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Six months after the inauguration, the Trump administration's transition process seems far from over. 

Although for what concerns the domestic policy a number of priorities have already emerged, the 

whole set of foreign policy of the Trump administration is far from being defined. Several hundred 

positions within the State Department are still vacant. Despite the fact that many of these unfilled 

positions are quite minor, they are decisive to allow the new administration to actually deliver his 

policies. So far, the confirmed presidential appointments by the Trump administration are not even 

the half of those of all the precedent four administrations. In addition, a new strategic document is 

not on the horizon. According to the Constitution, the president of the United States has more power 

over foreign affairs than perhaps in any other field. Early in his campaign, president Trump has 

promised a new approach, different from the interventionism of typical of both his liberal and 

conservative predecessors. In the lack of a new great strategy, it is too early to assess if and how 

much the Trump administration is moving away from a number of political processes that originated 

many years ago, namely with the Democratic Party's victory in the 2006 Mid-Term elections. Except 

for the withdrawal from the Pacific Partnership and the Paris Accords, and taking into account the 

expected large increase in military spending, the only certainty regarding the direction given to 

foreign policy by the new administration is that it remains vague and contradictory. President Trump 

triumphal journey can be summarized in the promise to do both more and less than the former 

president of the United States, giving to voters a quite contradictorily message. The election year 

was dominated by a new version of foreign policy activism, in which disengagement was more 

relevant than scale down. The blend of left and right wing radicalism has been in the essence the 

force behind the campaign of president Trump. Some candidates wanted to boost the defense 

budget, but their message was full of pledges to help everyone else who is sharing western values. 

Other candidates wanted to bail out of trade agreements and to keep foreign aid. According to 

president Trump U.S. foreign policy should instead serve only U.S. interests. On top of that, president 

Trump explained that his whole policy would be very inexpensive because the allies would at last 

pay their bills. As a consequence, president, Trump is now facing the huge complexity of moving 

forward a policy that pledged all together to do more and less. 

Frankly, it is also true that the initial stages of all the other post Cold War administrations did not 

stand out for a better definition of their own international policy vision. Under this respect, and at 

least for the time being, the Trump administration seems to replicate the pattern drawn by the Bush 

the elder administration more than twenty-five years ago. The administration of Bush the elder went 

to history for a decisive rejection of any strategic vision and a strong tendency to react passively, 

day by day, to international events, often in a quite unpredictable fashion. But the indeterminacy of 

the Trump administration is also the product of the clash between two souls. On the one hand is 

strong the push for a return to that radical America that identifies itself with President Jackson.  

On the other hand, the push for a return to that conservative tradition personified by President 

Reagan is equally strong. The first of these two different souls has no interest in defending nowadays 

status quo, both inside and outside the Nation. The second, although elaborating on the same 

American exceptionalism, is in favor of a remarkable level of international commitment. The record 

of these few months demonstrates how President Trump has been swinging between these two 

essences, failing to work out a synthesis that can make its foreign policy somewhat clearer, maybe 

predictable. In the meantime, many of the most important goals of his long electoral campaign seem 

to have been, at least temporarily, set aside. 
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Unlike his predecessor, President Trump was willing to give the White House an impulsive and 

unpredictable stamp. Nevertheless, with the passing of months, President Trump is becoming much 

less radical and far more conservative than expected on the eve of his inauguration.  

As president, Trump seems to have realized that for the good and the prosperity of the United States, 

there is no better choice than enforcing a quite traditional international activism, alone when needed, 

in cooperation with old and new allies whenever possible. Most likely, President Trump will never 

become a completely conventional president, but the interaction between President Trump and the 

members of its administration is already moderating any radical drifts. On this regard, it is noteworthy 

how the White House is considering a resumption of negotiations for the transatlantic partnership. In 

any case, the idea of a complete normalization of the Trump administration's foreign policy is entirely 

premature. 

 

 

 

 


