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 Q.2 - Amongst the Congress, the Judiciary, and the Executive 
branches of the United States Government, which one of the 
government branches is much more powerful and why? 
Elaborate through the prism of the US Separation of Powers 
and Checks and Balances systems. 

  

Introduction: 

The framers of the U.S. Constitution, who were influenced by Montesquieu and William 
Blackstone among others, saw checks and balances as essential for the security of liberty under 
the constitution. 

The framers built a system of checks and balances designed to guard against tyranny by 
ensuring that no branch would grab too much power. 

"If men were angels, no government would be necessary," James Madison wrote in the 
Federalist Papers, of the necessity for checks and balances. "In framing a government which is 
to be administered by men over men, the great difficulty is this: You must first enable the 
government to control the governed; and in the next place, oblige it to control itself." 

How Checks and Balances are carried out? 

 The legislative branch enacts the nation's laws. 
 The executive branch implements and enforces the laws enacted by the legislative 

branch. 
 The judicial branch interprets the laws in reference to the Constitution and applies its 

interpretations to legal controversies involving the laws. 

In both theory and practice, the power of each branch of the American government is held in 
check by the powers of the other two in several ways. 



 

 

Checks and Balances Examples: 

 The President (head of the executive branch) serves as commander in chief of the 
military forces, but Congress (legislative branch) appropriates funds for the military and 
votes to declare war. In addition, the Senate must ratify any peace treaties. 

 Congress has the power of the purse, as it controls the money used to fund any 
executive actions. 

 The President nominates federal officials, but the Senate confirms those nominations. 
 Within the Legislative branch, each house of Congress serves as a check on possible 

abuses of power by the other. Both the House of Representatives and the Senate have 
to pass a bill in the same form to become law. 

 Once Congress has passed a bill, the President has the power to veto that bill. In turn, 
Congress can override a regular presidential veto by a two-thirds vote of both houses. 

 The Supreme Court and other federal courts (judicial branch) can declare laws or 
presidential action unconstitutional, in a process known as judicial review. 

 In turn, the President checks the judiciary through the power of appointment, which can 
be used to change the direction of the federal courts. 

 By passing amendments to the Constitution, Congress can effectively check the 
decisions of the Supreme Court. 

 Congress (considered the branch of government closest to the people) can impeach 
both members of the executive and judicial branches. 

Are the powers of the three Branches equal? 

Over the years, the executive branch has - often controversially - attempted to expand its 
authority over the legislative and judicial branches. 

Some of the unchecked powers the President has include: 

 The power to issue executive orders. 
 The power to declare local and national emergencies. 
 The power to issue presidential bill signing statements. 
 The power to withhold information from Congress through executive privilege. 

Some people argue that there are more checks or limitations on the power of the legislative 
branch than over the other two branches. For example, both the executive and judicial 
branches can override or nullify the laws it passes. While they are basically correct, it is how the 
Founding Fathers intended. 



The system of separation of powers through checks and balances reflects the Founders' 
interpretation of a republican form of government in which the legislative branch as the most 
powerful branch, must also be the most restrained. 

The Founders believed this because the Constitution grants "We the People" the power to 
govern ourselves through the very laws we demand of the representatives we elect to the 
legislative branch. 

"The legislative derives superiority. Its constitutional powers are more extensive and less 
susceptible to precise limits. It is not possible to give each branch an equal number of checks on 
the other branches," James Madison wrote in Federalist No.48. 

 

 

Q.3 - Even though Great Britain and the United States of 
America fought a Revolutionary War in the 1770s and the War 
of 1812, how did the two powers come closer in the later 
parts of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries? Elaborate. 

  

Introduction: 

The United States was becoming a true world power, with a heavy interest in the peace, order, 
and prosperity of the more and more interdependent family of nations. It was also becoming 
aware of a special relationship with Great Britain. 

Because the Monroe Doctrine, commercial expansion, and after 1899, the Open Door policy in 
the Orient demanded an ocean dominated by freedom-loving powers; because of natural 
business ties with its best customer, and because of a common interest in the promotion of 
democracy, the U.S. moved towards closer association with the British Empire. 

Events that led to friendly ties between Britain and the U.S. 

In the thirty years after the Civil War, most of the international controversies of the United 
States were with Great Britain and some of them were grave. But they were all settled by 
arbitration or adjudication, and in such a way as to improve Anglo-American feeling. 

Strong antagonism to Britain had been aroused in the North during the Civil War. Much of it 
was unfounded; the British navy pursued a policy which on the whole favored the North, and 
the British navy pursued a policy which on the whole favored the North. To work out a 



settlement, an international tribunal met at Geneva; in 1869 it closed the whole controversy by 
awarding the United States $15.5 million, and the British promptly paid this sum. 

At the same time, the two nations quarreled about the Canadian boundary but settled the 
dispute by arbitration. 

The last significant foreign policy dispute between the United States and Britain occurred in 
1895 over an American demand that Britain submitted to international arbitration its dispute 
with Venezuela about the western boundary of British Guiana, near which gold had been 
discovered. Because neither the United States nor Britain wanted trouble, the dispute was 
resolved amicably. 

The whole affair cleared the air between England and America, increased their mutual respect, 
and showed how powerful were the attachments which operated beneath the surface of 
politics. The foreign policy of the United States was more and more clearly in the grip of 
powerful new forces. The republic was about to play a role on a larger stage, and Anglo-
American antagonism had to be discarded for Anglo-American harmony. 

The friendship between Great Britain and the U.S. was revealed by the manner in which the 
British Foreign Office refrained from any action that would assist Spain and refused to 
participate in diplomatic procedures designed by European friends of Spain to embarrass the 
United States. 

This inactivity might appear rather negative but as England was the only Naval power capable 
of enforcing decisions, her inaction could in certain circumstances be decisive. In 1898, the 
governments of Europe and the U.S. certainly believed that British inertia was a calculated 
policy designed to restrain any concerted European action and to permit the United States a 
free hand. 

Ever since the United States fought at Britain's side during World 1, relations between the two 
countries have grown so close that they habitually act in concert in war and diplomacy. Bilateral 
cooperation reflects the common language, ideals, and democratic practices of the two nations.  

Relations were strengthened by the United Kingdom's alliance with the United States during 
World Wars, in the Korean conflict, in the Persian Gulf War, and as well as through its role as a 
founding member of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO). 

The United Kingdom and the United States continually consult on foreign policy issues and 
global problems and share major foreign policy and security policy objectives. 

The alliance of what Winston Churchill memorable called the "English-speaking people" in 
World War 2 and the continuation of friendly ties demonstrated the "special relationship" 
between the United Kingdom and the United States. 



 

 

Q.4 - How did the American-Spanish War in 1898 raise the 
United States' status as one of the leading world powers? 

  

Introduction: 

As a result of its victory over Spain, America found itself a major player on the world stage with 
new influence in Cuba, Puerto Rico, Guam, and the Philippines. Along with the annexation of 
Hawaii during the summer of 1898, the United States transformed into an imperial power. 

The American-Spanish War marked a turning point in American history. The American nation 
recognized itself as a world power; it felt less isolated and self-centered and started playing a 
leading role in broad international arrangements. 

Until the Spanish conflict, the United States had tacitly depended on the British navy for 
maintenance of the Monroe Doctrine; thereafter it insisted on a navy able to maintain the 
Doctrine unaided. 

America's Expansionism: 

By the end of the 19th century, the United States was positioned for expansionism. After 
recovering from a Civil War and the Reconstruction Period, military visionaries and economic 
elites promoted the expansion of the United States territory for trade purposes and supported 
the building of a larger naval force. 

However, instability had plagued Cuba for quite some time and by 1895, American businessmen 
were genuinely concerned. Investments in Cuba amounted to between $30 and $50 million, 
and the annual export-import trade reached $100 million. 

America’s economic posture greatly assisted the war effort and in turn, the war helped 
American business by supporting Cuban political stability, opening up new trade routes in the 
Philippines, Guam, and Hawaii. 

Although brief, the Spanish-American War was significant because prior to intervention, the 
United States was only a marginal force in world affairs. Afterward, the United States had a 
stature equal to the other world powers and would continue to expand its involvement in 
geopolitics. 



However, in order to maintain its status as a major power, the United States needed to 
modernize its military. To do otherwise was to risk its international credibility and overseas 
possessions. The war served to ensure continued growth for the Navy and an expanded role for 
it in American diplomacy. 

Visionaries, such as Theodore Roosevelt, believed that Manifest Destiny did not end at 
the Nation’s continental borders. As a result of the new possessions in the Far East, both 
Germany and Japan’s expansionist goals would be checked. 

New responsibilities for the U.S. were only natural as a result of victory and credibility as a 
major power. These new obligations in the Pacific and the Western Hemisphere ensured U.S. 
engagement in geopolitics. 

Consequently, European powers and Japan took notice of America’s new presence and realized 
that unwarranted influence in those regions would not be tolerated – as demonstrated in the 
Boxer Rebellion, Central America, and World War II. 

This new ideology hastened America’s acceptance of international responsibilities 
commensurate with its power. Over the next century, the United States became deeply 
engaged in world affairs.  

 

 

Q.5 - At the end of WW1 (1914-1918), why the US President 
Woodrow Wilson failed to convince the US Congress to 
become part of the League of Nations despite his longstanding 
efforts for the creation of this International Organization 
through the prism of his Fourteen Points? 

  

The League of Nations that was ultimately established was Woodrow Wilson's creation. Its 
function was "to promote international cooperation and to achieve international peace and 
security." Membership was open to all nations; control was to be lodged in a Council 
dominated by the Great Powers and in an Assembly in which all members were represented. 

The members of the League pledged themselves to "respect and preserve as against external 
aggression the territorial integrity and existing political independence" of all members - the 
famous Article Ten - to submit all disputes to arbitration and to employ military and economic 
sanctions against nations resorting to war in disregard of the League. 



When Wilson returned to the United States with the Versailles Treaty and the League, he found 
opposition widespread and fierce. Many Republican leaders - like Senator Lodge - saw in the 
issue an opportunity to defeat the Democrats and humiliate Wilson. 

Personal dislike of the President swayed a number of German-Americans, Italian-Americans, 
and Irish-Americans, who all found their own reasons for denouncing the terms of peace. 

To some vengeful people, the treaty seemed too easy upon Germany; and to many liberals, it 
seemed too harsh. A substantial number of conservative Americans feared entanglement in 
European quarrels and recalled that for more than a century the nation had, in general, kept 
aloof from Old World affairs. 

Yet there is evidence that a majority of people - and certainly a majority of the more 
enlightened groups - approved the League, and at no time did the treaty lack a majority in the 
Senate. 

Even the two-thirds necessary for ratification might have been obtained had Wilson been 
willing to compromise on Article Ten, which extremists interpreted as a limitation on national 
sovereignty. But Woodrow Wilson was unwilling to do so. 

"Article Ten," he told a Senate committee, "seems to me to constitute the very backbone of the 
whole covenant. Without it, the League would hardly be more than an influential debating 
society." 

But the Republican opposition was unconvinced, and Wilson took the issue to the people. As he 
crusaded through the West his health deteriorated, and on September 25 he suffered a 
paralytic stroke from which he never recovered. 

The great cause that he espoused was lost. In March 1920, the Senate, by its final vote rejecting 
the treaty and the League Covenant, condemned the United States for years to come to a 
sterile and unheroic isolationism. 

 

 

Q.6 -  In the wake of WW2, (1939-1945), two major powers 
the US and the Soviet Union emerged constituting a bipolar 
system. Elaborate conceptually if the bipolar world remained 
more peaceful and stable than the multi-polar world in the 
pre-World Wars era. 

  



Political scientists have argued that a bipolar system of two is more stable than a multipolar 
system of three or more. 

The outbreak of World War I bears witness to the instability of multipolar systems. Indeed, this 
bloody war resulted from the decisions taken by the five great powers of the time: Austria-
Hungary, Germany, Russia, France, and Britain. Before the outbreak of the war, many treaties 
were signed and promises were made between those great powers. 

Eventually, the war started as Austria-Hungary supported by Germany drew into conflict with 
Serbia and its ally Russia, and France and Britain, bound by treaty to Russia, moved to counter 
Germany. One can easily deduce that the alliance structure and the interdependence of parties 
were catalysts of the major global conflict of 1914.  

This case confirms therefore that alliances do not guarantee a balance of power between 
states, and as a result, great powers in multipolar systems cannot keep their power for long as 
they will eventually be overthrown by another state feeling threatened. Multipolar systems can 
therefore not endure or be stable. 

During the Cold War, the United States and the Soviet Union dominated the global system 
thanks to their military power and particularly their possession of nuclear arms. Eventually, the 
two superpowers entered into a nuclear arms race, which escalated through time as both 
sought to maintain their leadership. 

However, both knew that while arms racing would continue to be a significant feature of the 
competition because of the shared danger of nuclear holocaust, a degree of control, which 
could only be exercised through explicit diplomacy, was clearly necessary. 

This situation between the United States and the Soviet Union became known as Mutual 
Assured Destruction (MAD), which was the strategic reality that any use of nuclear weapons by 
any of the two states would inevitably cause its own destruction, as the one attacked would 
have enough nuclear weapons to inflict destruction of the other in revenge.  

Accordingly, neither the United States nor the Soviet Union ever used nuclear weapons during 
their fifty years of leadership and competition, as they knew that such an act would result in 
their own destruction.  

Waltz and Mearsheimer explain that “nuclear weapons are good because they increase the 
potential costs of war, thereby decreasing the chances of war”. In the case of the Cold War, 
nuclear weapons served indeed as a stabilizer between the United States and the Soviet Union 
as it was an incentive to not start a shooting war. It is the balance of military power in this 
bipolar system—the fact that the two superpowers had equal possession of nuclear weapons—
which kept the system stable.  



 The bipolarity era was, therefore, more stable thanks to the balance of military power that 
existed between the two superpowers. 

The Cold War is often defined as a period of political and ideological confrontation between the 
two superpowers, while the Soviet Union wanted to spread communism in the world, the 
United States and its Western allies were capitalist economies and democracies which wanted 
to protect their values. 

Even though several proxy wars burst out in Afghanistan, Angola, Korea, Vietnam, the Middle 
East, and Latin America, the two superpowers were still able to maintain the balance of 
ideologies and kept the world relatively stable as they never fought each other directly.  

Therefore, the balance of political ideologies, encouraged by political coexistence, permitted 
the stability of the bipolar system to endure. 

 During the Cold War, certain states were allied with the United States as they felt threatened 
by the communist invasion and others allied with the Soviet Union as they feared the 
Americans would impose their ideologies upon them. Allying to the ‘right’ side was facilitated 
by the fact that threat is easier to evaluate in a bipolar system than in a multipolar system as 
the number of actors is reduced.  

States in both camps used their alliance with one of the two superpowers as an umbrella 
against their enemy’s potential attack. As a result, the balance of threats naturally adjusted 
thanks to the creation of two strong alliances—the Warsaw Pact and the NATO states—and this 
allowed the maintenance of stability between the two major camps as they felt safer and ready 
to counter an attack if necessary.  

Hence, we can conclude that the Bipolar system in the wake of WorldWar2 was the more stable 
and peaceful era. 

 

  


