpecca m d4ro TO, Kak ero

,I[eﬁCTBI/IH OTpasiaTCsd Ha HUX [MOJIUTHYCCKOM



challenges to presidential
initiatives in foreign policy
(Mayhew, 2005; Sinclair, 2006;
Souva & Rohde, 2007).

literature has
importance of
congressional action in
shaping the longevity of
executive policy or subsequent
presidential decisions.

For example, Kriner’s work
illustrates the important ex post
impact of legislative
authorizations on the duration
of the president’s military
ventures.

Moreover, changes in the
political environment can shift
the willingness of Congress to
challenge the president or to
assert itself into new foreign

Lastly, the
shown the

policy iIssues (Eichenberg,
Stoll, & Lebo, 2006). So
Congress can shape

presidential decisions through
both ex ante and ex post
mechanisms.

This raises another related
element of congressional
influence, the second face of

power (Cameron, 2000).

Here, presidents anticipate or
condition their decision
making based on their beliefs
about congressional willingness
and intensity to challenge their
foreign policy agenda. Kriner’s
qualitative findings in the case
of President Clinton in Somalia
and President Bush in Iraqg
speak to the important ways
that presidents anticipate
challenges by Congress and
how Congress’s impact on
their political capital can cause
presidents to change their
foreign policy agenda (2010).

KamnuTralie, MOXKET  3aCTaBHUTh MMpEe3nJACHTOB

MU3MEHHTh CBOIO BHEILIHETIOJIUTHYECKY IO
noBectky nHs (Kriner, 2010). Pons Konrpecca
BO BHCIONHCIIOJIUTHYCCKUX pacyeTax IMpE3nACHTA,

OCHOBAaHHBIX Ha IIPCAIOJOXKECHHUHU, OCTACTCA

MHOT000CAIOIM TEOPETUYECKUM
WHCTPYMEHTOM  JUI1  OLEHKH  OOBSICHEHHH
MPUHATHSA pelenuit MPE3UJICHTOM 4
Konrpeccom.

IIpu HenmaBHUX anMuHUCTpanusx Jlxopmxa
bymra-mianmmero u bapaka O6aMbl TEHACHITUN K
Bce OoiplleMy MOMYMHEHHUIO CO CTOPOHBI
Konrpecca u pocty

yHWIaTepaau3Ma BO BHEIIHEH IOJIUTHKE B

MIPE3UAEHTCKOTO

IIETIOM TIPOJOJKAIHNCE. Y CIEeX TMPEe3uICHTCKUX
nHAnuatiB B KoHrpecce deMm manmpime, TeM
0oJpIle 3aBUCHT OT NAPTUHHON MOIICPKKH.
MOKa3aTeIsIMU

Paspsis

MCKOY CpeaAHNMU

MOJAECPIKKU qJIeHaMHU MPE3UJCHTCKON u

ONINO3ULMOHHON MAapTUl IpPU TOJOCOBAaHUU

BBIPOC 3a IOCJICOHUE TOAbl OO0 HCTOPUYCCKHUX

MaKCHMYMOB (Marshall, 2011). [Ipu
NPE3UICHTCTBE Byma 3HAYUTENBHO
pacliMpuiioch TPUMEHEHHE  OJHOCTOPOHHUX
WHCTPYMEHTOB, TaKHUX KaK WCIIOJHHUTEIbHBIC

corjiamiCHusA, u HACTOMYHNBOE HCIOJH30BAHUE

BIIOJIHE KOHCTHUTYHUOHHBIX 3asBJICHUN Ipu

NOJANUCAHUM 3aKOHOB C IEJIBIO 3aIlUTHl U
pacIpeHus

MPE3UACHTCKUX npeporaTus,

0CcOOEHHO B 00JlaCTH BHEUIHEH IIOJIMTUKH.

Anvunnctparuss  ObGaMbl, Kak  IpaBHIIoO,

Iepkamach  ToH ke  jmHEM  (Oonbrei
OJTHOCTOPOHHOCTH ), HO C 3aMETHBIM CMEIICHHEM
B CTOpPOHY 0ojee IIMPOKOrO0 NPHUMEHEHHS
MEMOpPAaHAYMOB HW OTKa30B, HUCXOAAIIUX U3

VYupasnenus riaaBHoro ropuckoHcyiasTa (OLC),



The role of Congress in
shaping the president’s
anticipated calculus in foreign
policy remains as a promising

theoretical tool to assess
explanations of presidential
and congressional decision
making.

The trends toward greater
congressional deference and
presidential unilateralism in
foreign policy have largely
continued under the recent

administrations of George W.
Bush and Barack Obama. The
success of presidential
initiatives in Congress are
increasingly dependent on the
support of his partisans. The
gap between the average vote
support of the president’s party
members and the opposition
party has grown to historic
highs in recent years (Marshall,
2011). Unilateral tools like the
use of executive agreements
grew considerably under
President Bush as well as his
aggressive use of constitutional
signing statements designed to

defend and enhance
presidential prerogatives
especially in the area of

foreign policy.

The Obama administration
tended to follow the same
trend line toward (Qreater

unilateralism as his immediate
predecessors, but with a
marked shift in tools like the
increased use of Office of Legal
Counsel (OLC) memoranda and
waivers to shape bureaucratic
rulemaking in order to move
his policy agenda (Fowler &

UCHOJB3YSl BEIOMCTBEHHOEC HOPMOTBOPYECTBO
JUISL IPOJBM>KEHUS TPE3UICHTCKON TTOBECTKH JHS
(Fowler & Marshall, 2017). Xots ceituac umeem
JWIIb HAYAJIO MPE3UJICHTCTBA Tpamia, MoXoxe,
YTO OH TaK K€ CKJIOHCH NPHHHMATh PEUIeHHE B
OJJTHOCTOPOHHEM TIOpS/IKE, KaK M €ro HeJaBHHE
npeamecTBeHHUKH. Tak,

IEPBOC  3asBJICHUC

mpesusieHTa  Tpamma  mpd  TOANUCAHUU
3aKOHOIIPOEKTA O pacxoaax B pasmepe 1,1 TpmH
JIOJUTApOB  HAIIOMHWJIO 3asBiieHUs J[xopmxa
bymra-mi. (Korte, 2017). 3asBienue Tpamna mpu
MOANMKUCAHUM cofepKana okoiao 90 Bo3zpaxkeHuit
MPOTUB PA3IUYHBIX TOJOKEHUM TOTO )K€ 3aKOHA,
U HEKOTOpble W3 HaumOoJee 3aMETHBIX ObLIH
HalnpaBJcHBI Ha 3alIUTy BIACTH TPE3UICHTA BO
BHEILIHEH MOJIMTUKE.

Pemmur mm  Konrpecc wucmonmb3oBaTh CBOE
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHOE TpaBo? DTO HOJDKHO JaTh
HaM TMpeACTaBICHHE O TOM, HACKOJIBKO
rocynapctBennas cucrema CIIIA caBunynacs B
CTOPOHY TapJIaMEHTCKOW (OPMBI TAPTHHHOTO
npaBieHus. Ecin BekTOp He W3MEHHTCA H
Konrpecc u pgameine OyaeT MOCTYHaThCS 3TUM
MpPaBOM — CBOMM MOIIHEUIIUM HHCTPYMEHTOM

BJIACTHU — MBI IIOJTYy4YUM SICHBIM OTBET.

3akiIl04eHHe ¥ HEKOTOpbIe
HanpaBJieHUs OyyUIHX
HccJIe10BaHu M

Co Bpemen Bropoii MupoBoii BoitHsl Konrpecc
Bce OoblIe HaxXOOWTCS B TEHH Npe3uaeHTa. To
JM U3 — 3@ HEBOJIGHOTO YIYIIEHHS, TO JIM H3-3a
LeJICHANPABICHHBIX YCTYIIOK OH OTJall HEMaJyIo
YacTh CBOMX KOHCTUTYLUHOHHBIX ITOJHOMOYHIi-
0coOeHHO BO BHelmHeW monutuke. [Ipe3naeHTst
TaKke CTpeMminch oboitm Konrpecc m emre

OoJtbIre YKPEOUTL CBOC MNMPEBOCXOACTBO ITYTEM



Marshall, 2017).

Although it is very early into
the Trump presidency, it
would seem that there’s a
similar appetite for
unilateralism as we’ve seen
from recent administrations.
Indeed, President Trump’s first
signing statement on a $1.1
trillion dollar spending bill
was reminiscent of those issued
by President George W. Bush
(Korte, 2017). The Trump
signing statement contained
about 90 challenges to various

provisions of the law with
some of the most notable
designed to defend the

president’s authority in foreign
policy.

Whether or not
chooses to exercise its
constitutional powers of the
purse may provide us with
insight as to the extent the
U.S. system has moved
toward a parliamentary form
of party control. If the
momentum doesn’t shift and
Congress continues to yield on
the purse—its most potent
bastion of power—we’ll have
our answer.

Congress

Conclusion and Some Paths
for FutureResearch

Since World War 11, Congress
has increasingly lived in the
shadow of presidential
government.  Whether from
unwitting omission or
purposeful commission,
Congress has ceded much of its
constitutional powers—
especially in foreign policy.
Presidents have also sought to

omHocroponHux gericteuii (MOE & Howell,
1999). 1 xots Konrpecc Bujaen, 4TO MasTHHUK
BJIACTH B BOIIPOCaxX BEJCHHsS BOMHBI M JAPYTUX
chepax BHEIIHECH IMOJUTHKU Ka4yHYJICS SBHO B
MOJb3y MPE3UJCHTOB, 3TO HE 3HAYUT, YTO
JIETUCIIATYPy CIEIyeT MOXKU3HEHHO «OTIPABUThH
B Huzmyto Jury» (Lindsay, 1994). Kak cnemyer
U3 DJTON CTaThH,

Konrpeccy ©He xBaTaer

KOHCTUTYITHOHHBIX MTOJTHOMOYNH TUTST
peanuzaluyd CBOMX IPUOPUTETOB BO BHEIIHHUX
nenax. Ckopee, OTCYTCTBUE €r0 PEaKUU B TeX
WIM WHBIX CIIy4asgX MOXET OBITh pPe3yJIbTaTOM
HEJIOCTAaTKa MOJUTUYECKON BOJM, & HE TOTO, YTO
MPE3UICHTH UMEIOT MOHOIIOJHIO Ha BHEIIHIOIO
MIOJINTHKY, IMTYCTh Ja’Ke OHU CIIOCOOHBI 3aCTaBUTH
MOBEpUTH B 3TO cebs m npyrux. Konrpecc
JNEUCTBUTEIBHO UIPaeT BaXXHYIO, >KU3HEHHO
BAXKHYIO POJIb BO BHEIITHEH MOJIUTHUKE.

HoBblil HHCTUTYIMOHAIU3M — C €r0 aKLIEHTOM Ha
uenu Konrpecca, WHCTUTYIIMOHATIEHBIC
OTpaHMWYECHUS] W PACUIMPEHHAs IOJUTUYECKas
cpega — OCTaeTcsl XOpouled TeopeTHYecKoi
OCHOBOI1, YTOOBI pa3o0patkcs, mouemy Konrpece
YTBEPKIaeT CBOIO POJb B HEKOTOPBIX BOIIPOCAX
BHEIIHEH TOMUTHUKA B OOJBINCH Mepe, 4yeM B
IpyruX. A paboTel 0 "mByX Hpe3uaeHTCTBaX" U
MPE3UIEHTCKOM YHUJIaTepanu3Me
MPEAOCTABISIOT BOBMOXHOCTH ISl TadbHEHIIETO
aHamu3za poiu KoHrpecca BO BIMSHMM Ha
BHEIIHIOKO Nubvu

MOJIUTHUKY. CJIOBaMH,

paccMOTpeHue  JEeWCTBUH W MOTHUBAIUi
Konrpecca B OTpeiBe OT TMOBEACHUS U/WIH
MOTHBallU{ Mpe3uJeHTa HE JAcCT HaM TaKuX
pe3yJbTaToB,  Kak  aHaiuu3  TOro,  rAe
MEPEeCeKaoTCs WX JUHUM Tpu  pa3paboTke

BHEIIHEN IOIUMTUKUA. OTO OCOOCHHO Ba)KHO,



circumvent Congress’s role and
cement their own dominance
further through unilateral action
(Moe & Howell, 1999).
Although Congress has seen the
pendulum of power in areas of
war and other foreign policy
matters swing in strong favor
of presidents, this does not
mean that Congress must
forever be relegated to the
minor league (Lindsay, 1994).
As  this article  suggests,
Congress has no shortcoming of
constitutional powers to pursue
its preferences in foreign
affairs. But rather, Congress’s
lethargy at times can result
from a lack of political will and
not because presidents own a

monopoly over foreign affairs as
they may press themselves and
others into believing. Congress
does play an important and even
vital role in foreign policy.

New institutionalism—with its
focus on congressional goals,
institutional constraints, and the
broader political environment
continues to provide a rich
theoretical framework to
explain why Congress asserts
its preferences into some
foreign policy issues more so
than others. And the literature
on the two presidencies and
presidential unilateralism offers
opportunity for scholars to
further leverage understanding
on Congress’s role in affecting
foreign policy. In other words,

considering congressional
actions and motivations in
isolation of presidential

behavior and/or motivations
won’t get us as far as if we
consider the intersection of both
in the making of foreign policy.

YYUTHIBAsl TMOTEHIMATbHBIE BO3MOMXHOCTH JUISI
00pbOBI, 3an0xeHHble KOHCTHTYIMEH, a Takke
TO, KaK MeHsu1ach posib KoHrpecca 3a BpeMs ero
cymectBoBaaus (Hinckley, 1994; Lindsay,
1994). Kpome TOro, OTKpbIBaeTCs MyTh K OoJice
rIyOOKOMY ITOHUMAHHIO TI0 MEHBIIEH Mepe ABYX
BakHbIX Bemel: (1) kak KoHrpecc u npe3uneHT
MpeayCMaTpUBalOT  JCUCTBUS  JIpyr  JApyra
(«BTOpOE NHIO BIACTHY») BO BHEUIHEH MOJIUTHKE;
IPYTHMH CJIOBaMH, KaK KOHTpecC BIHIET Ha
MOJINTHYECKIE pacyeTsl Mpe3uIeHTa
OTHOCHUTEJIbHO ACHCTBUI BO BHEIIHEH MOTUTHKE,
a OXHUIAHUS 3aKOHOJATEIEH OT OJHOCTOPOHHUX
JIEUCTBUM TPE3UJEHTa ONPEACNIAI0T M3MEHEHHUS
BHEIITHCTIOJIMTHYECKOH mo3utmy KoHrpecca;

(2) momMTHYECKWEe pealMd W COTCPHUYECTBO
MOTYT TIO-pa3HOMY OTPaXXaThCS Ha PEHICHUIX
Konrpecca u mpesunmeHTa; d3TH  peLICHUS
CIIOCOOHBI ~ MEHATh  IOJUTHYECKYIO  CPEly.
Hanpumep, HoBaTOpckast pabota Kpaiinepa maet
MpeJICTaBICHUE O TOM, Kak jaeiicTBusi Konrpecca
MOTYT TIOaBaTh CHUTHAIl O €r0 PEIINTEIHbHOCTH
UM HEYBEPEHHOCTU COIMEpPHUKAM Ha MHUPOBOM
apeHe, 4To, B CBOIO OYepellb, OTpakaeTci Ha
BOGHHBIX penieHuax npesuaeHta (2010). Kpome
TOro, wWccienoBaHus Jlu mpemmararoT MyTh K
MOHAMAaHUIO TOTO, YTO CTOUT 32 B3aMMHBIMHU
OOBUHEHUSMH ® KOHQIMKTAMUA MapTUIHBIX
Gpakiuii MO0 MOBOAY BHEIIHETIOIUTUYCCKHIX
pemenuii mpesupeHta. C 3TOH TOYKH 3pEHUS
BHCITHCTIOJINTHUCCKANA  KypC BCe  darie
CTaHOBHUTCS YJOOHBIM CPEICTBOM KOOPIWHAITNH
JEUCTBUNA OMNMO3UIMHU MPOTHUB MEKIYHAPOAHOH
mporpaMmbl  mpe3ujaeHTa. B pganpHeiiniem
HCCIIEIOBATENSIM CJIEYeT PaccMOTPETh TO, Kak

TaKUC€ BbBI3OBbBI CO CTOPOHBI OIIIO3WLIWU B



This is particularly important
given the potential for struggle
induced by constitutional
design but also because of the
historical variation witnessed in
Congress’s role (Hinckley,
1994; Lindsay, 1994).

Moreover, this offers a path to
greater insight in at least two
important respects: (1)
Revealing how Congress and
the president anticipate each

other’s actions—the second
face of power—in foreign
policy. That is, how does

Congress affect the political

calculation of presidential
action in foreign policy and
how does Congress’s
expectation of  presidential

unilateralism shape variation in
the congressional politics of
foreign policy.

(2) Decisions by Congress and
the president may be impacted
in different ways by politics and
such decisions can reshape the
political environment. For
example, Kriner’s
pathbreaking work provides
insight into how congressional
actions can signal resolve or
unease to foreign rivals that in

turn affect presidential
decisions in military ventures
(2010). Also, Lee’s work
offers a pathway to
understanding partisan

challenges and conflict over
the president’s foreign policy

decisions. From this
perspective, foreign policy
may be an increasingly
attractive target driving

opposition party coordination
against the president’s foreign
policy agenda. Further work
needs to consider how such

Konrpecce MOryr moOHEMHOTY OTOHMpaTh Y

Mpe3UJEHTa NOJIUTUYECKUN KanmuTal U KakK yxKe
camMa BO3MOKHOCTb TaKUX JCHCTBHH BIMSET Ha
MPE3UJEHTCKUE pEUIEHUs] M CTpaTeTud IIpH
pa3pabOTKe BHEITHEH ITOTUTHKH.

B TaHHOU CTaThE MOAYEPKUBACTCA

JIBOUCTBEHHOCTh BHELIHENOJUTUYECKON  POJIH
Konrpecca, o0ycioBineHHas

Konrpecc

MTOJIUTHYECKUMHU

obnamaer
MTOTEHI[HAIOM JUIs
pacuiMpeHus CBOETO BIHSHHS B  BOMpoOcax

peaHsIMH.
UCKITFOUUTEITHHBIM

BHEIITHEN TMMOJIMTUKHU, HO U3-3a IMOJIUTUYCCKUX UTP
YacTO HE OTBEYAeT CBOUM KOHCTHTYIIHOHHBIM
TpeboBaHusM. OfHA U3 00CYKIAEMBIX 3[I€Ch TEM
- TO, 4TO
Konrpecca

KOHCTUTYHHOHHBIC TMOJIHOMOYUA

I1JI10XO0 COrI1aCyroTcsa C
BBICKAa3bIBAEMBIM B JIMTEPATYPE MHEHHUEM, 6y,I[T0
OCHOBHBIM Cy6’L€KTOM BO BHCIIHEH ITOJHUTHKE

ABJIACTCA IIPE3UIACHT. Ecim MBI mIOCTaBUM oTy

JIBOMCTBEHHOCTh panoM c YCUJIEHUEM
HCHOJHUTENbHON BETBU BJIACTH -
MPE3UIEHTCTBOM, KOTOpO€e CTPEMUTCS
pacllupuTh CBO€ JIUAEPCTBO BO  BHEIIHEU

nonmTuke 3a cueT KoHrpecca — TO mOIydnm
KAPTUHY HBIHEUIHEH BHEIIHEH IIOJUTUKH, B
KOTOPOH IOMHHUPYET HCIOIHUTENbHAA BIIACTb
(Fatovic, 2004). 1 moaToMy caMbIMHU TOJNE3HBIMU
UIl  UcclefoBaTened  ocraroTcs  'BedHble"
BOIPOCHI: NPU KAKUX YCIOBHUAX WM B KaKuX
Bonpocax KoHrpecc pemmrt MCHOIB30BaTh CBOH
MOJTHOMOYHSI, 9YTOOBI OPOCUTH BBI30B MPE3UICHTY
WIN 3asBUTh O ce0e Kak O PaBHOM TapTHEpe B

¢dopmupoBannn BHemHedl mommutuku CIIA, n

moyeMy OH OTo chaenaer? Beumanume K
KOHIIETII[AN TIBYX TIPE3UICHTCTB 51
MPE3UICHTCKOTO yHUJIaTepaIu3Ma TaKxe

IIOMOXKET HaAM IIOHATH OTHOIICHUS KOHrpecca n

npe3ujeHTa  Opu  pa3paboTKe  BHEIIHEH
nonutukd. Jlis Hac BakKHO TIOMHHTB, HYTO
MOJTHOMOYHSI U UCTIOJIHUTEIBHON BETBU BIACTH U
Konrpecca TecHO cBsi3aHbl ¢ 0ojee MIUPOKHM
HNOJUTUYECKUM Cpenoil, Koropas QopMupyer
NPUHATHS BHEIIHETIONUTHYECKUX pereHui. Yto
CTaBUT IIepell HaMH e€IIe psAd BaKHEHIINX
BONPOCOB: KaK HW3MEHEHUS MOJIUTHYECKOTO

KOHTEKCTA IMO-Pa3HOMY BJIMAIOT Ha NPE3UJACHTA U



opposition party challenges in
Congress may siphon political
capital from the president and
thus shape presidential
decisions and strategies in the
making of foreign policy.

This article has highlighted a
duality in Congress’s role in
foreign policy conditioned by
politics. Congress owns
extraordinary potential to flex
its influence in foreign policy,
yet the impact of politics means
that Congress often does not
live up to its constitutional
billing. Indeed, a theme argued
herein has been that Congress’s

constitutional powers sit
uncomfortably with an extent
literature that assumes

presidents are the primary
actor in foreign policy. Placing
this duality alongside executive
aggrandizement—a presidency
that seeks to expand leadership
in foreign policy at the expense
of Congress helps paint the
picture of the executive
dominated foreign policy in
place today (Fatovic, 2004).
The perennial questions remain
as the most useful for the
literature, under what
conditions or on which issues
will Congress choose to employ
its reservoir of power to
challenge the presidency or
assert itself as an equal partner
in the making of U.S. foreign
policy, and why? Bringing the
two presidencies and
presidential unilateralism
framework into focus will also
continue to contribute to our
understanding of the

KOHI‘peCC, yeM OOBSACHSIIOTCS TaKHe pas3jnius n
HX BJIMAHUC Ha BHCHIHIOIO TOJIUTHUKY CTPAHBI.

Htak, B 3aKIIOUYCHHE MOXHO CKaszaTh, 4YTO
MOJIMTHYECKass Oopbba Oblla W OCTaeTcs I
Konrpecca 00010J00CTPEIM MEYOM: OHa BpeMs
OT BpeMEHH OOHa)KaeT ero IMOPOKH, HO OHa Ke
pacKkphlBacT M €ro NOTeHNUal. [Ipe3ueHTl,
KOTOPBIC HE MPU3HAIOT 3TOTO BAYKHOTO PA3IHUHS,
puckytor  (Crovitz &  Rabkin, 1989).
IMpesunentam HykHbI KOHIpece U MONUTHYECKAs
JIETUTUMHOCTb, KOTOPYIO OH
BHemHerW monutuke ctpansl (Hinckley, 1994;

MOXET JaTh

Lindsay, 1994). B koHIle KOHIIOB, MBI — CTpaHa ¢
nmesm3zoMm " E Pluribus Unum («M3 MHOTHX-
equsbliiy), a He Unos Ego Figere Possum
(«Tompko s mory 310 pemmth») (Hawkins,
2016). Korma npe3wmeHTCKUI yHHIATEpaIn3M
¢dbyHIaMeHT
Konrpecca

cebs HCYEPIIaeT,

KOHCTI/IT}’I_II/IOHHOI‘O
20

INOTCHIIMAJ1a

OCTaHeTCH. Pemur sm Kourpecc

UCIOJb30BaTh  3TH  IOJHOMOYHS,  YTOOBI
YTBEPAUTHCS B MEXKIYHApPOIHBIX Jenax, Oyaer
IJIABHBIM 00pPa3oM 3aBHCETh OT MOJUTHYECKOTO

KOHTCKCTA.



relationship between Congress
and the president in the making
of foreign policy. It’s notable
for us to remember that
executive and congressional

powers are both tied
tenuously to the broader
political environment that

shapes foreign policy decision
making. This raises critical
questions to be addressed about
how changes in the political
context differentially affects
the president and Congress,
what explains such
differences, and what impact
do such differences have on
the nation’s foreign policy.

In conclusion, then, politics has
been a double-edged sword for
Congress—both exposing its
imperfections at times but also
revealing its potency.
Presidents that fail to recognize
this critical distinction do so at
their own peril (Crovitz &
Rabkin, 1989). Presidents need
Congress and the political
legitimacy they can provide to
the nation’s foreign policy
(Hinckley, 1994; Lindsay,
1994). We are after all, E
Pluribus Unum (Out of many,
one) and not Unos Ego Figere
Possum (I alone can fix it)
(Hawkins, 2016). When
presidential unilateralism has
exhausted itself, Congress’s
bedrock of constitutional
capacity will remain.22
Whether Congress chooses to
use those powers to assert
itself into foreign affairs will
hinge critically on politics.
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Notes:

(1.) These include Clauses 10 16 of the U.S.
Constitution (see Fisher, 2000, p. 12).

(2.) Presidents also possess powers to
negotiate treaties and appoint the nation’s
ambassadors, but these are not independent of
congressional authority, being subject to Senate
approval (Carter & Scott, 2012).

Ilpumeyanus:

(1) K 10-16
Konctutymmuu CIHA (see Fisher, 2000, p. 12).

HUM OTHOCATCA CTaTbu

(2.) Ilpe3mmeHTH TaKke HMEIOT MOIHOMOYHS
3aKJII0YaTh JOTOBOPHI U Ha3HAYaTh IOCIOB, HO
9TH PEUICHUS TOJIeKaAT yTBepxkaeHui0 CeHatoM

(Carter & Scott, 2012).
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(3.) Congress’s enumerated powers in foreign
affairs provide it with authority beyond

domestic borders. For example, Congress
maintains a deep reach in regulating its citizens
overseas from taxation to the creation of a
criminal code of conduct for military
dependents and civilian employees (Henkin,

1972, p. 76).

(4.)
interpreted quite expansively. For example,
Ogden 1824  stretched

power beyond trade to

Congress’s commerce power Wwas
Gibbons  vs.
congressional far
include intercourse among the states (Henkin,
1972, p. 69).

(5.) During floor debate over Clinton’s
Somalia policy on the FY1994 defense
appropriations bill, Senator Byrd (D-WV)—the
long-time protector of the Senate and President
Pro Tempore reminded his colleagues that the
appropriation power was “the ultimate arrow in
Congress’ quiver” to shape weighty decisions
over troop commitments and the nation’s war

posture (Hinckley, 1994, p. 199).

(6.) See Lord T. B. Macaulay Letter, May 23,
1857, to H. S. Randall. Lord Thomas Babington
Macaulay was an outspoken member of the
Whigs in the British Parliament and a well-
known British historian. He was a frequent
critic of American style democracy and an
ardent defender of the British political system
(Henkin, 1972).

3.)

ITOJTHOMOYH A

HCpC'-II/ICJ'IeHHLIe B KOHCTI/ITYI_[I/II/I

Konrpecca B BOIIPOCAX
WHOCTPAHHBIX A€ MPHUJAIOT EMY ONpPECICHHYIO
BJIACTh U 3a mpejenamu crpanbl. Tak, KoHrpecc
pETyNHUpYyeT MEeNbId A acleKTOB MPEOBIBAHUS
aMEepUKaHCKUX TpaXKIaH 3a pyOex oM, HayMHas
OT HAJIOTOOOJIO)KEHHA M 3aKaHYMBas CO3JaHHEM

VTOJIOBHOTO KOJEKCa IIOBSACHHUS IS YICHOB

ceMell  BOCHHOCHYXalMX W  TIPAXKIAAHCKUX
ciyxamux (Henkin, 1972, p. 76).
(4.) ToproBeile  momHomoums  Konrpecca

HOJNyYHIH  JOBOJBHO IIMPOKOE TOJIKOBAaHHME.
Hanpumep, mo pemenuto mo geny «['nb6oHc

npotuB  Oraena» 1824 roma oHM  ObLIH

chepsl

TOProBJIM W BKIIOYUIU B ce0sT OTHOIICHUS

paciIupCHBI JaJICKO 3a IIpeacibl

mexny mraramu (Henkin, 1972, p. 69).

(5.) Bo Bpems nebGaTtoB B 3ajie O MOJUTHKE

Knuatona B Comamm B KOHTEKCTE
3aKOHOIPOCKTa 00 aCCHTHOBAHUSAX Ha 0OOPOHY
Ha 1994 ¢uHanCOBHIN TOJ, ceHaTOop bepn (mewm.,
3an. BupmkuHWsS) — MHOTOJETHUH 3allUTHUK
npaB CeHara U €ro BpeMEHHBIN mpenceaaTenb —
HaloOMHUJI KOJIJIeraM, YTO IPaBO aCCUTHOBATh
CpelICTBa «IIOCJIEIHEW CTpelod B KOJIYaHE
Konrpecca» st Takux cepbe3HbIX PEIICHHUM, Kak
OTIIpaBKa BOWCK 3a TpaHHWIly H BOEHHAS
noktpuHa B uenoM (Hinckley, 1994, p. 199).

(6.) muceMo Maxkosies k I'. C. Panpgamny ot 23
Mas 1857 r. Jlopn Tomac babunrron Maxkoeit,
4JIeH OPUTAaHCKOTO TMapiiaMeHTa OT apTHH BUTOB
W BBIJAIONINANACA OpPUTAHCKWHA WCTOPHUK, YacTO
KPUTHKOBAJI aMEPHUKAHCKYIO JEMOKPATHIO U OBLI
SPBIM 3aIUTHUKOM OPUTAHCKOW IMOJIUTHYECKOMH

cuctemsl (Henkin, 1972).



(7.) The constitutional scholar Louis Henkin
strongly suggests such a constitutional view.
“In the end and over-all, Congress clearly came
first, in the longest article, expressly conferring
many, important powers; the Executive came
second, principally as executive- agent of
Congressional policy. Every grant to the
President, including those relating to foreign
affairs, was in effect a derogation from
eked
reluctantly, and not without limitations and

safeguards” (1972, p. 33).

Congressional  power, out slowly,

(8.) One of the most prominent of these, for
example, see Justice Sutherland and the Court’s
opinion in United States v. Curtiss-Wright
Export Corp., 1936.

(9.) In addition, Lindsay suggests the growth
of foreign policy lobbying and interest groups
significantly altered the incentives for members
of Congress to take positions and to
increasingly invest in developing their own

foreign policy expertise (1994, pp. 28-29).

(10.) Congress abdicated significant discretion
to the president starting in the 1930s with the
passage of the Reciprocal Trade Act of 1934
(Fisher, 2000, pp. 27-28).

(11.) The Dixiecrats and old guard
Republicans in the Senate that
supported the Bricker Amendment
were handed a spectacular defeat
through the cunning of Minority
Leader Lyndon Johnson (D-TX).
Johnson had whisked a sickly Senator
Kilgore (D-WV) from his hospital

(7)) IIpaBoBen-koHcTUTYIMOHANUCT  Jlymc
XeHKHH HACTOSTENBbHO TIpeajaraeT TakKylo
KOHCTUTYIIMOHHYIO TOYKy 3peHus. "B koHue

KOHIIOB U B 11eJioM, KoHrpecc sIBHO 3aHsUT ITIepBOE
MECTO B 3TOM caMOM JUIMHHOM CTaTbe, MPSIMO
MOJIY4YUB  MHOTO  B@XHBIX  IOJHOMOYHH;
WCTIOTHUTENbHAS BJIACTh 3aHsJIa BTOPOE MECTO,
TJIaBHBIM 00pa30M KaK HCIIOJHHUTEIBHBIA areHT
nonutuku Kourpecca. Kaxxnoe mpenocrasnenve
TeX WK UHBIX npaB [Ipe3uneHTy, B 4aCTHOCTH B
TOM, YTO KacaeTcsl MHOCTPAHHBIX JeJ, OBLIO, IO
CyTH, YMEHbIIICHHEM COOTBETCTBYIOIIHNX
nonHomounid KoHrpecca, u Jienanock MeJIEHHO,
HEOXOTHO W He 0e3 OTrpaHMYCHUN W TapaHTHI»

(1972, p. 33).

(8.) OmuH W3 caMBIX HM3BECTHBIX NPUMEPOB —
MHeHue cyapu CaszepiieHAa U 3aKiIoueHHe cyjaa

no geiny «Coenunennnle IllTaTh IMpOTHUB

kopriopauuu Keprucc-Paiit sxcriopt», 1936.

(9.) Kpome Toro, Jlmuzacew mpexarmosaraer, 9ro
YBEJIIMYCHUE KOJIMUYECTBA TPYIII JIOOOMPOBAHUS U
TPy UHTEPECOB B 00JIACTH BHEIIHEH MOJUTHKH
3HAYUTCIIbHO HW3MCHHUIIO MOTHBALIUIO YJIICHOB
Konrpecca k Tomy, 9T00BI 3aHUMATh JTOJDKHOCTH

u npuoOpeTaTh COOCTBCHHBIN

BHEIIHEONUTHYECKHI ommbIT (1994, ctp. 28-29).
(10.) Konrpecc otkazaics OT 3HAYHTEIHHBIX
MOJIHOMOYHI B TOJIB3Y MPE3UICHTA, HAYMHAS C

1930-x TOmOB W  TpHUHATHE 3aKOHa O

COTJIAIICHUSAX O B3amMHOU Toprosie 1934 roma

(Fisher, 2000, ctp. 27-28).

(11.) Aukcukpatsl (KOHCEpBaTUBHAs (Ppakuus B
JNEMOKpAaTHYECKHe TMapTHH) W pPeciryOIrKaHIIbI
crapoir rBapauu B CeHaTe, NOANECPKMBABLINE
Bpukepa,

MOTIPaBKY MOTepIresu

COKPYIIUTEIBHOE MOpaXKCHHE, KOTOpOE
XUTPOCTBIO HAHCC WM JHUACP MCHBIIMHCTBA
JIuamon [[xoHcoH (meM., mrat Texac). J)kKoHCOH

npuBe3 ceHatopa Kwunropa (mem., mrar 3arm.



bed and then had him emerge
miraculously from the Democratic
cloakroom to vote no on the Senate
floor, sending the Bricker proposal
down to defeat, 60—31—one voteshy
of the 2/3 majority present and voting
necessary for passage (Baker & King,

1978, pp. 90-91).

(12.) President George W. Bush had
four vetoes overridden, Bill Clinton
had two, and Ronald Reagan nine
(http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/
vetoes.php).

(13.) The full text of S 2040 is available at
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/114/
s2040/text.

(14.) The override vote in the Senate was 97—
91, and 348-377 in the House.

(15.) There is a notable connection to the
broader literature in international relations
and the role of domestic politics and foreign
policy (see, for example, Bueno de Mesquita
& Siverson, 1995; Kisangani & Pickering,
2007; Leeds, 1999).

(16.) The defense authorization bill has
historically attracted bipartisan majorities.
In fact, the defense authorization bill stands
as a testament to successful
building, passing Congress every year for
over 50 years (Scully, 2014). The defense
bill’s successful longevity is in no small part
played by its must-pass status and the

coalition

amalgamation of issues it brings together to
create winning coalitions. There’s something
in it for everybody (Lindsay, 1994).

az. ) Hinckley  develops  four

Bupmxunus), KOTopelid B TO Bpems Oonen, u3
OOJNBHUIIBI, U yCcTpoull Qypop, Koraa TOT BAPYT
BOIIEN B 3aJ 3aceJaHuil M TMPOTroJOCOBAI
«IPOTHUBY», OTIPABUB 3aKOHONPOSKT B KOP3UHY
(60 TomocoB «3a», mpotuB 31), OO Kak pa3
OJIHOTO TOJIOCA HE XBATHJIO JUIsl OOJILIIMHCTBA B
2/3  TpPUCYTCTBYIOIIMX W TOJOCYIOMIHX,
HEOOXOIMMON Il  TPOXOXKICHHS IONPaBKH

(Baker & King, 1978, ctp. 90-91).

(12.) Ax. Bym-mi. umen 4eTsipe MpeooneHHbIX

Beto, b. Kimuron-gsa, P. Peiiran-neBars

(http://mvww.presidency.ucsh.edu/data/vetoes.php

(13.) Iomueri Texct S 2040 mocTymeH 31aech:
https://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/114/
s2040/text.

(14.) Coornomenne rtomocoB B  CeHate
coctaBmiio 97-91 wu 348-377 B Ilanarte
MpeICTaBUTEINEH.

(15.) CymecrtByer 3ameTHas CBsi3b ¢ Ooiiee

obmeit nuTepaTypol MO  MEXKIYHapOJHBIM

OTHOILUEHUSIM M POJIM BHYTPEHHEH U BHEIIHEH
MoJMTHKU (cM., Hampumep, Bueno de Mesquita
& Siverson, 1995; Kisangani & Pickering, 2007;
Leeds, 1999).

(16.) 3akoHONpPOEKT 00 0OOOpPOHHOM OrOKETE
TPaJUIIHOHHO cobupaer JBYXIapTHITHOE
OonmpiIHCTBO. [l0 CyTH, OH TOKa3bIBaeT, Kak
YCIICIIHO CO3/1aTh KOAJIHIHIO, M JeNaeT 3TO
exerogHo Bot yxe Oonee 50 ner (Scully, 2014).
JIONTOBEYHOCTD

ycrexa 3aKOHOITPOCKTa B

OonbLIoi CTETIEHN o0ycroBieHa ero
00s13aTeNLHBIM («HEIb3s1 HEe MPUHSTH») CTaTyCOM
1 Ha0OpOM BKJIIOYEHHBIX B HETO BOIPOCOB,
00BbEeIMHSIIOMMX HMHTEPEChl MHOTHX. Jpyrumu

CJIOBaMH, B HEM ecThb 4To-TO 11t BceX (Lindsay,
1994).

(17.)

THUIIOTCTHYCCKHUC

XWHKIHN pazpabaTsiBaeT 4eThIpe

MOJEIn IS OLICHKU

HacTodunBocT KoHrpecca u mpe3ujeHTa Mo


http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/vetoes.php)
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/data/vetoes.php)
http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/114/
http://www.govtrack.us/congress/bills/114/

hypothetical patterns to assess assertiveness
in foreign policy by Congress and the
president. These coincide with the
possibility of an assertive or inactive
Congress and the possible intersection with
an assertive or inactive president. Her main
findings suggest there’s less assertiveness
and activity in foreign policy from either
branch. This departs from conventional
assumptions in the of an
increasingly active
constant impact of presidential preferences
in the making of foreign policy (1994, pp.
18-22).

literature
Congress and the

(18) This would seem to be particularly true
when presidents face a set of foreign policy
options, each leading to varying levels of
bad outcomes that would tend toward
encouraging  partisan  criticism  from
Congress. Obama’s menu of alternatives in
dealing with the Syrian civil war would

seem to be a recent example.

(19.) Notably, Mayhew found a sizable
number of actions taken by individual
members of congress (about 25%) were in
the area of foreign affairs. Individual actions
can dramatically affect terms of political
debate in foreign policy. Senator McCain’s
(R-AZ) 2005 clash with the Bush
administration over the use of torture comes
to mind as well as Senator Chuck Hagel’s
2007  letter  pushing back against
neoconservatives and Vice President Cheney
who wanted the United States to strike Iran
over what would become unfounded

evidence of Iran’s nuclear program

capabilities (Bromwich, 2011).

BHEIHEIOJIUTHIECKAM BOIpOCaM. Onu
BKJIFOYAIOT BO3MOJKHOCTh HACTOMYHUBOI'O HWIIA
HeakTnBHOr0o  KoHTpecca ¥ BO3MOXKHOTO
MepeceyeHrs] ¢ HACTOWYMBLIM WU HEAKTUBHBIM
MIPE3UICHTOM. OCHOBHBIE BBIBOJIBI
HCCIIEAOBATENBHUIIBI CBUACTEIBLCTBYIOT O TOM,

YTO IO BOIIpOoCamM BHEIIHEH MMOJUTUKH 00€¢ BETBU

MPOSIBIISIIOT MEHBIIIE HACTOMYUBOCTH u
AKTUBHOCTHU. 910 HE COBMaJiaeT C
0OIETIPUHSATHIMU MPEANOI0KEHUSIMU B

auTepatype o pocre aktuBHocTH KoHrpecca u

IIOCTOSAHHOM BIMAHUHA MNPE3NACHTCKUX

NPUOPUTETOB Ha (OPMHPOBAHHE BHEIIHEH

monutuky (1994, ctp. 18-22).

(18.) Dro, moxkanmyd, OCOOCHHO CIIPABEIIUBO,
KOTZa TPe3uACHTHl JOJDKHBI  BBIOpaTh U3
HECKOJIbKMX BapHaHTOB BHEIIHEMOIUTHUYECKOTO
Kypca, KaXOblil M3 KOTOPBIX 3aKaHYUBAEICS B
pa3HOM CTENEeHM IUIOXO, 4YTO, KakK IIpaBuUIIO,
BBI3BIBACT 0XKECTOUYEHHYIO KPHUTHUKY CO CTOPOHBI
Konrpecca. llpemmoxennsnii O6aMoil CIHUCOK
aJbTepHATHUB B pelIeHuu poOIeMBI
rpakJaHCKOW BONHBI B CHUpHUU MOXKET CIY>KUTh

HEAAaBHUM IIPUMCPOM.

(19.) IlpumedatensHO, YTO, KaKk OOHAPYXWI
Meiixpio (Mayhew), 3HaunTETFHOE KOJIUYECTBO
(okomo  25%)
OTJIENBHBIX

3aKOHOJATENILHBIX  JEUCTBUHI

yineHoB  KoHrpecca  kacaercs
WHOCTpPaHHBIX Jen. Jlaxke oOTaenbHBIE IIard

CIIOCOOHEI KapAuHaJIbHO HU3MCHUTH YCJIOBHUA

HOJUTUYECKUX nebaToB o
BHEIIHETIOJINTHYECKUM BOIIPOCAM.
BcnoMuHaeTrcss  IPOTHBOCTOSIHUE — CEHATOpa
Makkeiina  (pecn., IUTaT  ApU30HA) H

amvuauctpanmu byma B 2005 romy mo moBomy
npuMeHeHus: neITok B apmuun CHIA, a Taxxke
nuceMo ceHatopa Yaka Xeitrema 2007 rona,
HaIpaBICHHBIA TPOTHB HEOKOHCEPBATOPOB H
BUle-TIpe3uicHTa UYelHH, KOTOpble XOTENH,
yto0p1 CIIA wnHanecmn ymap mo Vpany Ha
OCHOBaHMH TOTO, 4YTO BIIOCIEACTBUH OyAeT
IOpU3HAaHO 3a Oe310Ka3aTelbHbIE I1OKA3aHUS
OTHOCUTENIBHO  HMPAHCKOW  sJepHOM

(Bromwich, 2011).

MOIIU

(20.) IIpaBoBem Jlxxon KO — ObIBIIME rOpHUCT

MI/IHI/ICTepCTBa OCTHIINHU BO BpEMCHa



(20.) One of the most notable modern
purveyors of Hamilton’s sweeping view of
presidential power, John Yoo—Iegal scholar
and former Justice Department lawyer under
George W. Bush—has suggested the Trump
administration has already stretched the
presidency too far (Yoo, 2017).

npesuaeHtcTBa Jxopmka Byma-mun. u omuH u3
CaMBbIX 3aMETHBIX COBPEMEHHBIX 3aIIUTHUKOB
IIHPOKOTO B3MISAA I'amuneTOHA Ha
MPE3UJICHTCKYIO BJIACTH BHICKA3all MHEHHE, YTO
aJMUHACTpanus Tpamiia 3amuia YK CIHIIKOM
JaJeKo B TPEBBIIICHUU  MPE3UACHTCKHUX

nostHOMouwni (Y 0o, 2017).




