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Youth Ideas on The Role of the President in 

Foreign Interventions. 

Introduction 

The United States of America has intervened in foreign affairs to various 
degrees during its time as a nation. In recent times, interventions such as the 
assassination of Iranian General Qasem Soleimani on January 3rd have 
sparked national debate of the role of the US on the global stage.  On May 
25th, the Young Americans Coalition for Unity hosted a Policy Problem 
Discussion with the topic, “What should the role of the President be in foreign 
interventions?” The discussion began by asking the participants about heir 
stances on the assassination of Soleimani, with further questions inquiring 
about broader views on the role of both the US and the President in foreign 
interventions, military or otherwise. While 71% of participants believed that 
the US should conduct some forms of foreign intervention, there were many 
different ideas on the manner and conditions for interventions to occur. 
Fourteen individuals participated in our policy discussion on Remesh.ai with 
further discussion on Zoom. Signups for upcoming Policy Problem 
Discussions on future topics can be found at events.yacu.org. 

The purpose of YACU Policy Papers are to summarize the various sides 
of policy topics through the use of research supplemented by the data from 
discussion participants. The Policy Team has the goal of educating and 
informing readers without endorsing specific policies. Following YACU’s 
tenets of bipartisanship and youth involvement in politics, Policy Papers serve 

 



 
to provide the tools that will allow youth to make informed discussions and 
participate in productive political discussion. 
 

The Killing of Qasem Soleimani 
 

The overwhelming majority of the group view that the assassination of 
Iranian major general Qasem Soleimani was beneficial to the United States, 
though it was unnecessary and had several flaws in its execution. 82% agreed 
that the purposelessness of the general’s execution can be pointed to by the 
surrounding context and was motivated as a “distraction from domestic 
political woes.” Furthermore, 82% believed that it was a good idea but that it 
was poorly executed, saying the attack was unwarranted and although saved 
many lives, it also risked too many in the process. On the contrary, 45% called 
the assassination an “illegal attempt by the executive branch” to stir up 
conflict between the US and Iran, saying that the only party who would 
benefit would be private corporation who have weapons contracts with the 
federal government. Another 45% felt the attack was an “unnecessary 
escalation and a destabilizing action.” 
 

Following the rise of Ayatollah Khomeini’s theocracy in the Islamic 
Republic of Iran and the Iran hostage crisis, where 52 American employees in 
the US Embassy in Tehran were held captive for 444 days , relations between 1

the United States and Iran have always been tumultuous. There was the 
formation of Hezbollah in Lebanon , officially labeled a terrorist organization, 2

as well as militias in Syria, which have acted in the past as proxies for the 
Islamic Revolutionary Guard (the Iranian military). As of January of 1984, the 
Department of State has formally listed Iran as a state sponsor of terror due to 
its repeated interferences in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict by supplying 
Hamas, Palestinian Islamic Jihad, and other groups in the Gaza strip with 
weaponry in order to incite violence. The Revolutionary Guard has also 
interfered in the Gulf states, when in 2013, the Bahraini coast guard happened 
upon a speedboat filled with weapons and explosives, which were believed to 
be sent to the local Shia oppositionists, with more weapons later being found 
hidden in other Bahraini sites. Furthermore, due to religious, political and 
economic rivalries, Iran also shares a strained relationship with Saudi Arabia, 
an American ally, as the two compete for dominance of Islam in the the 

1 https://www.britannica.com/event/Iran-hostage-crisis 
2 https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-10814698 
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Middle East. Iran has instigated tensions in the region, inciting allies of the 
United States on several occasions over the past forty years. 
 

Qasem Soleimani joined the Iranian military during the Iraq-Iran war in 
the early 1980s and had been an active member until his death. When 
describing his influence and power in Iran, CNN journalist Fareed Zakaria 
said: “... he [Soleimani] looms larger in Iran than almost any other figure…” and 
continued with the reverence Iranians had for him.  In 1998, he became the 
leader of the Qud Force, a unit of the Revolutionary Guard that handles 
Iranian operations overseas. He allegedly gave armor-piercing bombs to Iraqi 
insurgents during the Iraq War that were deadly against American forces . 3

During the Syrian Civil War, Soleimani continued to back President Bashar al 
Assad and is widely credited for helping the government turn the tide against 
the rebels and take back key cities.  The war resulted in a terrible refugee 4

crisis that has impacted the western Europe, as it likely will continue to 
impact the continent for some time The Department of Defense states that 
Soleimani's plans have resulted in the deaths of hundreds of American 
soldiers and others in the Middle East, and have wounded thousands . The 5

DoD went on to state: “General Soleimani was actively developing plans to 
attack American diplomats and service members in Iraq and throughout the 
region.” Acts of violence committed by Iran throughout the Middle East had 
been under his directive, especially in regards to the usage of his Qud Force, 
which specializes in unconventional warfare and other special operations. In 
summation, it was very beneficial for the United States that the Iranian 
general Qasem Soleimani was killed. 
 

The time of the assault does have an important part of determining the 
motives and actions of the White House when ordering the strike. The 
summer of 2019 saw escalating tensions between the Trump administration 
and Iran after the damage of two Saudi oil tankers in the Persian Gulf which 
was thought to be committed by Iran or Iranian proxies. This was followed up 
with the US deploying more military personnel in the Gulf and placing more 
economic sanctions on Iran, with the latter stating the sanctions would be a 
permanent closure of diplomatic ties between the two countries. Many 
incidents would transpire, leading up to December,  when a US military base 
was attacked by a rocket- the perpetrators being Kataib Hezbollah, proxies of 

3 https://www.cnn.com/2020/01/03/asia/soleimani-profile-intl-hnk/index.html 
4 https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-27883162 
5 
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/Releases/Release/Article/2049534/statement-by-the-department-of-defense/ 

 

https://www.cnn.com/2020/01/03/asia/soleimani-profile-intl-hnk/index.html
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-27883162
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-middle-east-27883162
https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2049534/statement-by-the-department-of-defense/
https://www.defense.gov/Newsroom/Releases/Release/Article/2049534/statement-by-the-department-of-defense/


 
Iran. The US retaliated with another rocket strike directed at the terrorist 
group. In response, the US Embassy in Baghdad  was attacked by an Iranian- 
backed militia.  
 

One theory suggested was that the Soleimani assassination was 
conducted as a deliberate distraction from the President’s “domestic political 
woes.” In January of 2020, as operations were underway for the overseas 
assassination, another momentous occassion was happening in American 
history: the impeachment trials of Pres. Trump. The logic behind this 
suspicion is that, as the third president in history to be impeached by the 
House of Representatives, operations in the Middle East allowed for Pres. 
Trump to breath as things developed with Iran. Although this theory is 
plausible, there is no proof or evidence to support the notion that the killing 
was done for his own personal reasons.  

 

The Role and Public Opinion on General, 
non-Militaristic Foreign Intervention 

When asked whether the U.S. should intervene in general foreign 
affairs, 71% of participants in our Policy Problem Discussion expressed 
approval, suggesting that the nation “has a responsibility as one of the world’s 
greatest political superpowers to secure safety and political stability in the 
world’s hotbeds of conflict”. It, therefore, may be inferred that Americans 
perceive their nation as a conciliator, a power that is adequately empowered 
to satisfactorily solve others’ affairs. Given the U.S. seemingly prosperous 
resources and recent active engagement, it is, perhaps, understandable that 
Americans maintain a high expectation on the country’s effectiveness in 
international relations. Also in our Policy Problem Discussion, a majority 
agreed that general, non-militaristic intervention acts as a protection for our 
own national interests and concerns. The interests can be tangible – namely 
the economic, diplomatic, or geopolitical benefits that are attainable without 
force, or intangible – namely the expression of preferences for diplomacy or 
even national pride . 6

The justifications for general intervention are plentiful; nonetheless, 
contemporary non-militaristic foreign affairs are not obtaining approval from 
citizens, for they think the current foreign approaches, specifically the 

6 Nye Jr., Joseph, Why the Gulf War Served the National Interest. 

 



 
economic approaches, have not come to fruition, and their effectiveness is 
below expectations. According to a survey from the Charles Koch Institute, 
55% of participants agreed that increasing trade would improve U.S. safety, 
and more than half perceived China as a “competitor” rather than an 
“enemy”. Moreover, an overwhelming 79% of voters in the same survey would 
devote an additional dollar of tax to prioritize domestic issues . This result 7

may suggest that the general public, although possessing strong reasons to 
assent to the nation’s intervention in foreign affairs, may view contemporary 
intervention as rather aggressive, unnecessary, inefficient, or deprived of 
original motives.  

The Role of U.S. Military Intervention 
 

According to the results of our second Policy Problem Discussion 
regarding the role of the president in foreign affairs, 71% of our study group 
responded as believing that yes - “If a nation is limiting freedom to a group or 
an entire country then it is justifiable” to intervene when referring to U.S. 
Military intervention. These results lend us a view into the requirements that 
most youth see as necessary to procure a sound argument in favor of military 
intervention. 
 

This specific answer backs the assumption that today's youth see it as a 
primary objective of the U.S.’ inherent global leadership, to act benevolently 
toward moral allies and with enmity toward adversaries. Seeing as polls show 
Americans and non-Americans each losing drastic hope in American 
leadership, with a U.S. News poll showing that among adults in 133 countries, 
including the U.S.,  the median level of disapproval of American leadership 
remains at 40 percent, with U.S. citizens' approval of American foreign policy 
hovering around the same decade-low level of 30 percent recorded in 2017, It 
makes sense that youth today would developed a heighten desire for more 
moral leadership in all areas including military foreign intervention.  8

 
It should not however be assumed that moral justification is enough for 

military intervention in the eyes of most people. There are many other 
requirements for military intervention that go beyond just the mission or the 
goal that the U.S. wants to accomplish; the mission being to spread the moral 

7 Charles Koch Foundation, Americans Reject U.S. Foreign Policy Status Quo.  
8“The World Continues to Disapprove of America's Leadership Under Trump,” U.S. News & 
World Report (U.S. News & World Report), accessed June 3, 2020, 
https://www.usnews.com/news/best-countries/articles/2019-02-28/the-world-continues-to-dis
approve-of-americas-leadership.  
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values of the United States to countries who deeply need and whose 
self-journey towards them will cause more harm than good.  
 

The following are some common ideas regarding military intervention 
that are supported by military scientists. 
 

When Should We Decide to Intervene Militarily 
 

● When our role in the argument is clearly defined or necessary in 
order to dodge further enlargement of conflict  
 

● When the potential repercussions of this conflict on our military 
and civilian members are clearly understood as being necessary 
while also being inadvertently careful of not allowing their efforts 
to be in vain  
 

● When other lines of continuity are studied to see whether or 
intervention will actually play a significant role in most of them or 
at least in the most plausible ones  
 

● When we are comfortable knowing that many or none of our 
allies will lend their help to us 
 

● When we have a complete long-term plan set in place in order to 
deal with the certain confusion of power a military intervention 
will most likely leave, making sure that our influence on the 
region remains positive years after we have left the land and that 
strong diplomatic relationship is formed.  9

 
 
In conclusion, having a worthwhile mission that empowers the U.S. 

both popularly with the masses and the people in leadership is an essential 
part of motivating the public to be hopeful that military intervention will help 
the reputation of the U.S. It should however not be forgotten that 
environment and atmosphere also play just an important role in determining 
not just whether an intervention is the right choice but also whether or not it 
will be successful.  
 

9 Bill Keller, “Falling In and Out of War,” The New York Times (The New York Times, March 19, 
2012), https://www.nytimes.com/2012/03/19/opinion/keller-falling-in-and-out-of-war.html.  
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The President’s Role in Foreign Intervention 

 
The majority consensus of the group was that the president has the 

authority for military intervention, but he also should be held accountable to 
some degree by Congress and his advisors. 75% agreed that the President 
can intervene only when he has “the proper information available” and “the 
approval of Congress.” 63% also agreed that “In an ideal world, the President 
should serve as the undisputed Supreme Commander of our armed forces,” 
but that, “the President should at least make the effort to listen to advice.” 
Contrary to these statements, 63% agreed that the president should be a 
mediator of conflicts rather than an initiator. 
 

The power to declare war against a nation is vested in the hands of 
Congress. The United States has declared war only five times in its history the 
last time being World War Two . But military conflicts certainly haven’t 10

stopped because we haven’t declared war, many conflicts have occurred 
between that point and now. Wars in Vietnam, Afghanistan, and the second 
time in Iraq have been very impactful on America yet none of them have 
been declared wars. Instead, they have come from orders by the president. 
The entrance of troops into Vietnam, Afghanistan, and Iraq, have all been 
executive decisions and in the case of Vietnam, the scale of conflict was 
downplayed heavily. Similar interventions have been authorized by all 
presidents since Gerald Ford including most recently the airstrikes on Syrian 
chemical weapons factories.  However, that is not to say that conflicts have 11

not received Congressional approval. The Gulf of Tonkin resolution was 
passed by Congress giving the president the power to retaliate against an 
attack in Vietnam  and two separate Authorizations for the Use of Military 12

Force (AUMF) were passed for military action in Afghanistan and Iraq.  In 13

10 Smith, Wesley. “What Powers Does the President Have to Take Military Action without 
Congressional Approval?” American Center for Law and Justice, American Center for Law 
and Justice (ACLJ), 17 Apr. 2017, 
aclj.org/national-security/what-powers-does-the-president-have-to-take-military-action-with
out-congressional-approval. 
11 Desjardins, Lisa. “When Can a President Use Military Force? The Answer Is Complicated.” 
PBS, Public Broadcasting Service, 17 Apr. 2018, 
www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/when-can-a-president-use-military-force-the-answer-is-com
plicated. 
12 History.com Editors. “Gulf of Tonkin Resolution.” History.com, A&E Television Networks, 29 
Oct. 2009, www.history.com/topics/vietnam-war/gulf-of-tonkin-resolution-1. 
13 Desjardins, Lisa. “When Can a President Use Military Force? The Answer Is Complicated.” 
PBS, Public Broadcasting Service, 17 Apr. 2018, 
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many cases, military action has been taken by the president with the 
approval of Congress for the sake of responding to threats quickly like in the 
first Iraq War. 
 

But despite Congressional approval, some major conflicts have turned 
into failures for the US because “the proper information” was not available. 
During the late fifties and throughout the sixties, President Kennedy and 
especially President Johnson had been increasing the number of troops in 
Vietnam without informing Congress. As the Vietnam war escalated, “the 
Johnson Administration ‘systematically lied, not only to the public but also to 
Congress,’” about the evident losses in Vietnam and America’s previous 
involvement.  The War Powers Act was eventually passed to combat future 14

possibilities of misinformed military action by requiring Congress to authorize 
the use of force prior to intervention. But still, misinformed action happened 
again in the Second Iraq War when the Bush administration claimed that 
Saddam Hussein had weapons of mass destruction. Whether or not the 
administration purposefully lied about this has been hotly debated. They 
claim the intelligence provided to them confirmed this, but there are 
multiple accounts from intelligence officials stating that they never 
confirmed it and that the opposite was true.  This failure of the Bush 15

administration to provide accurate information about Iraq led to a war that 
caused civil unrest within the country, mass civilian casualties, and the 
eventual rise of ISIS. Misinformation like this has not only been credited in the 
loss of conflicts abroad but also increased distrust of the government within. 

 
Even if presidents left unchecked have led the US into detrimental 

conflicts, the Constitution still enumerates their role as commander-in-chief. 
Their position allows them to command armed forces in all circumstances 
and make the final decisions. These decisions have led to operations that save 
countless lives and safeguard governments from collapse. But, they have also 
led to the exact opposite leaving innocent people dead and countries in 
disarray. The outcome of these decisions can often weigh on how 
well-advised the president is and how well he actually listens to the advice. 
Recently, the latter has been put into question with Trump’s move to 

www.pbs.org/newshour/nation/when-can-a-president-use-military-force-the-answer-is-com
plicated. 
14 “Pentagon Papers.” Wikipedia, Wikimedia Foundation, 13 May 2020, 
en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pentagon_Papers. 
15 Matthews, Dylan. “George W. Bush Really Did Lie about WMDs, and His Aides Are Still Lying 
for Him.” Vox, Vox, 20 Mar. 2019, 
www.vox.com/policy-and-politics/2019/3/20/18274228/ari-fleischer-iraq-lies-george-w-bush-w
mds. 
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withdraw troops from America’s Kurdish ally in Syria. The move has been 
regarded in both parties and by White House officials as a terrible move and 
essentially abandoned the Kurds to their Turkish enemy.  Even though the 16

move was heavily criticized from all angles, there was no system that could 
have overturned it as the president had the final say.  
 

Such failures on behalf of the president have made some consider why 
the president has so much military authority. Instead of using the military, the 
president might want to broker peace between nations and foster diplomacy. 
This does happen often, the president uses his diplomatic authority as much 
as he does his military. Congress does have the power to make treaties 
between countries, but the president has the power to make executive 
agreements that do not require Congressional approval and are just as 
binding as treaties. Since they are easier to create, executive agreements play 
a large part in diplomacy as a whole. From the period of 1940-1989, 13,106 
executive agreements have been created as opposed to 759 Congressional 
treaties.  Along with being the figurehead of the country’s image, this allows 17

the president to resolve and mediate conflicts through diplomatic means 
rather than military ones. But even diplomatic means can be ineffective as 
seen through the US-sponsored Oslo Accords which sought to end 
Israeli-Palestinian conflicts but eventually derailed into further conflict 
between the nations. 
 

These descriptions of presidential foreign intervention put executive 
action in a negative light, so it should be noted the foreign intervention by 
the orders of a president has led to good things. One of the best examples of 
this was in the First Iraq War or Gulf War which repelled Saddam Hussein’s 
invasion of Kuwait. George H. W. Bush used his executive position to create a 
coalition of NATO members and Middle Eastern countries to defeat Iraq in 
just 100 hours.  The Gulf War was a demonstration of a president’s foreign 18

intervention going well. Unfortunately, the same can not be said for a large 
portion of similar interventions. 
 

16 Lamothe, Dan, et al. “As Trump Withdraws U.S. Forces from Northern Syria, His 
Administration Scrambles to Respond.” The Washington Post, WP Company, 14 Oct. 2019, 
www.washingtonpost.com/world/national-security/trump-orders-withdrawal-of-us-forces-fro
m-northern-syria-days-after-pentagon-downplays-possibility/2019/10/13/83087baa-edbb-11e9-
b2da-606ba1ef30e3_story.html. 
17 Clark, Josh. “How the U.S. President Works.” HowStuffWorks, HowStuffWorks, 21 Oct. 2008, 
people.howstuffworks.com/president7.htm. 
18 “The First Gulf War.” U.S. Department of State, U.S. Department of State, 
history.state.gov/departmenthistory/short-history/firstgulf. 
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The role of the president has been largely influential and essential in 

almost all foreign interventions. There have been many instances in which 
the president has been at fault for a lack of accountability in his actions and 
has led to failures in conflicts. But while there have been failures on behalf of 
the president, the Constitution still guarantees the president the role of 
commander-in-chief, and even when an intervention fails it isn’t always the 
president’s fault, it may just be the nation as a whole. Presidential interests 
also often align with national security interests rather than the security of 
nations abroad which leads to certain scenarios that people consider failures. 
Though it would still be beneficial that the president remains accountable to 
the public, Congress, and advisors so that he makes well-informed decisions 
that are the interest of his nation and its citizens. 

 
Conclusion 

 
There are many varied opinions on the role of the President when it 

comes to foreign affairs. Everyone has different beliefs on what the POTUS 
should and should not do when it comes to situations such as the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict and more. Whether you believe that the U.S. should 
stay out of foreign conflicts or be involved in them, this topic will always be up 
to debate. It has been debated throughout U.S. history and that will probably 
not change, but what can change is the direction of the U.S. in this point in 
history. As always, the YACU encourages you to be politically active and 
support campaigns that align with your values and beliefs, especially on how 
you believe foreign affairs should be handled. The youth of America is the 
future, and maybe one day, you, reading this, might be the candidate that 
fights for what you think is right. 
 

   

 



 

Disclaimer: 
 

This policy paper is not intended to express an opinion nor 
endorsement of any particular policy. This serves solely to report factual data 
collected anonymously through the services of Remesh.ai as well as report an 
analysis of articles and facts presented in news media and professional 
sources. Any opinions that may be interpreted by the reader are not those of 
the authors and the organization and are not to be taken as so. For more 
information regarding the intent of the policy paper or elaboration of this 
disclaimer, please contact Political Director Andrew Juan at 
andrew@yacu.org. However, please direct all other comments, concerns, and 
questions to info@yacu.org. 
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