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AMERICAN FOREIGN AID AS A COMPONENT
OF US FOREIGN POLICY SINCE 1945

The article explores the role of American foreign aid as a critical component of U.S. foreign policy since 1945.
The debate surrounding U.S. foreign aid has intensified in recent years, particularly in light of the Russia-Ukraine
war in 2022 and the attacks on Israel in 2023. These debates often neglect the foundational theories of international
relations, such as realism, which argue that donor countries prioritize their strategic interests over the needs of
recipient nations. A significant gap in quantitative research addressing these assumptions leads to politicized
discussions in donor-recipient negotiations. The existing literature on U.S. foreign aid predominantly highlights
the Marshall Plan's success, often attributing it to the United States’ role in global development. However, aid
priorities have shifted, reflecting domestic policy changes and the political landscape. For instance, the Carter
administration emphasized human rights, while the Reagan administration focused on promoting democracy.
Despite these overarching trends, the impact of the party controlling the White House and Congress on aid allocation
remains underexplored. Additionally, there is a notable gap in the literature concerning the nature and institutional
mechanisms through which U.S. aid is administered, mainly how these structures influence aid’s effectiveness and
strategic orientation. This article analyzes the U.S. aid allocation system through the lens of American foreign
policy concepts. It seeks to address the gap in the literature regarding the specific impact of donor strategic interests
and the democratic status of recipient countries on U.S. foreign aid policies. The study also examines U.S. foreign
aids historical transitions and contemporary implications, especially in the post-9/11 era. The research reveals
that U.S. foreign aid has consistently aligned with national interests, promoting democracy, economic growth,
and maintaining a favorable global order. The study emphasizes the significant role of security assistance, which
accounts for a substantial part of U.S. foreign aid budgets, and the strategic imperative to support both friendly
and unfriendly regimes during the Cold War. The institutionalization of U.S. foreign aid has led to a perception
among recipient states that such aid is a reliable and symbolic gesture of support. The study underscores the
complexity of U.S. foreign aid policies and their profound implications for global diplomacy. It advocates for more
comprehensive research to understand the long-term effects of U.S. foreign aid on recipient countries, particularly
concerning economic development, democratization, and political stability. Future research should also explore
the role of non-state actors and international organizations in shaping U.S. foreign aid policies and incorporate
quantitative analyses to test assumptions about the strategic interests behind aid distribution. Additionally, further
studies should focus on U.S. aid’s nature and institutional mechanisms, providing a deeper understanding of how
these structures impact policy outcomes and international relations.

Key words: United States, American foreign aid, U.S. foreign policy, strategic interests, democratization,
international relations, security assistance, Marshall Plan, Cold War, humanitarian aid, donor-recipient negotiations.

Baagucaas ®@apanonoB. AMEPUKAHCBKA 30BHIINIHSA JOIIOMOTI'A IK KOMIIOHEHT
30BHIIIHBOI MOJITUKH CIIA 3 1945 POKY

Cmamms 00CHioHCye poib AMEPUKAHCHKOI 306HIUHBOI OONOMO2U SK BANCIUBO20 KOMNOHEHMA 308HIUHbOIL
nonimuku CILIIA 3 1945 poky. [lebamu HagKon0 amepukaHCbKoi 3068HIUHbOL 00NOMO2U OCTNAHHIM YACOM 3A20CMPUTUCS,
ocobnuso y ceimni gitinu mixc Pocicto ma Ykpainoro y 2022 poyi ma amak ua I3paine y 2023 poyi. Yacmo yi
debamu He 8paxo8yI0Mb OCHOBONON0IICHT MEOPIi MIJDICHAPOOHUX 8IOHOCUH, MAKI SIK Peanizm, sIKi CIEepoiCyIONb, U0
Kpainu-0oHOpU 8 nepuiy uepey nepeciioyloms c6oi cmpame2iuni inmepecu, a He nompeou ompumy8a4ie 0onomozu.
Icnye 3naunutl 6pax KinbKiCHUX 00CTIONCEHD, KL O nepesipanu yi npunyweHHs, wo npuzeooums 00 NOAIMUS0BAHUX
OUCKYCIll y nepe2o8opax Mixc 0OHOpamu ma ompumyeavamu. Icnyioua rimepamypa npo amepukancoKy 308HIiUHIO
donomozy nepesasicho guceimuioe ycnixu naany Mapwanna, yacmo npunucyioyu tiomy pons Cnonyuenux LLmamis y
enobanvromy possumxy. [lpome, npiopumemu 00nomMocu 3MIiHIO8ANUCA 3 YACOM, 8i000PANHCAIOYU 3SMIHU Y BHYMPIUHILL
noximuyi ma noaimuyHomy ranowagmi. Hanpuknao, aominicmpayis Kapmepa pobuna axyenm Ha 0OmMpumManHti
npag modunu, moodi ax aominicmpayis Petieana 30cepedoicysanacs Ha 2100aibHOMY NPOCY8AHHI 0eMOKpAmii.
Heszsaoicarouu na yi saeanvHi menoenyii, 6niug napmii, ska koumponioe Binui dim i Konepec, na po3nodin donomozu
BATUMAEMBCS HeOOCTNAMHBO 00CHiOdceHuM. Kpim mozo, y aimepamypi icHye 3Haunuil npooin w000 npupoou ma
IHCIMuUmMYYiliHUx mMexauizmis, uepes axi 30iticHioembcsi donomoea CILIA, i moeo, K yi cmpykmypu eniugaroms Ha
eexmugnicmy i cmpameziuny cnpaAmMosanicms donomocu. Ll cmamms mae Ha Memi NPOAHANIZY8AMU CUCTEMY
posnodiny oonomoeu CLIA uepes npusmy xonyenyiu 3oeniunvoi nonimuxu CLIA. Bonma npacne 3anognumu
npocanumy 8 aimepamypi wjo0o 6nIUSY CMpameiuHux inmepecie¢ 00HOPA Ma 0eMOKPAMUYHO20 CMAmycy KpaiH-
ompuMysayie Ha noaimuxy 306HiuHboi oonomoeu CILIA. Jlocniosicenns makodc posensoac icmopuyHi nepexoou
ma cyvachi Hacaioku 308HiuKboi donomoeu CIIIA, ocobnueo 6 xonmexcmi nepiody nicis nooiu 9/11. Cmamms
nokasye, wjo 308uiwHa oonomoza CILIIA nocmitino y3200CyemMbCa 3 HAYIOHATLHUMU THMEpecamu, MaKumu K
NPOCYBAHHA O0eMOKpamii, eKOHOMIUHO20 3POCMAHHA MA NIOMPUMAHHA CHPUSAIMIUBO20 C8IM08020 NOPAOKY. V
cmammi niOKpecIioeEMbCs 3HAYHA POlb OONOMO2U Y cghepi be3nexu, IKa CMAaHo8Umsb CYmMmesy Yacmumy 0100xcemis

© Faraponov V., 2024 91



Haykosi npaui MixpezioHaneHoi akademii ynpasniHHS nepcoHanom.

lonimuyHi Hayku ma nyéniyHe ynpasiiHHs

Bunyck 2 (74), 2024

306HiWHbOI donomoeu CIIIA, ma cmpameziuna HeoOXIOHICMb RIOMPUMKU K OPYIHCHIX, MAK [ HEOPYICHIX PENCUMIB
nio uac xonooHoi @itiHu. Incmumyyionanizayis 306niwHb0i donomozu CILIA npuseera 0o cnputinamms cepeo
Kpain-ompumyeauis yici donomoau AxK HA0IUHO20 MA CUMBONLIYHO20 Hcecmy RIOMpumKU. Jocniodxicents niokpecuoe
CKAAOHICMb noaimuky 308HiwiHb0i oonomoeu CLLA ma ii enuboxi nacnioku 0asa enobanvroi ouniomamii. Bono
3AKIUKAE OO0 OINbUU BCEOTUHO20 OOCTIONCEHHA 05 POIYMIHHA 00820CMPOKOBUX HACTIOKIE 308HIUHbOI donomozu CLLIA
0151 KpaiH-ompumyeasia, ocoonuso w000 eKOHOMIYHO20 PO3GUMKY, 0eMOKPAMU3AYii ma noaimudHoi cmabiitbHOCi.
MariOymui 00Cai0AHCeHH MAKONC NOBUHHI OOCTIOUMU POJIb HEOEPICAGHUX AKMOPIE MA MINCHAPOOHUX OP2aHi3ayill
¥y hopmysanni norimuxu 3068HiuiHb0i donomoeu CLIA ma exarouamu KinbKicHI aHani3u 018 nepegipKu NPunyujeHs
npo cmpameziuni iHmepecu, wo cmosamov 3a po3noodiiom donomozu. Kpim moeo, nodanvuui 00cniosxicents noGUHHI
30cepeoumucs Ha npupooi ma iHCmumyyiunux mexanizmax oonomocu CLIA, nadaroyu enubuie po3yminnsa mozo, K
Yi CmpyKmypu 6n1U8aA0Mb HA Pe3YIbMamu OIIMUKU Ma MIXCHAPOOHT 8IOHOCUHU.

Knruosi cnosa: CILIA, amepukancvka 308HiuHsA donomoea, 306uiwns nonimuxa CILA, cmpameziuni inmepecu,
0eMoKpamu3ayis, MIXCHAPOOHI BiOHOCUHU, Oonomoea y cghepi Oesnexu, nian Mapwanna, Xonoowa sitiua,
2YMAHIMapHa 0onomozad, nepe2o8opu Midic OOHOPAMU MA PeYUnIEHMAamu

Problem statement. There is great debate
in the American public and establishment about
whether the U.S. should provide substantial
foreign aid to other countries. This debate has
intensified after the outbreak of the Russia-
Ukraine war in 2022 and the devastating attacks
on Israel in 2023. However, these debates do not
always consider the implications of international
relations theories that influenced the genesis
of U.S. foreign aid as it is known today. Many
researchers highlight realism, a significant
international politics theory, suggesting that
donors primarily pursue their strategic interests
rather than addressing recipients’ needs. There is
a significant lack of quantitative research to test
these assumptions. Consequently, such scientific
discussions often turn into political discourse
in donor-recipient negotiations. Typically, the
opposition party in the United States argues
that the donor state is not obligated to support a
recipient state in need.

Analysis of Research and Publications.
Most literature on U.S. foreign aid concentrates
on the successes of the Marshall Plan, assuming
it has been the key reason for the United States
contribution to developing foreign states.
Another portion of existing literature shows that
U.S. aid priorities shift with changes in domestic
discussions on foreign policy, especially regarding
democracy promotion and the internal politics
of recipient countries. For example, during the
Carter administration (1977-1981), there was a
focus on human rights compliance among aid
recipients. In contrast, the Reagan administration
(1981-1989) emphasized promoting democracy
globally and supported transitions from autocracy
towards democracy [3].

Further scholarly work highlights the evolving
focus on the democratic nature of aid recipients,
culminating in the 1990s. Despite these
overarching trends, each U.S. administration,
whether Republican or Democrat, has adjusted
its approach to foreign aid. Notably, Latin
America has been a region under the microscope,
where many initial modifications to the U.S. aid

92

allocation system were made. The particular
impact of the party controlling the White House
and Congress on the volume and focus of aid
remains relatively unexplored in scholarly
research, indicating a need for further studies to
understand how political affiliations influence
U.S. foreign aid policies and their implementation.
Additionally, a third portion of the literature
suggests that donor interest prevails. However,
very few previous studies conceptualize
donor security or strategic interests. The main
components of the U.S. national interest matrix
consist of four elements: defense and security
of the United States, economic development,
a favorable global order, and the promotion of
fundamental American ideological values [9].
The core assumption motivating the U.S. as a
donor is that the recipient country is sufficiently
essential in all these four paradigms to warrant
economic or other types of assistance without
necessarily being an ally of the U.S.

Novelty of Research. The primary purpose of
this article is to analyze the U.S. aid allocation
system in light of American foreign policy
concepts. This study attempts to address the gap
in the literature regarding the specific impact of
the donor’s strategic interests and the democratic
status of the recipient countries on U.S. foreign
aid policies. By focusing on the interplay
between donor priorities and recipient needs, this
research comprehensively explains how political
affiliations and control influence U.S. foreign aid
allocation. Furthermore, it explores the historical
transitions and contemporary implications of
foreign aid, especially in the context of the
post-9/11 era and the ongoing global political
dynamics.

The primary purpose of this article is to
analyze the US aid allocation system in light of
American foreign policy concepts.

Main text of the article. The first substantial
scholarly discussion on the topic is associated
with Hans Morgenthau, who argued that bilateral
aid is one of the fundamental goals of international
politics, not merely a tool, as later authors
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studying the issue post-1980s have suggested
[8]. He broadly asserted that “international aid is
one of the genuine innovations that has occurred
in modern international politics” [7, p. 63].
According to Morgenthau, a prominent represen-
tative of the realist school, international aid was
conceptualized as fulfilling the duty of wealthy
nations towards poorer ones [8]. Thus, he was
one of the first to emphasize that aid is integral to
US foreign policy. He criticized politicians and
scholars who questioned the necessity of Ameri-
can assistance to other countries. Morgenthau
identified six main types of aid: humanitarian
aid, food aid, military aid, bribes, prestige aid,
and economic development aid. He contended
that even humanitarian aid provided to countries
affected by natural disasters could be politicized
depending on the political context of the recipi-
ent country. However, he did not specify the cir-
cumstances under which this might occur.

In the 1960s, after US foreign aid became
more institutionalized with the creation of the
United States Agency for International Devel-
opment, the number of recipients of US aid also
grew [11]. With the end of the Cold war and the
9/11 attacks, the US government had to reshape
its foreign aid policy priorities and promote US
partnership with the foreign aid allocation. At
the same time, Washington did not hesitate to
aid non-democratic regimes. The vast majority
of the existing literature argues that this was the
case. However, it usually lacks quantitative data
argument [2]. Generally, every US administra-
tion following the Truman Administration that
executed the Marshall Plan took the experience
of previous administrations into account. Some
researchers argue that US foreign aid emerges
directly from the material hierarchy of the post-
war world. That argument has an empirical per-
spective as well. Many scholars point out that in
the Cold War, the United States viewed foreign
aid as an ideological instrument to win the hearts
and minds of those states that could be allies or
potential allies to Washington or at least do not
fall into the Soviet sphere of influence. Overall,
examining the role of US aid since 1945 shows
that it has ultimately led to the growth of the
global economy, aligning with the paradigm fol-
lowed by the Truman administration in design-
ing international aid policies after World War
II. Consequently, some researchers view aid as
establishing or maintaining hegemony [5; 6].

Research on U.S. foreign aid often emphasizes
the donor’s strategic and political interests, over-
shadowing recipient countries’ needs. Histori-
cally, U.S. foreign aid has been aligned with its
national interests, including promoting democ-
racy, economic growth, and maintaining a favor-

able global order. The conclusion of the Cold War
and the onset of the third wave of democratization
intensified scholarly discussions about the scope
and focus of bilateral aid programs. A substantial
body of literature posits that democratization is a
critical determinant in the allocation of U.S. for-
eign aid. The underlying hypothesis is that donor
priorities often outweigh recipient needs in deci-
sions concerning military and economic support.
Indeed, during the Cold War, the U.S. provided
more aid to countries with security agreements,
regardless of their humanitarian needs [4]. This
trend persisted into the post-Cold War era. How-
ever, the level of democracy and humanitarian
needs of the recipient countries began to play a
more significant role in aid allocation decisions
from 1992 onwards. U.S. aid policy has evolved
to incorporate strategic and humanitarian con-
siderations, with democratization emerging as
a crucial factor in recent decades. This study
supports the hypothesis that U.S. foreign aid is
influenced by both the donor’s strategic interests
and the recipient’s democratic status. During the
Cold War, strategic alliances were the primary
driver of aid allocation. However, in the post-
Cold War era, promoting democracy has become
an increasingly important criterion. This shift
reflects a broader trend in U.S. foreign policy
toward supporting democratic transitions and
consolidations worldwide [10].

According to the Congressional Research Ser-
vice, there are several critical rationales for US
foreign assistance programs:

— National security concerns include military
and physical threats to American welfare.

— commercial interests, which include a
way to promote U.S. exports and improve the
environment in which U.S. businesses operate.

— humanitarian concerns as a response to crises
and disasters, reducing poverty and diseases [1].

This article will dwell upon security assistance,
which is one of the most substantial parts of US
foreign aid budgets. As with many other types of
US foreign aid, Congress has the power of the
purse, which in this case refers to money alloca-
tion, and the executive branch, the Administra-
tion, is responsible for delivering the assistance
to the recipient state. The number and range of
US security programs are enormous. First, there
are nonmilitary security assistance programs that
the U.S. State Department administers. These
include programs like International Narcotics
Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE) and sev-
eral programs called Cooperative Threat Reduc-
tion (CTR). The Department of Defense adminis-
ters the latter program, and the State Department
runs the Nonproliferation, Anti-Terrorism, Dem-
ining and Related Programs (NADR) [1].
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The U.S. Department of State is one of the
key actors in delivering military assistance pro-
grams. The State Department is in charge of three
major pillars of US aid that the Department of
Defense Security Cooperation Administration
implements: foreign military financing (FMF),
International Military Education and Training
(IMET), and Peacekeeping Operations (PKO). It
can be inferred from the existing literature that
the United States gradually widened the number
of recipients of military aid. By 1990, the United
States had provided military aid to many more
countries than during the Cold War’s culmina-
tion [2]. However, it’s not the amount of aid that
defines the successes of American assistance
worldwide; it’s nature that matters. For example,
during the Cold War, all American Administra-
tions strengthened friendly, but more impor-
tantly, unfriendly regimes in a way that under-
mined those regimes but did not strengthen them.
In particular, it refers to military aid to military
autonomy and chances for a potential internal
rival to the ruling regime. Thus, that strategy
reduced the number of military coups, for exam-
ple. At the same time, the Soviet Union mostly
backed up the ruling parties in the regimes, which
only strengthened subordinate ties between the
army and the ruling party in most recipient states.
Nevertheless, much research suggests that with-
out the Cold War, the United States might never
have initiated aid programs for other states. At
the same time, when every decade passed, aid
from the United States was perceived as a tem-
porary diplomatic measure, and by 2000, it was
quite an expected element in interstate relations.
Of course, the major reason for continuing that
aid was the emphasis on improving the quality of
life and reducing poverty in recipient countries
[7]. US foreign aid has become an institutional-
ized memory in US relations with other states,
and many states assume that they can rely on US
aid as a symbolic and meaningful gesture of sup-
port.

Implications. This study’s implications are
profound for understanding the dynamics of U.S.
foreign aid policies. By dissecting the strategic
interplay between donor priorities and recipient
needs, the research sheds light on the evolving
nature of U.S. foreign aid. This understanding
is crucial for policymakers, scholars, and prac-
titioners engaged in American politics and inter-
national relations. It advocates for an enhanced
scholarly focus on the legislative dimension of
U.S. policy determination and urges a more col-
laborative inter-branch dialogue to foster a coher-
ent, balanced, and effective policy framework.
The study underscores that U.S. foreign aid has
historically been aligned with its national inter-
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ests, including promoting democracy, economic
growth, and maintaining a favorable global
order. The conclusion of the Cold War and the
onset of the third wave of democratization inten-
sified scholarly discussions about the scope and
focus of bilateral aid programs. This shift reflects
a broader trend in U.S. foreign policy toward
supporting democratic transitions and consolida-
tions worldwide [10]. According to the Congres-
sional Research Service, there are several critical
rationales for U.S. foreign assistance programs:
addressing military and physical threats to Amer-
ican welfare, promoting U.S. exports and improv-
ing the environment in which U.S. businesses
operate, and responding to crises and disasters
by reducing poverty and diseases [1]. This article
focuses on security assistance, a substantial part
of U.S. foreign aid budgets. Congress holds the
power of the purse, allocating funds, while the
executive branch is responsible for delivering
the assistance. The range of U.S. security pro-
grams is extensive, including nonmilitary secu-
rity assistance programs like International Nar-
cotics Control and Law Enforcement (INCLE)
and Cooperative Threat Reduction (CTR). The
Department of Defense administers CTR, while
the State Department runs the Nonproliferation
Anti-Terrorism Demining and Related Programs
(NADR). Furthermore, the U.S. Department of
State plays a crucial role in military assistance
programs, overseeing three major pillars of U.S.
aid: foreign military financing (FMF), Interna-
tional Military Education and Training (IMET),
and Peacekeeping Operations (PKO) [1].

The evolution of U.S. foreign aid reflects the
strategic imperative to support friendly but often
undemocratic regimes during the Cold War, a
strategy aimed at preventing military coups and
maintaining regional stability. The institutional-
ization of U.S. foreign aid over the decades has
led to a perception among recipient states that
U.S. aid is a reliable and symbolic gesture of
support. The study highlights that the U.S. might
never have initiated aid programs for other states
without the Cold War. However, aid from the U.S.
has become an expected element in international
relations, emphasizing the improvement of life
quality and poverty reduction in recipient coun-
tries [7]. This study supports the hypothesis that
U.S. foreign aid is influenced by both the donor’s
strategic interests and the recipient’s democratic
status. During the Cold War, strategic alliances
were the primary driver of aid allocation. In the
post-Cold War era, promoting democracy has
become an 1ncreasmgly important criterion.

This evolution signifies a pivotal shift in the
traditional political power dynamics within the
federal government, impacting the operational
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dynamics of the U.S. political system, the bal-
ance of power, and the formulation of compre-
hensive policies addressing internal and exter-
nal challenges. Future research should focus
on several key areas to further understand the
dynamics and impacts of U.S. foreign aid. One
crucial area is the impact of domestic political
changes in the U.S. on foreign aid policies. This
includes examining how shifts in the political
landscape, such as changes in administration and
party control of Congress, influence aid alloca-
tion and priorities. Additionally, the long-term
effects of U.S. foreign aid on recipient countries,
particularly concerning economic development,
democratization, and political stability, need to
be explored. Another important aspect is the
role of non-state actors and international orga-
nizations in shaping U.S. foreign aid policies.

Investigating the interplay between govern-
mental agencies, NGOs, and international bod-
ies can provide a more comprehensive under-
standing of how foreign aid is conceptualized,
implemented, and perceived globally. Lastly,
future research should incorporate more quanti-
tative analyses to test the assumptions about the
strategic interests behind aid distribution, offer-
ing empirical evidence to support or challenge
existing theoretical frameworks. By examining
these dimensions, the study provides a nuanced
understanding of contemporary American polit-
ical structures and their implications on global
diplomacy. It contributes significantly to politi-
cal science and legislative leadership discourse,
offering practical insights for navigating the
complex interplay of domestic politics and
international relations in the 21st century.

Bibliography:

1. Congressional Research Service. Foreign Assistance: An Introduction to US Programs and Policy. 2022.
38 p. URL: https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R40213 (date of access: 25.05.2024).

2. Casey A. E. Up in Arms: How Military Aid Stabilizes — and Destabilizes — Foreign Autocrats. New York:
Basic Books, 2024. 323 p. (date of access: 15.05.2024)

3. Carothers T. Aiding Democracy Abroad: The Learning Curve. Washington, DC: Carnegie Endowment
for International Peace, 1999. 412 p. (date of access: 17.06.2024)

4. Eberstadt N. U.S. foreign aid policy: a critique. New York: Foreign Policy Association, 1990. 64 p.

5. Hattori T. The moral politics of foreign aid. Review of International Studies. 2003. Vol. 29, no. 2.
P. 229-247. URL: https://doi.org/10.1017/s0260210503002298 (date of access: 24.06.2024).

6. Hobson J. M. The State and International Relations (Themes in International Relations). Cambridge
University Press, 2000. 266 p. (date of access: 17.06.2024)

7. Lancaster C. Foreign Aid: Diplomacy, Development, Domestic Politics. University of Chicago Press,
2010. 288 p.

8. Morgenthau H. A Political Theory of Foreign Aid. American Political Science Review. 1962. Vol. 56,
no. 2. P. 301-309. URL: https://doi.org/10.2307/1952366 (date of access: 17.06.2024).

9. Nuechterlein D. E. America overcommitted: United States national interests in the 1980s. Lexington,
Ky : University Press of Kentucky, 1985. 238 p.

10. Olivié L., Pérez A. Aid Power and Politics. Taylor & Francis Group, 2019.

11. Faraponov V. Role Of The House Speaker In Determining U.S. Policy Priorities. Scientific Works
of Interregional Academy of Personnel Management. Political Sciences and Public Management. 2024.
No. 6(72). P. 74-80. URL: https://doi.org/10.32689/2523-4625-2023-6(72)-11 (date of access: 20.06.2024).

95



