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Introduction 

American foreign policy may be defined as the necessary relations Americans have with 

other nations in order to preserve and expand the prosperity of the United States (Gardner 

1973: 1). Indeed peace and prosperity, stability and security, democracy and defense are 

the enduring values and interest of American foreign policy. Freedom from the dictates of 

others, commercial advantage, and promotion of American values and ideals are among 

the persistent foreign policy goals tied to these values and interests. In order to achieve 

these goals, the US has pursued different means in foreign policy since the founding of 

the nation in 1776. Isolationism, multilateralism/ internationalism and unilateralism with 

added features of realism, liberalism are the competing strategies the nation had tried 

during the last two centuries as a means to achieve its policy goals. 

When independent was won, the challenge before American was to preserve the new 

America. While laying the foundation of the country's foreign policy, the Founding 

Fathers strongly committed their nation to isolationism. In his farewell address to the 

nation in 1796, George Washington made it clear that the US had a true policy to stay 

clear of permanent alliance with any portion of the foreign world. Similarly, President 

Jefferson in his inaugural address (1801) issued his primary dictum of 'no entangling 

alliance.' For him, a policy of aloofness- isolation was the best ways to preserve and 

develop the nation as a free people although at the same time envision an 'Empire of 

Liberty.' President John Quincy Adams also stated that America applauds those who 

fight for liberty and independence, but she goes not abroad, in search of monster to 

destroy. These statements have clearly indicated that isolationism as a foundation stone 

of US foreign policy. 

This isolationism was put to an end by Monroe Doctrine in 1 823 which proclaimed that 

the Western Hemisphere should be free from European encroachment. However this 

proclamation was shelved for almost a century because US was not powerful enough to 

put it into practiced. The reality came in 1 898 when US defeated Spain in a war and this 

put an end US isolationist policy and began to asserted its rightful role in world politics. 

As the 19th century draw close and especially after the closing of the frontier, the US also 

became an imperialist power by unilaterally acquired Philippines. It asserted its 



dominance over Latin America by proclaiming the right to intervene through Roosevelt 

Corollary. 

The United States was historically ambivalent about international law. This ambivalence 

could be seen throughout the 20th century. On the one hand US took leading role in 

multilateral treaties such as the Covenant of the League of Nations, the Kellogg Brian 

pact, the United Nations Charter, the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty and UN Human Rights 

Covenants. 

On the other hand, as the histories of the League Covenant, Universal Declaration of 

Human Rights and Havana Charter on the International Trade Organization suggest that 

the United States recoiled from adhering to the far reaching obligations of those 

multilateral treatise. This pattern has persisted till today. Surveying the post Cold War 

making of multilateral obligations, the United States continues to lead in fostering 

negotiations, but there is increased tendency on its part to opt out of the resulting treaties, 

usually by refusing to ratify them. US failed to ratify Comprehensive Test ban Treaty, 

Kyoto Protocol and International Criminal Court of which all together form a mother of 

international treaty in their own respective area. 

During the Cold War period, although there were instances of unilateral actions, but by 

and large the American policy makers commonly saw unilateralism as a last resort, to be 

pursue only when multilateralism carried a great cost or it was impossible in its 

international policies. This may be attributed to Cold War politics where both the Super 

Powers needed allies to carry on their own ideology. The end of Cold war brought a new 

environment where this competition is supposed to be replace by cooperation. 

Ronald Reagan come to White House with a strong determination to defeat the Soviet 

Union, tough in its dealing by dec1aring its as 'Evil Empire.' However a policy of 

cooperation and peaceful coexistence was adopted in his second term, which was 

signified by various meetings and one of the most successful disarmament treaty signed 

in human history the elimination of Intermediate Range Ballistic Missile called the INF 

Treaty in 1987. This was upheld by President George HW Bush and President Bill 

Clinton. The GulfWar in 1990s was fought under the aegis ofUnited Nations. 
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Clinton period was the period of internationalism, however it does not mean that there 

was no unilateralism. Clinton increased military budget although the Cold War was 

ended and Warsaw Pact was dismantle, intervened in Haiti, continued bombing suspected 

site in Iraq and Afghanistan. 

However Ointon period was often regarded as a period of the triumph of international 

cooperation and multilateral initiative as he signed mother of international treaties like 

Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, Kyoto Protocol and International Criminal Court (Rome 

Treaty). When Clinton reluctantly signed International Criminal Court Treaty, he said 

that, "nevertheless, it was important to sign the treaty to reaffirm our strong support for 

international accountability" and to place the United States in a better position to 

negotiate changes in the court's structure and rules" (Myers: 2001 ). Thus Clinton 

indicated his belief in drawing international system in favour of United States within the 

system itself and consider soft power as a means of global influence and unilateral force 

as a last option not an equal option with soft power. 1 Clinton believes in gradually gain 

the acceptance of American proposals by others through negotiations within the system 

itself instead of looking for alternative as George W Bush did. 

The cursory look of Bush foreign policy would convince that it is based on 

multilateralism because all policy at first instance called for multilateral approach. The so 

called Bush Doctrine which was espoused in National Security Strategies and various 

speeches and actions would give that impression. But the underlying multilateralism is 

that multilateralism under US leadership, under US auspices and US initiative in other 

words multilateralism by the US, for the US and the US. But the content and the intention 

of such multilateral policies and initiative and subsequent actions appear or seems that 

US foreign policy under George W. Bush to be unilateralism. 

In a complete turnaround, Bush administration made that if international treaty/ 

agreement is not in favour of US, or others cannot agree on US terms, then proposing 

alternatives or going alone was the rule of the thumb. Bush believed in changing 

1 Soft power is a term coined by Joseph Nye Jr. to describe the ability to influence others apart from 
traditional military power. It includes co-optive- power getting others to want what you want through 
international institutions like World Bank, IMF, WTO, MNCs etc and soft power resources like cultural 
attraction, ideology, and international institutions 
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international system from outside if it does not favour American interest; he gave equal 

importance to soft and hard power to achieve American national interest by abandoning 

international cooperation to achieve a desired objectives. In reasserting unilateralism, the 

Bush administration actions included: 

o abrogate the Anti-ballistic Missile Treaty and restarted Reagan era Star War 

programme. 

o undermined the Nuclear Proliferation Treaty by expressing its intention to test 

nuclear weapons (mini-nukes) and scrapped Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty. 

o repudiated the international scientific consensus to curb global warming and 

withdrew from global effort such as the Kyoto Protocol. 

o renounced the US signature on the Rome Statute- a treaty creating International 

Criminal Court (lCC) and campaign aggressively to exempt alJ US personnel 

from its jurisdiction, even threatening to veto UN peacekeeping operations if it 

did not get its way. 

o invaded Iraq without the sanction of UN Security Council. 

o suspended support for UN's family Planning programme and balked supporting 

the Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination Against 

Women. 

Unilatera]ism is nothing new in American foreign policy, indeed it is intertwined with the 

domestic thinking and belief and it is the manifestation of local values and belief outside 

the country's border. In fact every country's foreign policy has the element of 

multilateralism and unilateralism. Mu1tilatera!jsm is pursue when there is positive sum 

game whereas unilateralism is pursue where zero sum rule the games. Indeed Clinton's 

period ( 1993-2000) was marked by the intertwined of multilateralism and unilateral ism 

so is George W Bush period (2001-08). But Clinton was called a globalization president 

and his era was labeled as a triumph of liberal internationalism/ multilateralism whereas 

Bush was called an unilateral president. 
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Concept of Multilateralism and Unilateralism 

Unilateralism 

Literally the word unilateralism means one-sidedness, a doctrine or agenda that supports 

one sided action. Such action may be in disregard for other parties, or as an expression of 

commitment towards a direction which other parties may find agreeable. Unilateralism is 

a particu tar method by which a state or political actor interacts with the international 

environment; that is, a method by which it solves its international problems and manages 

its relations with partners and opponents. Unilateralism is more than an orientation that 

maximizes self interest, it is a principle for action aimed at limiting commitments while 

maintaining autonomy of action (Bertele and Mey: 1998). 

In an era of globalization where each other's well being is defmed in terms of 

cooperation where nations played a positive sum game, while unilateralism is ·a 

perception on any country with a blame of building or searching for self interest even at 

the cost of others. But even a cursory view of international system, nation states foreign 

policies begins as a one-sided and unilateral act. This is because behind every political 

act is a unilateral definition of one's own interests (Bertele and Mey: 1998). Every state 

has a definite purpose and depend upon their capabilities strive to assert a policy which 

could serve their interest on the best possible way. 

The necessity of the support of allies for containing the Soviet Union during the cold war 

compelled US to adopt multilateral activities. As far as possible it tries to secure the 

support of international institutions especially UN, in fact Uniting for Peace resolution 

was a means invented by US. However, there were many cases where unilateralism was 

practiced in form and spirit, covertly and overtly. CIA led regime change and covert and 

overt wars like Cuba, Guatemala, Nicaragua, Vietnam, lran and Afghanistan. ·· 

M ultilateralism 

According to Ruggie (1992) multilateralism at its core refers to coordinating relations 

among three or more states in accordance with certain principles. According to this 

definition, multilateralism consists of three principles- i) Indivisibility ii) non-
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discrimination or generalized organizing principles iii) Diffuse reciprocity. Indivisibility 

is illustrated by collective security arrangement wherein an attack on one is considered as 

an attack on alL Non discrimination implies that all parties must be treated similarly, as in 

the use of Most Favour Nation (MFN) status in trade agreement. Diffuse reciprocity 

implies that state do not rely on specific, quid pro qou but on long term assurance on long 

term balance in their relation. According to Oxford Dictionary of Politics (2004) 

multilateralism is an approach to international trade, the monetary system, international 

disarmament and security, or environment based on the idea that if international 

cooperative regimes for the management of conflicts of interest are to be effective, they 

must represent a broad and sustainable consensus among the states of international 

system. Multilateralism therefore lends itself to issue where clear common interests in the 

international community are identifiable. 

Thus the term refers to multiple countries working in concert on a given issue. Most 

international organizations such as United Nations and World Trade Organization, 

regional organizations such as ASEAN, EU, NAFT A and security organizations such as 

NATO, Warsaw Pact, and Collective Security Treaty Organization (CSTO) are 

multilateral in nature. 

According Ikenberry (2003) multilateral ism involves the coordination of relations among 

three or more states according to a set of rules or principles. It can be distinguished from 

other types of interstate relations in three ways. First, because it entails the coordination 

of relations among a group of states, it can be contrasted with bilateral, "hub and spoke," 

and imperial arrangements. Second, the terms of a given relationship are defmed by 

agreed-upon rules and principles- and sometimes by organizations-so multilateralism can 

be contrasted with interactions based on ad hoc bargaining or straight- forward power 

politics. Third, multilatiralism entails some reduction in policy autonomy, since the 

choices and actions of the participating states are-at least to some degree-constrained by 

the agreed-upon rules and principles. 

lt is recognizable that during the interwar years the exclusionary nature of bilateral 

bargains and frequents resorts to unilateral action had contributed to the breakdown of the 

international political economy resulted in the onset of war. As a result, multilateralism 
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became the norm in such post-war agreements such as Bretton Woods's agreements, 

United Nations and other organizations established under the aegis of UN as well as 

regional alliances. 

However the painstaking effort of world leaders since the end of World War II has 

encountered mounting challenges in the period after the end of Cold War. The United 

States has become increasingly dominant on the world stage militarily as well as 

economically; as such it has more and more capacity to use its hard and soft power to 

achieve its policies. 

From the outbreak of World War II until the collapsed of Soviet Union, the presence of 

powerful aggressor states encourage for strong domestic support for a compact between 

power and cooperation. Even before the United States entered World War II, many of the 

leading strategic thinkers viz. Isaiah Bowman, Edward Mead Earle and Spykman had 

concluded that distance was no longer a reliable guarantee of the nation's security. 

Instead the United States would have to prevent any single or group of powers from 

establishing control over the Eurasian Heartland2 and Rimland3
- the huge landmass 

extending from Iberia to Siberia. Doing so would require not just the projection of US 

military power, but also the consensual help of allies that shared the United States' 

strategic priorities. This was the guiding factor behind US foreign policy approach 

towards multilateral cooperation during the cold war period as well as after the end of 

cold war. 

American idealism was the motivating force behind creation of United Nations during the 

waning days of second World War. American values shaped the world organization, 

whose political institution was modeled after its own. 

2 Heartland Theory is a geopolitical hypothesis, proposed by British geographer Halford Mackinder in 
1904, that any political power based in the heart of Eurasia could gain sufficient strength to eventually 
dominate the world. He predicted "Who rules East Europe commands the Heartland, Who rules the 
heartland commands the World-Island. Who rules the World-Island commands the world." 
3 Rimland concept is proposed by Spykman in 1930s which comprised most of Europe, middle east, Indian 
subcontinent, China, Siberia, Asia Minor and predicted "Whoever rules the Rimland rules Eurasia, 
Whoever rules Eurasia controls the destiny of the world." He advocated the alliance of US, Soviet Union 
and Britain to preserve world peace because the unification of Rimland as a menace to both US and USSR 
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In 1947 it formed Rio Treaty with Latin American countries followed by North Atlantic 

Treaty organization (NATO) in 1949. Under its security umbrella, regional multilateral 

security organizations were established on the pattern of NATO like Australia, New 

Zealand, United. States Security Treaty (ANZUS) in 1951, Southeast Asian Treaty 

Organization (SEATO) in 1954, Baghdad Pact (later known as Central Treaty 

Organization) in 1955. These organizations committed member states to share the risk 

and responsibilities of collective security while upholding their individual right as well as 

their obligation according to the UN Charter. US meticulously used these multilateral 

organizations to promote its own interest and as a base for its fight against communism. 

The first successful multilateral action undertaken by the US through UN was the Uniting 

for Peace Resolution4 during the Korean war. During the initial stages of the functioning 

of UN, its members were countries sympathetic to the US and Allied powers. In the first 

seven years (1946-1953), of the 800 resolution adopted by the General Assembly, the US 

was defeated in less than 3 percent and in no case were important US security interest 

involved (Kjani: 2003). This proves the fact that the US not only had profound influence 

in the UN Security Council, but also the ability to steer the General Assembly away from 

what perceived as its core security interest. 

In 1953, in his address to the UN General Assembly President Eisenhower proposed 

Atom for Peace which was a motivating force behind the establishment of International 

Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1957. It become the world's centre of cooperation in 

the nuclear field. The Agency works with its member states and multiple partners 

worldwide to promote safe, secure and peaceful nuclear technologies. The most 

successful multilateral action during the cold war was the Gulf war in 1991 where the UN 

Security Council unanimously approved UN sanction for the liberation of Kuwait 

occupied by Iraq. The US was the main contributor of man and armaments etc and 

contributed more than half million troops. 

4 Uniting for Peace Resolution is a devise adopted by UN General Assembly if Security Council fail to 
maintain its obligations to maintain international peace and security due to dissension among the veto 
holding countries. The first resolution was passed by General Assembly in 1950 on the insistence of US 
after Soviet Union veto resolution to intervene in the Korean war 
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However the multilateralism during the cold war was never a collective consensus of 

world opinion except on the Gulf war. This is because of the divergent attitude and zero 

sum approach of cooperation by the two Super Powers. International relation had 

revolved around super power politics. There was no consensus on what is threat to human 

kind, instead both were the enemies of each other. Thus if one state go against either of 

the super power, it could always find political, economic and military support from the 

belligerent super power. 

By 1991, the Soviet Union finally collapsed and marked the end of Cold war. In the US 

perception, the forces of the free world had triumphed over Communism. In the absence 

of any immediate geo-strategic-survival threat to the US from the Soviet Union, the 

possibility of nuclear confrontation dissipated and the hopeful prospects also surfaced 

worldwide that the arm race would be rolled back and the diversion of billions of dollar 

for social sector. 

It was also hopeful that the end of cold war would reaffirm US commitment to the ideals 

of the UN, pursue it sincerely and thereby edify the UN and help regain its efficacy and 

prestige. Seemingly a new era of rule of law, international cooperation and 

multilateralism of a new kind was going to drawn. 

In November 1992 President Bush ordered a policy review that culminated into National 

Security Directive (NSD) 74. This directive, the first US policy statement since the 

Truman administration advocated active US support for UN peacekeeping, recommended 

a variety ofUS and UN initiative. 

Lower trade and investment barrier all over the world was the economic strategy of 

President Clinton. He became known as the globalization president. The administration 

signed the North America Free Trade Agreement (NAFf A), it also completed the 

Uruguayan Round of GATT which led to the establishment of World Trade Organization 

in 1995 which serve as a means for multilateral trade negotiations. This brought about the 

greatest reforms in world's trading system and opened economic markets around the 

world. 

After the end of cold war, important changes made in multilateralism have been visible-
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Firstly, one the most glaring changes in multilateral activities was the participation of US 

and Soviet Union/Russia in UN peace keeping activities. During cold war, the United 

Nations undertook a relatively small number of peace keeping operations which mostly 

aimed at stabilizing the areas of cold war competition. Accordingly, the UN Security 

Council's permanent members refrained from contributing peacekeeping troops although 

they provided significant fmancial and occasionally logistic support. After the end of cold 

war in most cases there was a consensus among permanent members and their 

participation. Since the evolution of peace keeping mechanism, there were more than 

sixty (60) peace keeping mission undertaken by UN, amazingly more than two-third of 

the operations was sanctioned after the end of cold war. 

Secondly, another area in the post cold war era has been humanitarian intervention. Cold 

war era intervention were mostly aimed at restoring peace and legitimate authority in a 

war tom countries. Since the threat of survival is minimize to negligible level, 

humanitarian concern has gained importance international relations. 

Thirdly, the end of cold war signifies the emergence of economic and other concern as a 

major push factor for multilateralism. Regional economic co-operations like Mercosur, 

NAFT A, EU, APEC, SAARC and a host of regional free and bilateral free trade areas 

were established. 

Multilateralism does entail a certain principles follow by participating countries, a shared 

role and responsibility and interest where each has a certain role in decision making but 

this does not necessarily means equal role and influence. 

The present research would focus on the foreign policy of George W Bush especially the 

unilateral policies since 2001 and examine how his foreign policy has been different from 

his predecessor Bill Clinton, that seen to be multilateral foreign policy. 1t would analyse 

look upon the historical unilateral practices looking at the roots of this unilateralism from 

different perspectives and try to integrate with the mainstream international relations 

theories' views on unilateralism and the implication of unilateral foreign policy in 

international peace and security as wel1 as its cost for US itself. 
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Chapter I 

Roots of American Unilateralism under 
George W Bush 



Roots of American Unilateralism 

The ideas, values and themes on which George W Bush viewed the world is not new 

instead it has a long tradition in US foreign policy. In fact the US foreign policy is the 

result of amalgamation of different ideologies which were the fall out of domestic in 

nature. The conservative thinking has always leaned towards this notion in foreign policy 

where Republican Party is by and large identified. Even if a country has pursued a liberal 

foreign policy with cooperation and interdependence as the rule of the thumb, a change 

ensues when the very survival of a nation is at stake opting for the militaristic foreign 

policy is always the option if a country has the capacity. 

According to the Realist theory of international relations a country's foreign policy is 

determined by its national interest. This is true in every country's foreign policy where 

US is no exception. After 9/11 said Dr. Rice (2002), the then Assistant to the President on 

National Security Affairs and subsequently Secretary of State, ''there is no longer any 

doubt that today America faces an existential threat to our security-a threat as great as 

any we faced during the Civil War, the so-called "Good War", or the Cold War." The US 

thus by treating War on Terrorism as an open war like any other wars fought in the past, 

invoked past policies but with more sharpeness, unequivocal and more open approach. 

Like his predecessors President Bush's goal of sustaining a democratic peace and 

disseminating America's core values resonate with the most traditional theme in US 

history. Since the establishment of America as a nation, the Founding Fathers forswore 

entangling alliances might embroil the fragile country in dangerous Old World 

controversies and tarnish the United States identity as an exceptional country (Leffler: 

2004). T~ _maintain its uniqueness and exceptionalism US frequently followed 

unilateralism as a foreign policy means. Even before it became a world power, President 

Monroe declared a doctrine which prohibited Europeans to interfere in the new world and 

in I899 the US made a unilateral Open Door Policy declaration on China to safeguard its 

commercial interest. 

In I904 President Theodore Roosevelt announced a new coronary to Monroe's doctrine, 

unilaterally asserting the right of United States intervention in Western hemisphere to 
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preserve order. It was meant to thwart prospective European interventions and protect the 

national interest of United States. Since World War II US became a global power, and the 

leader of capitalist countries. Its global influence, role and activities increased manifold 

reaching every nook and comer of the world, the leadership began thinking it was a time 

to export its values and cultures, and setting a model for the world simultaneously 

promoting ideological as well as proxy war with Soviet Union and Communism. This 

often required unilateral actions to obtain desired result and sustaining its goals. The end 

of Cold War left the world with one dominant Super power with no immediate or 

potential challengers for decades to come. 

The terrorist attacked on World Trade Center happened a few months after George W 

Bush assumed Presidency which exposes the limits of US power. US responded to this 

unprecedented event with dramatic and sweeping new policies. It created a Federal 

Agency called Department of Homeland Security and the USA P A TRJOT Act was 

passed. Externally it attacked Afghanistan to weed out AI Qaida, responsible for 9111 

attacked and subsequently announced a new doctrine which legitimizes unilateralism­

preempty strike at the enemy wherever in the world. Instead of waiting for enemy to fire 

America as during the World War I and II, America will pursue its enemy and eliminate 

before they could harm or reach American interest and American soil. Thus there was a 

clear departure from its policy of deterrence and containment during the Cold War and 

the policy of sanction as was in force against some belligerent countries notably Iraq and 

Cuba. 

Is this unilateralism unprecedented? Looking at the foreign policy of US in the past 250 

years, there were many instances where unilateralism was invoked. American foreign 

policy is in fact influence by it ideological belief, its Christian culture, its political system 

founded on the principle of equality and individual freedom etc. These have a great 

impact on it political system as well as guided its relations with the outside world which 

compelJing it to act unilaterally. 

The roots of George W Bush administration's unilateralism can be trace from these 

distinct beliefs and exceptionalism and the new political movements which led the 

resurgence of these ideas and doctrine which arises from this perception. These can be 
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divided into- Ideological, American Conservatism, foreign policy of Republican Party, 

role of Evangelicals and the neoconservatives. 

1. Ideological Roots 

The Christian tradition, introduced by the first comers, reinforced by nearly all their 

European successors and perpetuated by conscious effort was the chief foundation stone 

of American intellectual development (Curti 1964: 3). Americans developed their 

ideological belief and existence from European tradition of conservatism which was term 

as Old World, but asserted its difference and were modified according the practical needs 

of the new land, with extreme conservatism on Christian belief. 

There are two most important ideological beliefs that played vital role in American 

policies-

a) Exemplarism and Vindicationism: According to Thomas Jefferson all men, not 

simply Americans possessed unalienable rights to life, liberty and the pursuit of 

happiness. And when any form of government, not just Britain's peculiar mix of crown 

and parliament, became destructive to people's welfare, they were justifying in 

abolishing it (Brands: 1998). The liberal democratic country established in US although 

chal1enged by different forms of government, is the most successful form of government 

the world has ever experienced. The exemplarist argue that the United States should 

promote democracy by offering a benign model of a successful liberal democratic state 

while the vindacationist argue that the United States must move beyond example and 

undertake active measures to spread its universal values (Monten: 2005). Because 

freedom is inevitably link to democracy, democracy to peace, peace to trade, trade to free 

market and a free market to a freedom itself (Bailey: 2005). 

The concept of city upon hill, phrase derived from the metaphor of Salt and Light in the 

Sermon on the Mountain, Jesus gave in the Gospel of Matthew. Verse fourteen of 

Matthew chapter five states that "you are the light of the world. A city that is set on a hill 

cannot be hidden" has a very profound impact on the ideological development of 
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Americans. It was interpreted that America should be shining upon hill and its values, 

culture and ideologies cannot hide, and all other nations would look upon it as well as 

American should spread shared this gospel to other nations of the world. The phrase 

enters American mind through the sermon delivered by John Winthrop A Model of 

Christian Charity in 1630. 

b) Exceptionalism: Exceptionalism is the most powerful force that permeates American 

blood since the foundation of America till today. American exceptionalism is a 

ubiquitous theme of US politics from states to states and local to national arenas with 

deep cultural roots. It has been used to legitimize both idealist and pragmatic, domestic as 

well as foreign policies. For most part, where exceptionalism has been cited by US 

leaders it has justified or rallied approval for, an international foreign policy. Originating 

in the Puritan vision of the New World 'City on a Hill', the idea of exceptionalism 

evolved in tandem with an evolution in the United State's power (Levy 2001: 23). 

According to Jeanne J. Kirkpatrick "American exceptionalism express the conviction that 

the US has a moral mission which flow out its identity and which should guide its 

policies. Our exceptional character, which was originally used to justify disdaining 

alliance and quarrels of the so called Old world, has often been cited as the ground to 

improve the world" (Kegley and Wittkopf 1996: 259). US national political identity is 

expressed in foreign policy primarily through the idea of exceptionalism (Monten: 2005). 

American Exceptionalism has also rooted from this ideology which refers to the belief 

"that the United States differs qualitatively from other developed nations, because of its 

unique origins, national credo, historical evolution, and distinctive political and religious 

institutions." The United States was the first nation ever to base its very sense of 

nationhood on a set of universal principle derived from natural rights, as enunciated in its 

Declaration of independence (Bennett: 2000). 

John L. O'Sullivan in 1839 wrote that "Our national birth was the beginning of a new 

history, the formation and progress of an untried political system, which separates us 

from the past and connects us with the future only; and so far as regards the entire 

development of the natural rights of man, in moral, political, and national life, we may 

confidently assume that our country is destined to be the great nation of futurity" 
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(O'Sullivan: 1839). Derived their principle from this ideology the Neoconservatives hold 

the view that American leadership is good both for America and for the world; and that 

such leadership require military strength, diplomatic energy and commitment to moral 

principle (PNAC: 1997). The manifest destiny served as a legitimizing myth of empire. 

Manifest destiny helped reconcile the national mythology of exceptionalism and virtue 

with ambition and acquisitiveness. Americans thus understood their territorial expansion 

particularly in American way, drawing on ideas deeply embedded in their cultural 

heritage and self-identity. The American leadership knew very well that territorial 

expansion as embraced by this Manifest Destiny is not practicable today but put into 

practice in different form- through NATO expansion and tried to control energy rich 

region under its hold and strategically important regions like the Middle East, Central 

Asia. Iraq war was another means to control the Middle East region and the colour 

revolutions in East Europeans countries and Central Asian countries, Georgia's Rose 

Revolution (2003), Ukraine's Orange Revolution (2004), and Kyrgyzstan's Tulip 

Revolution (2005) were all regime not friendly to US. 

The history of American foreign policy begins with the fight for their own independence 

from the Old world. Americans envisioned a New World free from what they saw as the 

corrupting influences of the old. To put into practiced Americans had a peculiar belief 

about foreign affairs is that the United States has a peculiar destiny because they are a 

different people, a beacon of light for the world. When it was used to explain the United 

States' contribution to the revolutions in Eastern Europe, exceptionalism was evoked in 

the Puritan 'city on a hill/ exemplar tradition. Various member of Bush (George HW 

Bush) administration argued that American economic success, political freedom, and 

military power had stimulated dissent and revolt in the East (Levy 2001: 14.6) This idea 

of creating a mora11y superior society accordingly run deep in the United States and has 

spawned endless attempt to achieve it and here the hope of world salvation lays it. When 

the society is small and weak, its achievement requires separation from the corrupt and its 

world mission is realized by a mere survival and by serving as a model to the world. 

Once firmly established and strong, the potential for a more aggressive strategy of 

protection and world salvation open up (Bailey: 2005). 
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The most vocal expression of this ideology came out in Momoe doctrine in December 

1823. It separated the world into new and old world where old war ideology, practiced in 

the form of war, colonization, exploitation, corruption etc were not allowed to enter the 

new world. In fact Momoe set up United States as a protector of the new world. During 

the Cold war US claimed itself as a protector of the free world and Ronald Reagan even 

called Soviet Union as Evil Empire the phrase derived from American notion of good and 

bad. Those that are not accepted American values of freedom are evils and this has 

another nomenclature in George Bush connotation in the form of Axis of Evil. 

The United States achieved its present position by actively promoting American 

principles of governance abroad- democracy, free markets, and respect for liberty. During 

Reagan years, the United States pressed for changes in right wing and left wing 

dictatorship alike, among both friends and foes in the Philippines, South Korea, Eastern 

Europe and even the Soviet Union because the policy of putting pressure on authoritarian 

and totalitarian regimes had practical aims and, in the end, delivered strategic benefit. In 

a speech to a joint session of Congress after the 9111 attacks, George W. Bush adopted a 

homiletic tone when he reminded us, "Our nation is chosen by God and commissioned by 

history to be a model to the world of justice" (Fredericks: 2003). This long term 

ideological also make Bush administration in particular and Republic Party in general 

believe that promotion democracy is the cornerstone of US foreign policy not only 

because it is the best form of government but also a powerful instrument to defeat 

terrorism 

II. Conservatives Roots 

According to Oxford Concise Dictionary of Politics (2004) Conservatism is a political 

philosophy whicbjaspires to the preservation of what is thought to be the best in 

established society, and opposes radical change. Americans migrated from Europe to start 

a new life owing the new opportunities offered by the vast untapped land and resources. 

American policy, values and belief was founded in opposition to European ideals and 

16 



traditions, and from the beginning the guiding rule of American foreign policy was to 

keep out ofEuropean affairs (Dunn and Woodard 1996: 22). 

United States is perhaps the first country in modem world founded on the principles of 

equality and individual freedom. This political philosophy is unequivocally laid down in 

the Bill of Rights adopted in 1790. Since then the nation's aim and objective was to 

preserve and protect this very foundation within and outside the country. The American 

conservatives trace their root to the ideology of an English political thinker Edmund 

Burke who in turn found inspiration from the tested traditions of nature and the Holy 

Scripture. He approached the problems of society in the knowledge that "we owe an 

implicit reverence to all the institution is of our ancestors" and that "ideas of religion and 

govemrnmtarecladyconnected''(DumarxlW<XXJard 1996:27&28). 

Viewing from this perspectives a conservative approach to foreign policy should reflect 

these values as well as the respect for history, experience, the institution, policy, practice 

etc. When the first settlers reached America it was a vast and empty land where the rule 

of the jungle i.e. survival of the fittest was the law of the land. Social Darwinism has a 

great impact on their thinking. The American economy owed its success to hard, 

continuous work, frugality, self-disciplined living and individual initiatives. The 

institutions, political system, economic system grew out from these peculiar conditions of 

the land which was by and large based on individual initiatives. Thus they wanted to keep 

this freedom and individualism intact. 

At the same time they wanted to export these values to other parts of the world. Thomas 

Jefferson while making the American Declaration of Independence declared that life, 

liberty and pursuit of happiness are the inalienable right of every individual and he 

summed up American values and democracy as Empire of Liberty. He saw North 

America as a vast area for planting the ideas of democracy and liberty (Holmes: 1993). 

Tocqueville argued that what was happening in America (American war for democracy) 

was only the first step towards the inevitable triumph of equality and democracy around 

the world. 
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The role of conservatives in American politics is conspicuous, as a result wooing the 

conservative vote in election is an important campaign strategy right from the start of 

party primaries. In 2000 Republican primary those 64% of those voters identify as 

somewhat conservatives vote for Bush while only 31% vote for McCain, and 74% of 

very conservative vote for Bush while only 14% vote for McCain (Stanley and Niemi: 

2006). According to the survey done by General Social Survey, national Opinion 

Research Centre, University of Chicago, in March 1973 the percentage of voters 

identified was 29%, 32% in 2000 and 37% in 2004. Presidential vote in general election 

by groups done by Network Exit Polls 1988-2004 reveals that more than three-fourth of 

conseryative' s votes for republican because of ideological reason, as depicted by the 

statistic below: 

Year Percentage from Vote share 

total voters Republican Democrat 

1988 35 80 19 

1992 30 64 18 

1996 33 71 20 

2000 29 81 17 

2004 34 84 15 

Source: Presidential Vote in General Electton by Groups, Network Exit Polls 1988-2004, on Stanley, 
Harold W. and Niemi, Richard G. (2006), Vital Statistic on American Politics 2005-2006, Washington DC: 
CQ Press, pp- 124 

The conservative ideas of Reagan like a strong national defense, free market and free 

trade and offensive-defensive, covert and overt struggle against enemy during 1980s has 

given a great impetus to George W Bush, as these policies were regarded as a policies 

that helped the demise of Soviet Union during the Presidency of his father George HW 

Bush. In the run up for White House Governor Bush promise for a strong national 

defense and vowed to increase defense spending, the idea emanating from conservative 

ideology as well as the success during 1 980s. 
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Candidate Bush positioned himself in the 2000 campaign as a president who would lead 

the country with Compassionate Conservatism5 at home and with strong American values 

abroad (Moens 2004: 87). Traditionally conservatism is by and large associated with 

Republican Party. Bush administration was dominated by conservatives with almost no 

mOderates, comprising different variants of conservatives like neo-conservatives, cultural 

conservatives, and conservative Christian groups. 

One of President George W. Bush's stated reasons for starting the war in Iraq was to 

bring democracy to that country. He stated in December 2006 that "[We] are committed 

to a strategic goal of a free Iraq that is democratic, that can govern itself, defend itself and 

sustain itself." More broadly, the Bush Administration has viewed democracy promotion 

as an instrument for combating terrorism (Epstein: 2007). The conservatives view foreign 

policy must reflect national interest, that American foreign policy must be judged by this 

criterion: does it serve the just interests of the United States? They view International 

Communism as a single greatest threat to liberties which American practiced and that 

United States must win the war and completely reject the coexistence with communism. 

Bush reflects this principle on war on terrorism when he said " Either you are with us, or 

you are with the terrorists." 

III. Republican Party 

American political system has a very loose party system and this is the fall out of the 

suspicious of political party by the founding fathers. However the necessity of party for 

the smooth functioning of democratic system compelled them to have a political party. 

Parties in United States are active during the election time only, retreat in between the 

elections, as a result the ideologies and policies of the party are by and large centered 

around the President. President George W Bush became the undisputed party leader 

during his Presidency. Parties adopted their policies in view of the prevailing situation of 

5 Compassionate conservatism has been defmed as the belief that conservatism and compassion 
complement each other. At its core is concern for the poor, as against a traditional Republican 
preoccupation of free trade, private big industrial house and an explicit belief that government has a 
responsibility for poor Americans. 
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the time and mostly carried forward the ideals of the Presidential candidates. The party's 

ideals and policies and the cause it stand for years have a profound influence on the 

incumbent President's policies whether domestic or foreign. 

The Republican Party was born in the early 1850's by anti-slavery activists and 

individuals who believed that government should grant western lands to settlers free of 

charge. The first informal meeting of the party took place in Ripon, Wisconsin, a small 

town northwest of Milwaukee. The first official Republican meeting took place on July 

6th, 1854 in Jackson, Michigan. The name "Republican" was chosen because it alluded to 

equality and reminded individuals of Thomas Jefferson's Democratic-Republican Party. 

In 1856, the Republicans became a national party when John C. Fremont was nominated 

for President under the slogan: "Free soil, free labor, free speech, free men, Fremont." 

Even though they were considered a "third party" because the Democrats and Whigs 

represented the two-party system at the time, Fremont received 33% of the vote. Four 

years later, Abraham Lincoln became the first Republican to win the White House. 

The Republican activists denounced the Kansas-Nebraska Act that would have allowed 

the expansion of slavery into Kansas as proof of the power of the Slave Power-the 

powerful class of southern slaveholders who were conspiring to control the federal 

government and to spread slavery nationwide. The name Republican gained such favor in 

1854 because republicanism was the paramount political value the new party meant to 

uphold. The party founders adopted the name Republican to indicate it was the carrier of 

republican beliefs about civic virtue, and opposition to aristocracy and corruption. 

Besides opposition to slavery, the new party put forward a progressive vision of 

modernizing the United States-emphasizing higher education, banking, railroads, 

industry and cities, while promising free homesteads to farmers. They vigorously argued 

that free-market labour was superior to slavery and the very foundation of civic virtue 

and true American values. 

20 



Foreign Policy: 

a) Strong National Defense: Traditionally the foreign policy of Republican Party has 

been anchored by the commitment to a strong national defense. Although they belief that 

the world's problems will not be solved by the military alone, but force remains the first 

and last line of defense of US freedom and security (Hagel: 2004). Throughout the Cold 

war period the moderate Republican felt that the best way to counter communism was 

sponsoring economic growth through foreign aid, maintaining a strong military and 

keeping strong ties with the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) and other 

regional military alliances. With these basic principles of influencing, President Reagan 

introduced deep tax cuts and launched a massive buildup of U.S. military forces. The 

Republican Party reasserted that it is the solemn purpose of our foreign policy to secure 

the people and free institutions of our nation against every peril; to hearten and fortify the 

love of freedom everywhere in the world; and to achieve a secure environment in the 

world in which freedom, democracy, and justice may flourish (Platform: 1980). 

The Republican platform during Reagan period was defmitive that the Soviet Union must 

quit all support to communist regimes particularly in Nicaragua, and the party also 

opposed a Palestinian State and insisted that Jerusalem remain undivided (Batchelor 

1996: 359). These Reagan policies were carried forward by George HW Bush and during 

his Presidency Cold War came to an end. This has been a great impetus for George W 

Bush when he came to the White House as a best means to deter the possible challenge of 

American supremacy. Reagan's approach to communism was a clear example of his 

approach to fight terrorism and the source of legitimization of preempty/ preventive strike 

which was espoused by National Security Strategy 2002. 

b) Conservative Policy: The party controlled the presidency from 1896 to 1932 with 

brief interruption by Woodrow Wilson 1912- 1920, running on the platform of 

unilateralism in intervention on Latin American through Roosevelt Corollary, opposition 

to the League of Nations, high tariff and promotion of business interest i.e. free trade with 

minimal government intervention in economic matters. The First World War was won by 

the Allies mainly because of American contribution but the Republican opposition to 

multilateral institution (the League of Nations) failed the Senate to ratify the Treaty of 

TH- \75&/ 21 



Versailles. These anti-League internationalist were mostly Republicans and a few 

Democrats, who believed that the United States had to preserve a free hand to act abroad, 

not tie its fate to the whims and interest of others (Daalder and Lindsay: 2003). In 

consistent with their support for free trade and economic liberalism, it opposed Roosevelt 

New Deal programmes. 

The most glaring aspect of unilateral approach was made in the Republican Platformed 

adopted in 2000 where it declare that a well trained American military is the world's best 

guarantee to peace, its readiness to prevent war also be maintain and asserted that 

American will deploy defenses against ballistic missile and develop the weapons and 

strategies needed to win battles in the new technology era. It also declined to serve under 

the United Nations command. The Party's commitment of modernizing and 

revolutionize the armed forces was carried out by scrapping Anti- Ballistic Missile Treaty 

and reviving Reagan's Star War programme. Platform 2004 states that while international 

organizations can serve the cause of peace, Republicans believe they can never serve as a 

substitute for, or exercise a veto over, principled American leadership. 

Historically American intervention and unilateral ventures were mostly during the 

Presidency of Republican Party. The Republican Party was the main force behind the 

ended of isolationist policy at the end of the 19th century and the beginning of the 20th 

century. The Spanish-American War was regarded as a war that end US isolationism. 

This war transformed US into an imperialist country by defeating Spanish and acquiring 

Philippines, Puerto Rico and Guam. These events opened a new era in American relations 

with the rest of the world. President McKinley and Vice President Roosevelt was the 

champion of imperialism. President McKinley was shot dead one day after he claimed, in 

a speech on America-'s new role, that "isolation is no longer possible or desirable" 

{Kegley and Wittkopf: 1996). Almost all American military intervention and military 

assertiveness since the inception of Republican Party took place under a republican 

President; from Spanish war to Roosevelt Corollary Washington Naval Accord, 

Afghanistan war, both the Gulf war etc. Both the World War broke out during Democrats 

Presidency, even though US supported the Allies, it is obvious that it would not enter the 

22 



war if German submarine did not attacked US ship or Japanese did not attacked Pearl 

Harbour. 

IV. Evangelical Root 

To become a President of the United States, a person's religious background played a 

very crucial role and it became a very important deciding factor for a party candidate 

right from the starting of campaign. Christianity has a strong impact on American 

Foreign policy, both in its creation and in how it is pursued. The United States was 

founded by the Puritans who escaped from religious prosecution in England. The role of 

religion in American politics is one of the most spectacular moments in its history. 

Although the interplay of religion in American politics is nothing new but in the foreign 

policy level, religion and belief assert its presence in the contemporary era only when the 

Evangelicals tried to influence government policies in various ways. 

Evangelicals were one amongst Christian groups in US who believe that only born again 

Christian can be considered as a true Christian and believe that the word of the Lord is 

the only word that bears the truth, and is therefore the only one that has to be followed. 

They want to keep the will of Jesus Christ and lead a life according to tenets of the Bible 

and belief in the infallibility of Bible. They on the basis of belief divided the world into 

believers and non-believers in terms good and evil. 

In fact until the late 1970s, evangelicals tended not to take part in US politics, and a large 

proportion of them did not even take part in Presidential election (Hularias: 2008). 

During the cold war era, the primary foreign policy concern of the Christian right and its 

precursors was the anticommunist struggle. Support for unilateralism was part of a larger 

mission of throwing off internationalist constraints and unleashing U.S. power to conduct 

a more vigorous crusade against "Godless" communism (Oldfield: 2004). 

Evangelical Worldview 

For Biblical reason the Evangelicals support Israel because they are the only nation in the 

world chosen by God. In the Bible, Genesis 12: 3 a promised was made by God to 

Abraham, "] will bless those who bless you, but I will curse those who curse you and 
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through you I will bless all the nations" In all multilateral forum including UN Security 

Council and General Assembly, US blocked any resolution against Israel and maintain its 

unambiguous support at any level. That the Jewish people have miraculously survived the 

ordeals of the 20th century is proof that they are watched over by God and "reads like a 

story out of the Bible." They see the God of Abraham blessing the United States if we 

stand by Israel (Feuerberg: 2006). 

Evangelicals believe strongly in the Christian responsibility to the world. For this reason, 

they are often open to "social action and cooperation with nonbelievers in projects to 

improve human welfare." The demands to save souls for Christ, help the needy, and 

proclaim the gospel, have a special urgency for the evangelicals {Feuerberg: 2006). The 

Evangelicals had a strong sympathy to their fellow believers prosecuted in different parts 

of the world. They urged the government to take steps to prevent these prosecutions, and 

the fallout of this pressure was made into reality in 1998 when the congress passed 

International Freedom Act. This act created three significant government bodies to 

monitor and respond to violation of religious freedom: the State Department Office of 

International Religious Freedom, the Commission on International Religious Freedom 

and the Special Advisor on Religious Freedom within the national Security Council. 

However Clinton administration paid only lukewarm attention to the act. 

For decades, US policy has sought to avoid intermingling government programs and 

religious proselytizing. The aim is both to abide by the Constitution's prohibition against 

a state religion and to ensure that aid recipients don't forgo assistance because they don't 

share the religion of the provider (Stockman: 2006, Huliaras: 2008). However in 

December 2001, Bush created a new Centre for Faith-Based and Community Initiative 

within the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) (Hularias: 

2008). The president has tripled direct humanitarian and development aid to the world's 

most impoverished continent since taking office which stand at $4 billion in 2006 as 

against $1. 4 billion in 2001, this was mainly outcome of the issue raised by evangelicals 

(Fletcher: 2006). 

According to the Realist perspectives national interest is the most important determinant 

of a country's foreign policy. Bush who claimed himself as a Realist encountered a 
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confrontation between national interest and the push of evangelicals to intervene in 

Sudan. Sudan is rich in oil and natural gas, uranium and it has world's fourth largest 

copper deposit, Richard Boucher, the then State Department Spokesman announced that 

sanction in Sudan would undermine our financial market competitiveness and end up 

impeding the free flow of capital worldwide (Green: 2001). There was a constant 

pressure from the evangelical to end Christian brothers and sister prosecuted by the 

Sudanese government. They were successful in convincing President Bush to appoint a 

special envoy to Sudan in an effort to help end the state-sponsored persecution of 

Christians. 

Role in politics: The survey of religion and politics in the United States by The Pew 

Forum in 2004 identified the Evangelical percentage of the population at 26.3%; while 

Roman Catholics are 22% and Mainline Protestants make up 16%. In the 2007 Statistical 

Abstract of the United States, the figures for these same groups are 28.6% (Evangelical), 

24.5% (Roman Catholics), and 13.9% (Mainline Protestant). The latter figures are based 

on a 2001 study of the self-described religious identification of the adult population for 

1990 and 2001 from the Graduate University Center of the City University ofNew York. 

According to the survey done by CNN 78% of the White Evangelical/ born again 

Christian voted for Bush whereas Democrat candidate Kerry secured only 21% of vote, 

out of 41% who attended church every week, 61% voted for Bush whereas only 39% 

voted for Kerry. The political consciousness of evangelical is impressive in 2004 

election, before 1970s most of them neither took part in the Presidential election nor 

political process. According to findings of The Pew Forum (2005), in 2004, 63% came 

out for voting, out of this 78% of Evangelical Protestant voted for incumbent President 

while only 22% voted for Senator Kerry. In USA the evangelical group account 15% of 

total voters. The breakup of evangelical vote according to the finding is the following: 

Evangelicals Bush Kerry Turnout 

Traditionalist Evangelical Protestant 88 12 69% 

Centrist Evangelical Protestant 64 36 52% 

Modernist Evangelical Protestant 48 52 65% 
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The influence of Evangelical world view is obvious in Bush foreign as well as domestic 

policies. The Evangelical coalition with strong grassroot network played a significant role 

in the Republican congressional victories of 1994, thus in the run ups to the 1996 and 

2000 campaign the Christian's Annual Convention became a require stop for GOP 

presidential aspirants (Oldfield: 2004). In the National Security Strategy 2002 it stated 

that "while the United States will constantly strive to enlist the support of the 

international community, we will not hesitate to act alone, to exercise our right of self 

defense by acting preemptively. And our responsibility to history is clear: to answer these 

(9111) attack and rid the world of evil". The wording is in tune with the evangelical belief 

which divides the world into good and evil. 

As for US policy in Iraq, President Bush, himself a "born again" Christian, has sometime 

invoked a notion of America's latter day manifest destiny, "I believe freedom is the 

Almighty God's gift to each man and woman in this world" (Waldman: 2004). Bush's 

focus on religious issues such as abortion, religious school vouchers, same sex marriage, 

and Israel helped mobilize his white, evangelical base which becomes a strong voting 

base for himself and the party. 

V. Neoconservatives 

The roots of neoconservatism lie in a remarkable group of largely Jewish intellectuals 

who attended the City College of New York in the mid- late 1930s and early 1940s, a 

group that included Irving Kristol, Daniel Bell, Irving Howe, Seymour Martin Lipset, 

Philip Selznick, Nathan Glazer and a bit later, Daniel Patrick Moynihan (Fukuyama 

2006: 15). This group started out as a strong anticommunist and more inclined towards 

Trotskyism. 

Basically neo-conservativist emerged from the ranks of liberal Democrats who became 

disillusioned with the politics of liberalism, the welfare state and the deterioration of 
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American culture. Their break with liberalism of the 1970s came in large part because 

they saw a threat to democracy as well as themselves, from mounting social disorder, 

anti- Semitism and particularly in foreign affairs- what they view as the ascendancy of 

wishful thinking (Ehrman 1995: 34). 

During 1960s American politics had shifted dramatically as results of civil rights 

movement which compelled the government to resort towards public spending on social 

reconstruction. President Johnson started a fight for poverty and Great Society campaign 

which were bitterly opposed by the neoconservatives to this wind of change in American 

political system. The neoconservatives who as a liberal had been increasingly isolated 

within the party, they saw this shift as opposed to the interest of the United States and 

most Americans. Moynihan in his study of Negro Family argued that the black poverty 

had complex origin in culture and family structure and could not be solved through 

incentives that failed to take account of social habit (Fukuyama 2006: 20). 

They condemned Kissinger's detente with Soviet Union as a failure of nerve to stand up 

to an evil enemy regime. Fierce anti-communism, a strong nationalism backed by a 

powerful military and an assertive internationalist leadership aimed at rolling back and 

eventually defeating communism underpinned this neo-conservative perspective. 

They departed from Democratic switch over their loyalty to Republican Party, highly 

influence Reagan's first period but once again were unhappy with his policy shift towards 

peaceful negotiation with the Soviet Union. Neoconservative is often referred as an 

ideology, a movement. lt has much to say about domestic politic issues such as labour 

policy, taxation or education: but it also expounds a particular approach to foreign policy 

(Ritchie and Rogers 2007: 139). 

Views on Foreign Policy 

1. Benevolent Hegemony: Many Neoconservatives argued during the late 1990s that the 

United States should use its military predominance to assert benevolent hegemony over 

strategically important parts of the world (Fukuyama 2006: 95). Kristol and Kagan 

(1996) argued that having defeated the "evil empire," the United States enjoys strategic 

and ideological predominance. The first objective of U.S. foreign policy should be to 
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preserve and enhance that predominance by strengthening America's security, supporting 

its friends, advancing its interests, and standing up for its principles around the world. 

Citing American preponderance in military and economic system of the world which was 

a powerful force to deter any nation to act against American interest, and thus it means 

that a leader with preponderant influence and authority over all others in its domain. This 

hegemonic status is a gift and Americans have to take it as granted. American hegemony 

is the only reliable defense against a breakdown of peace and international order (Kristol 

and Kagan: 1996). The appropriate goal of American foreign policy, therefore, is to 

preserve that hegemony as far into the future as possible. To achieve this US must go 

back to Reagan's foreign policy which unequivocally called for militarization. President 

Bush in his speech at the Citadel in 1999 vowed to rebuild American armed forces and 

promised to rewrite the Anti-ballistic Missile treaty if Russia is willing and if not, 

scrapped the treaty and accuse Clinton administration of neglecting national defense. 

2. American leadership: The neoconservatives believes that American leadership is 

good both for America and for the world; and that such leadership requires military 

strength, diplomatic energy and commitment to moral principle (PNAC: 1997). America 

is an exceptional country, the first country in the world founded pure on the basis of 

equality and liberty, it is a country stood upon the hi11 where everyone can see. Thus, they 

had a mission to enlighten the world through its superior system as Theodore Roosevelt 

once implored the Americans to look beyond their daily lives and embrace as a nation a 

higher purpose in the world (Kristol and Kagan: 2000). They cherished the foreign policy 

of Roosevelt and Reagan who made Americans proud of their leading role in world 

affairs. 

3. Unilateralism: According to neo-conservatives, the United States quite legitimately 
,,_ 

requires complete freedom of action as a global hegemon and whilst coalition of the 

willing are important and useful, the United State should be willing and be able to act 

unilaterally where and when it sees fit in order to safeguard its interests (Ritchie and 

Rogers: 2007. The neoconservative believe that international institutions regimes and 

treaties that constraint US behavior are unnecessary and damaging, they see the whole 

point of multilateral ism is to reduce American freedom of action by making it subservient 
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to, dependent on, constricted by the will and interests of other nations(Ritchie and 

Rogers: 2007, Krauthammer: 2004). 

According to Mearsheimer (2005), the key to understanding why the neo-conservatives 

think that military force is such a remarkable instrument for running the world is that they 

believe that international politics operate according to bandwagoning logic. Their belief 

is consolidated by global order after the world, the potential challenger of American 

supremacy were allies of US where US share a deep and prosperous relationship. By 

using military might as an instrument, the rest of the world will fear the United States that 

they will never think about challenging Washington instead, they wiii throw up their 

hands and jump on to American bandwagon. 

Among the neoconservative think-tank the most influential group is the Project for New 

American Century. Created in the spring of 1997, the Project for New American Century, 

the core doctrine as articulate in its Statement of Principles put forward a clearly 

nationalistic and particularly militaristic approach to international relations. This 

Statement of Principles was signed by twenty five (25) people, nine of whom occupied 

senior position in Bush administration's first term. They are Elliot Abrams {Special 

assistance to President and Senior Director on National Security Council for Near East 

~d North African Affairs), Dick Cheney (Vice President), Paula Dobriansky (Under 

Secretary for Global Affairs), Francis Fukuyama (member of President Council on 

Bioethics), Zalmay Khalilzad ( Ambassador to Iran), I. Lewis Libby (Chief of Staff for 

Vice President), Peter W Rodman (Assistant Secretary of State for International 

Security), Donald Rumsfeld (Secretary of Defense) and Paul Wolfowitz (Deputy 

Secretary of Defense). Other signatories include former vice President for George HW 

Bush, Dan Quayle and George W Bush's brother Jeb Bush. 

In 1992 a few months after the end Cold War, defense policy draft was prepared by the 

Pentagon which was done by neocon Dick Cheney (Secretary of Defense) and Paul 

Wolfowitz. It maintained that the objective of defense strategy is to prevent the re­

emergence of a new rival, either on the territory of the former Soviet Union or elsewhere, 

that poses a threat on the order of that posed formerly by the Soviet Union ... and the U.S. 

must show the leadership necessary to establish and protect a new order. In tune with this 
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view Bush emphasized the rising China as a competitor not a strategic partner. In his 

book A charge to Keep (1999: 240) Bush said that the world seeks America's leadership, 

looks for leadership from a country whose values are freedom and justice and equality. 

America must not retreat within its borders. Our greatest export is freedom, and we have 

a moral obligation to champion it throughout the world. 

After the end of Cold War US is endowed with unprecedented military might and 

economic superiority, the Kuwait was liberated with only 147 US soldiers lost their lives. 

During Clinton period US experiences encounters where easy victory for US was the 

thumb rule. The kind of confidence given by this facts is one the causes of haste decision 

on military solution after 9111 attack and unilateralism. The roots of Bush 

administration's unilateral approach is not a single source, rather it is an intermingling of 

multiple sources. His foreign policies like promotion of democracy, American values and 

freedom are in fact based on the ideological belief of Americans since the country began 

its journey. In its quest for a role a place and status in world affairs where survival of the 

fittest is the rule, it expressed these beliefs in different ways to suit the situation of the 

time which serve its national interest on the best possible way. However as Cuming 

(2007) argued that prior to Iraq war there had been a series of American wars in which 

US leaders often manoeuvered the other side into firing the first shot, Iraq thus represent 

a fundamental departure from earlier American way. The fundamental shift is that 

unilateralism is pursued in a more explicit way and preempty become a documented 

strategy. 
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Chapter II 

From Multilateralism to Unilateralism 



From Multilateralism to Unilateralism 

Since the foundation of the nation, US have pursued different variants of foreign policies­

isolationism, multilateral engagement, liberal internationalism and realism. From the 

United States' emergence as a great power at the end of nineteenth century until 1940s, 

its political class favoured power or cooperation, but not the two together. Theodore 

Roosevelt favoured power while Woodrow Wilson favoured cooperation (Kupchan and 

Trubowitz: 2007) Throughout the Cold War the ideological and proxy war with Soviet 

Union was so intense that both the variants of foreign policy followed the same policy 

with little different. When the security of the nation is at stake, Americans lay aside their 

partisan differences and support theii· government policies as was seen during second 

world war, cold war etc. The end of Cold War and the subsequent decline of military 

security brought a sharp different in dealing other countries. 

In several instances, the US considered preemptive strikes and preventive wars as foreign 

policy options. In the early days of the Cold War, some policymakers argued for a 

preventive war against the Soviet Union. If the US launched a devastating first strike, it 

would prevent the Soviets from acquiring nuclear capabilities. The justification given for 

such an attack was that "the uniquely destructive power of nuclear weapons required us 

to rethink traditional international rules." At the time, President Truman decided against a 

preventive strike citing that such actions were inconsistent with the American tradition. 

He stated, "You don't prevent anything by war, except peace." Instead of a surprise first 

strike, the nation dedicated itself to the strategy of deterrence and containment, which 

successfully kept the peace during the long and frequently difficult years of the Cold War 

(Kennedy: 2002). In accordance with Secretary of State John Foster Dulles, President 

Eisenhower also brought to the forefront the necessity and responsibility of occupying 

and reconstructing the Soviet Union if the US were to win a preventive war. Rejecting 

preventive war as a viable policy option has remained consistent throughout subsequent 

presidencies as an anathema to American moral values. 
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In 1953, President Eisenhower stated, "All of us have heard this term 'preventive war' 

since the earliest days of Hitler ... In this day and time, I don't believe there is such a 

thing; and frankly, I wouldn't even listen to anyone seriously that came in and talked 

about such a thing." (Jonathan Schell: 2003). During the Cuban missile crisis, the option 

of preventive strike was discarded by Kennedy administration. 

After US waged a covert war in Nicaragua and the subsequent uncovering of misleading 

of Congress by Reagan administration, there has been a paradigm shift in US foreign 

policy. Reagan administration since Reykjavik swnmit in 1985 started cooperation with 

Soviet Union which President Reagan himself declared earlier as evil empire. The Party 

Platform in 1984 declared that stable and peaceful relations with the Soviet Union are 

possible and desirable, although opposition to Soviet policy of communist expansion was 

as steadfast as earlier. This led to a series of meeting between Gorbachev and Reagan and 

with George HW Bush which later culminated into a successful cooperation in various 

fields, most notable was the INF Treaty in 1987 and the also the commitment to withdraw 

by Soviet Union from Afghanistan. In the wake of Cold War tensions, President George 

H.W. Bush advocated the promotion of U.S. interests through coalitions, multilateral 

agreements and regional and international bodies like NATO, the European Union and 

the United Nations. The U.S. proved to be highly successful in establishing a diverse 

coalition of willing to support military action in the Persian Gulf conflict. 

After the end of Cold war, US became the only surviving Super power, its power and 

influence has no precedent in the history, and the international system did not return to 

multipolar system till today. Instead as Paul Schroeder called it, nation states are 

bandwagoning towards the US power. The United States was as Bil1 Clinton quipped the 

"indispensable nation" that was uniquely positioned to keep world politics on a stable and 

cooperative course. The United States was the chief sponsor of the rules and institutions 

of the system and it more or less operated within that consensual and loosely arrayed 

governance system (Ikenberry: 2006). 

In order to understand and explain how American foreign policy shift from 

Multilateralism to Unilateralism, an understanding of foreign policy of Clinton 

administration and foreign policy perception of Democrat Party and the underlying policy 
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is a necessary ingredient. Democratic Party foreign policy in general and Clinton foreign 

policy in particular is basically identified with liberal internationalism, multilateralism 

whereas George W Bush administration identify with unilateralism. Between 1993- 2000, 

Bill Clinton administration signed Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, Kyoto Protocol, 

Rome Treaty on International Criminal Court whereas Bush administration rejected these 

multilateral initiatives and legitimized preventive warever since 9/11 episode. 

I. Liberal Internationalism, Democratic Party and Clinton Administration 

According to liberalism, liberal states founded on individual rights like equality before 

law, free speech and other civil liberties, private property and elected representatives are 

fundamentally against war because when the citizens who bear the burden of war elect 

their governments, war become impossible. Further citizens appreciate that the benefit 

accrued from trade could be enjoyed only under the condition of peace. Liberal states do 

exercise peaceful restraints and a separate peace exists among them (Doyle 1995: 83, 89). 

Liberal Internationalist believe that peace, welfare and justice are realized significantly 

through international cooperation (Zacher and Mathew 1995: 117) 

Historically the two variants of International Relations theories Realism and Liberalism 

has played important role in defining international system. Although realism was 

regarded as a dominant theory, liberalism has a strong daim of being the historic 

alternative. The outbreak of World War I has convinced scholars and statesmen that 

balance of power and increased security in terms military advancement and preparedness 

is a futile effort to bring peace in the world. Liberal thinking thus got ascendency with the 

painstaking effort of President Wilson and the subsequent establishment of League of 

Nations and the evolution of Co11ective Security system, but this was thrown into dust by 

the rise of Fascism in Europe mainly because of economic chaos and revengeful attitude 

of defeated countries. 

The post- World War II international environment gave a new opportunity with 

establishment of United Nations, learning from past experience US extended credit to 

war ravaged countries of Europe and Japan through Marsha]] Plan. Thus the liberal view 
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of international order was founded by the establishment of democracy in Europe and 

Japan. However this beacon of hope was extinguished by the emergence of Cold War and 

the division of world into socialist and capitalist blocs. 

In the 1990s liberalism appeared resurgence as a new kind of cooperation that was 

achieved in Gulf war. The new world order emerged after post-cold war discarded zero 

sum game world order. The post Cold war international order is in fact a fertile soil for 

developing liberal theory of international relation once again, since the opportunity after 

world war II was subsided by the Cold War international rivalry. International peace and 

cooperation was booming, the increasing peacekeeping mission may be a good example. 

Out of 63 peace keeping operations undertaken by UN, only 18 were sanctioned during 

Cold War, the remaining 45 or more than 70 percent were authorized after Cold War. 

According to Charles Krauthammer (2004) Liberal Internationalism is the foreign policy 

of the Democratic Party. Internationalism of Democratic party got ascendancy during 

President Wilson presidency, he formulated his 14 Point as a guide for future cooperation 

but unfortunately failed to obtain Senate's ratification. To Wilson, foreign policy was not 

just pursuing American national interests but the interests of humanity at large (Cole: 

1999). Wilson believed representative governments held the key to world stability. 

Woodrow Wilson believed the United States and Great Britain could promote the course 

of peace throughout the world by championing the cause of self-government (Wimer 

1982: 195). 

Looking back historically, it was during the Presidency of Democratic Party that most of 

multilateral forum took shape. President Wilson was the brain behind League ofNations, 

and the United Nations, International Monetary Fund, World Bank, GATT and a host of 

regional cooperative institutions were coming up under active participation of US 

especially Franklin Roosevelt and Harry Truman. This experience and spirit of 

international cooperation is always a guiding principle for Democratic presidents in the 

future. 

Although belief in peace and prosperity, cooperation and collective security, the US did 

not abandoned the use of force, it was apparent that American military budget would be 
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reduced in post cold war years, on the contrary it was higher than Cold War budget. In 

the Platform adopted by Democratic Party in 1992 it stated that the United States must be 

prepared to use military force decisively when necessary to defend American vital 

interests. The burdens of collective security in a new era must be shared fairly, and US 

should encourage multilateral peacekeeping through the United Nations and other 

international efforts. 

Bill Clinton's Presidency in most ways represented a continuation of the traditional 

Wilsonian approach of building a world order based on the rule of law. Clinton and his 

advisers argued that globalization increased economic, political and social ties among 

nations and that this growing interconnectedness made fulfillment of Wilson's vision all 

the more important (Daalder and Lindsay 2003: 12). Democratic Party Platform (1996) 

stated that to halt the spread of nuclear and other weapons of mass destruction, we 

(United States) must lead renewed international effort to get tough with companies that 

peddle nuclear and chemical warfare technologies, strengthen the International Atomic 

Energy Agency, and enforce strong sanctions against governments that violate 

international restraints. A Comprehensive Test Ban would strengthen our (American) 

ability to stop the spread of nuclear weapons to other countries, which may be our 

(American) greatest future security threat. We must press for strong international limits 

on the dangerous and wasteful flow of conventional arms to troubled regions. During 

Clinton administration, 27 UN Peace Keeping operations were authorized, nme 

operations more than the whole period of Cold War. 

The Clinton administration, which downgraded further the reliance on military force to 

meet the security threats facing the United States, predicated its strategy of engagement 

and enlargement upon the assumption that the future security of the Euro-Atlantic region 

depended upon the successful transitions to democracy and the market economy in the 

CEE6 states as well as the republics of the FSU (Fonner Soviet Union), particularly the 

Russian Federation (Sperling and Tossutti: 2007). 

6 CEE Countries refers to the group of Central and Eastern European countries, formerly called the Eastern 
Bloc during the Cold War. It includes Albani~ Bosnia and Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech 
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Clinton administration displayed a serious degree of multilateralism, meaningful 

consultation with allies, concern with preventing humanitarian disasters and support for 

peacekeeping operation (Jervis 2005:54). In fact, the Democratic Party believe that there 

is a price to be paid for America's security and its leadership in world affairs, it believed 

in paying its dues in UN and taking active part in the global fight against starvation, 

infant mortality, natural disasters and environmental degradation and other worldwide 

problems as a means to strengthen American security and expression of American values. 

Liberal Internationalists believe that legitimacy is worth quite a lot in international 

politics, and that loss of legitimacy is the same as the loss of material power. The United 

States typically will have more power than others within these (international) institutions 

and can usually drive decision in the direction it wants, if it is clever, patient and willing 

to compromise. These small costs are expected to produce large dividends in political 

support or at least toleration (Posen: 2007). 

II. Bush Foreign Policy Vision 

American foreign policy under George W. Bush, does not herald a revolution, it upheld 

almost all key foreign principles of Clinton administration. He believes in democratic 

promotion as a effective tool to fight terrorism, the need to contain terrorism and dubbing 

hostile states as rogue state, sanctions, most importantly American leadership and global 

engagement are all the key principles of Clinton administration (NSS 1995, 1999). 

Condoleezza Rice (2000) wrote that "We (America) should proceed from the firm ground 

. of national interest and not from the interest of an illusory international community." 

From this assumption American interest defined by Bush and his team was that terrorism 

is a threat to all mankind; international trade benefit United States as well as others; a 

strong national defense; and non-interference in conflict where US has no stakes etc. The 

Clinton administration's NSS ( 1999) identified three categories of interest that justified 

the calibrated use of American armed force: vital interests, important interests, and 

humanitarian interests. Vital interests were defined generally as the defense of American 

territorial integrity, national survival, and defense of allies. Important interests were 

Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Macedonia, Poland, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Serbia 
and Montenegro. 
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defined as interests that do not affect national survival, but 'affect importantly our 

national well-being and the character of the world in which we live.' Humanitarian 

interests only called for the use of American armed forces where military capabilities are 

necessary to alleviate human suffering and when 'the risk to American troops is minimal' 

Bush has a strong belief in American value of individual freedom, equality, democracy 

and rule of law and promotion of these values to the world. America should not retreat 

from exporting freedom, and this is a moral obligation which it has to champion 

throughout the world. He believed in American engagement in world politics but only 

within areas where American national interest are at stake and if necessary unilateral 

military actions. He said "If America's strategic interests are at stake, if diplomacy fails, 

if no other option will accomplish the objective, the Commander in Chief must defme the 

mission and a1low the military to achieve it" (Bush 1999: 55). 

Although unilateral in a situation where there is high politics like in security matters or at 

the level of compromising national interest he believe in international cooperation to 

shape and tackle world problems and prospects. Outlining the duties of American 

president in his speech at Ronald Reagan Library he said "He should work with our 

strong democratic allies in Europe and Asia to extend the peace. He should promote a 

fully democratic Western Hemisphere, bound together by free trade. He should defend 

America's interests in the Persian Gulf and advance peace in the Middle East, based upon 

a secure Israel. He must lead toward a world that trades in freedom. And he must pursue 

all these goals with focus, patience and strength. Peace is not ordained, it is earned." He 

believes that "building a durable peace requires strong alliances, expanding trade and 

confident diplomacy. It requires tough realism in our dealings with China and Russia. It 

requires firmness with regimes like North Korea and Iraq, regimes that hate our values 

and resent our success. And the foundation of our peace is a strong, capable, and modem 

American military" (Bush 1999: 239). 

According to Daalder and Lindsay (2003) "The logic that underlay Bush's foreign policy 

has its roots in a strain realist political thinking best labeled hegemonist. At its most 

basic, the hegemonist argument contents that America immense power and the 
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willingness to wield it, even the objections of others, is the key to securing America's 

interest." 

Bush world view has been dominated by the threat of weapon of mass destruction 

(WMD) and terrorism which he said a President must check the contagious spread of 

weapons of mass destruction, and the means to deliver them. In his campaign speech at 

Citadel, he said the threat of biological, chemical and nuclear terrorism - barbarism 

emboldened by technology (and) these weapons can be delivered, not just by ballistic 

missiles, but by everything from airplanes to cruise missiles, from shipping containers to 

suitcases. What made Bush's foreign policy different and potentially even radical were 

not its goal but its logic about how American should act in the world (Daalder and 

Lindsay 2003: 40) 

Being an industrialist, he strongly advocated market economy base on free competition 

and minimal government intervention in economic affairs, tax reduction and cutting 

social security spending. "I'll never forget the contrast between what I learned about the 

free market at Harvard and what I saw in the closed isolation of China. Every bicycle 

looked the same. People's clothes were all the same. In a free market free individuals to 

make distinct choices and independent decisions. The market gives individuals the 

opportunity to demand and decide, and entrepreneurs the opportunity to provide" (Bush 

1999: 61) 

III. Bush Foreign Policy before 9/11 

In his campaign speeches, Bush strongly advocated the urgent need for revamping 

defense forces military preparedness to meet the complex situations of post- Cold War 

world order, and he accused Clinton administration for not giving priority to military 

modernization and undermining American security. Although he was aware that increase 

military spending foreign policy was not a top priority list during the 2000 election 

campaign. In fact President Bush was a not a foreign policy expert, he himself admitted 

that he had much to learn about world affairs. 

The focus ofthe Bush administration's first 180 days was on tax cuts, education reform, 

faith based welfare and social security reforms. There was no foreign policy revolution 
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on the agenda. There were no foreign policy initiatives to compete with the domestic 

limelight except for missile defense and military transformation (Moens 2005: 88). 

Contrary to the notion, common perception in US and overseas, that the Bush team was 

hawkish and interventionist from the start, instead it leaned towards the realist view that 

the United States should avoid meddling in the domestic affairs of the other nations. He 

promised that his foreign policy would focus on enduring national interest rather than 

idealistic humanitarian goals (Gordon: 2006). 

Declaring himself as a realist, Bush administration had pursued a realistic foreign policy 

based on pragmatism and practical need of the time. Although Bush declared China as a 

strategic competitor, he at the same time understood the necessity of having close 

relationship with China. Bush successfully resolved the confrontation with China on the 

Spy Plane accident in 2001. His administration's dealing with spy plane incident was 

attacked and condemn by the neoconservatives as a national humiliation that revealed 

Bush's weakness fear: fear of the political, strategic and economic consequences of 

meeting a Chinese chaJlenge. This however shows that Bush was not guided by the 

neoconservative foreign policy in the first eight months, in fact he personally believe that 

by not escalating the conflict, American interest would be serve better by resolving the 

crisis through careful diplomacy. 

In security matter, especiaJly national defense in general and homeland security in 

particular, his policy during the first few months was more or less guided by defensive 

realist paradigm. Even though he dismayed those who expected a sharp increased in 

defense budget, he decided to proceed wif!t the Clinton administration's proposed 2002 

defense budget request of $310 billion ( Daalder and Lindsay: 2003). However in spite of 

this, in 2001 budget he earmarked $3 billion for research and development of Missile 

Defense alone. On December 14, 2001, Bush withdrew the United States from the 1972 

Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, bedrock of U.S.-Soviet nuclear stability during the Cold 

War-era. Bush argue that Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty with Soviet Union was obsolete as 

Soviet Union no longer exist and it serve only the past where American security threat 

came from possible missile from rogue nations. Besides defense modernization and 

moving beyond the ABM Treaty, the Bush administration did not really have an overall 
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foreign policy blueprint before the attacks of September 11, 2001. His foreign policy 

could be summed up as he is for freedom, free trade and a strong defense (Moens 2005: 

103). 

His administrations officially declared the Kyoto Protocol dead and announced US 

withdrawal from Kyoto negotiations. Denounced the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, 

scrapped Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, rejecting a convention on International Criminal 

Court, he said that he would not hand over any American to ICC. 

His foreign policy came out from domestic influences and necessity, although free trade 

was his top priority but at the same time followed a protectionist policy. In the summer of 

2001 Bush hinted that he would be prepared to adopt protectionist measures for the steel 

and farm industries among others, to show that if given trade promotion authority, he 

would defend American interest. 

Regarding Middle East policy Bush stand had been a firm support to the cause of Israel. 

He believes that American President should defend America's interests in the Persian 

Gulf and advance peace in the Middle East, based upon a secure Israel. Bush has 

maintained a desire to resume the peace process in Israel, and openly proc1aimed his 

desire for a Palestinian state to be created before 2005. He outlined a road map for peace 

in cooperation with Russia, the European Union, and the United Nations, which featured 

compromises that had to be made by both sides before Palestinian statehood could 

become a reality. He started an internal policy review process on the Israeli-Palestinian 

crisis and he refused to give the Palestinian issue the same profile as Clinton had done in 

the last few years. Bush put US engagement on hold by decJining to send an envoy to 

peace talk at Taba, Egypt in January 2001. The White House eventually eliminated the 

post of special envoy that Dennis Ross had for eight years, and three months in the 

administration since then the NSC staff did not have a senior director for Middle East 

affairs. 

The administration's policy on lraq was firmly tied on non invasion although there was 

discontentment regarding effectiveness of sanction. He said "The coalition against 

Saddam has fa11en apart or it's unraveling, let's put it that way. The sanctions are being 
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violated. We don't know whether he's developing weapons of mass destruction. He better 

not be or there's going to be a consequence should I be the president. But it's important to 

have credibility and credibility is formed by being strong with your friends and resoluting 

your determination." 

Summing up his foreign policy before September 11, may observed that it was a mixed of 

defensive unilateralism and search for credibility and legitimacy. Defensive unilateralism 

because his decision to abstain from international initiatives like Comprehensive Test 

Ban Treaty, Kyoto protocol, International Criminal Court and scrapping of Anti-Ballistic 

Missile Treaty were founded on the obligations which would curb American domestic 

interest, economically as well as moral ethics and homeland defense system. In search for 

credibility and legitimacy the administration asserted its perception and gave important 

respect to international organizations and opinion of international community. Although 

the Congress authorize the administration to overthrow Saddam regime in Iraq and also a 

strong pressure from neoconservative groups, Bush was deterred by international opinion 

not to take any action to oust the regime. 

IV. Multilateral Policy of George W Bush 

Since the end of Second World War, United States is a country that utilized international 

forum and muJtilateralism most, whatever the end may be, whether its own specific 

national interest or global fortune. Although George W Bush period was often termed as 

an era of unilateralism, but there was an element of multilateralism in his foreign policy 

too. He declared that America would work closely with its allies to deny terrorists and 

their state sponsors the materials, technology, and their expertise to make and deliver 

weapons of mass destruction. American foreign policy spelled out by Condoleezza Rice 

is to renew strong and intimate relationships with allies who share American values and 

can thus share the burden of promoting peace, prosperity, and freedom (Rice 2000). 

National Security Strategy- "The United States National Security Strategy does commit 

us to preemption under certain limited circumstances" said Colin Powell, "above all, the 

president's strategy is one of partnerships that strongly affirms the vital role of NATO 

and other US alliances including UN" (Powell: 2004) The National Security Strategies 
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and Strategies for Combating Terrorisms were indeed intertwined which called for 

multilateralism i.e. alliance formation, maintaining, strengthening and utilizing 

multilateral institutions already at hand. The strategies had a clear view that war on 

terrorism and checking the proliferation of weapons of mass destructions could not 

succeeded without the cooperation from world community. 

A comprehensive strategy spelled out for combating the new dangers posed by weapons 

of mass destruction includes a variety of other measures to contain and prevent the spread 

of such weapons. In his speech at the UN General Assembly, he said that US will work 

with the U.N. Security Council to meet common challenge, advocate the need of 

cooperation from friends and allies and seeking the cooperation of Russia and China in 

developing realistic strategies using political, economic, and military instruments to deter 

and defeat the proliferation efforts of others. Republican Party Platform 2000 also 

stressed the need to address threats from both rogue states and terrorist group - whether 

delivered by missile, aircraft, shipping container, or suitcase. Andrew K. Semmel, 

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Nuclear Nonproliferation in November 14, 2005 said that 

"A central element of the (Bush) Administration's strategy against proliferation is a 

commitment to effective multilateralism to confronting the real problems that we face 

with realism and determination in league with our international partners." 

North Korea Nuclear Stalemate- The main reason behind Bush unilateralism was War 

on Terrorism, and the fear of weapons of mass destruction being falling in the hands of 

terrorist. He used this as the reason to defy UN Security Council's opinion and invade 

Iraq in March 2003. If we view from this perspective, Bush should invade North Korea 

instead, Bush administration's multilateral credentials have been most visible in the 

context of protracted North Korean nuclear crisis. Throughout the crisis Bush maintain 

his strong preference for a multilateral diplomatic solution of North Korean nuclear issue. 

He feared the episode would lead to conflict among the states of Northeast Asia or to the 

isolation of United States, given the varied and vital interests of China, Japan, Russia, 

South Korea and United States. Instead it became an opportunity for cooperation 

coordination as the efforts toward verifiable denuclearization proceed. And when North 

Korea tested nuclear device, the five other parties already were an established coalition 
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and went quickly to the Security Council for a Chapter VII resolution. That in turn put 

considerable pressure. on North Korea to return to Six Party talks and to shut down and 

disable its Y angbon nuclear reactor. The parties intend to institutionalize these habit of 

cooperation through the establishment of a Northeast Asia Peace and Security 

Mechanism- a first step toward a security forum in the region (Rice: 2008) 

Iranian Nuclear Issue- The Iranian nuclear issue has been pursuing through multilateral 

initiatives where International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) and UN Security Council 

are the agency. US took a leading role in imposing sanctions and other punitive measures. 

Instead of taking up the issue unilaterally and regime change, international organization 

is allow to play a prominent role. 

War Against Taliban - Although initiated war against Afghanistan unilaterally to 

capture Osama bin Laden and uprooting Al-Qaida as well as Taliban regime that 

provided a safe haven for the terrorist group after 9/11, US received massive international 

support. In fact, War on terrorism was fought with a truly multilateralism. The Afghan 

war enjoyed a broad international support, traditional allies and foes alike extended their 

support. Many .countries offered troops, aircraft, naval vessels and other formed of direct 

as well as indirect support. After eliminating Taliban regime the reconstruction and 

stabilization of Afghanistan was undertaken by a multilateral initiative. Twenty months 

after the fall of Kabul half of the military forces in Afghanistan were from countries other 

than United States (Daalder and Lindsay 2003: 116). The International Security 

Assistance Force (ISAF) is an international stabilization force led by NATO with the 

authorization of the United Nations Security Council on December 20, 2001 through 

resolution 1363. On July 31, 2006, the NATO-led International Security Assistance Force 

assumed command of the south of the country, and by October 5, 2006, also of the east 

Afghanistan. 

Proliferation Security Initiative- On May 31, 2003 President Bush announced 

Proliferation Security Initiative (PSI) with the purpose to increase international 

cooperation in interdicting shipments of weapons of mass destruction (WMD), their 

delivery systems, and related materials. PSI participants are committed to fo11owing 

interdiction principles to establish a more coordinated and effective basis through which 
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to impede and stop shipments of WMD, delivery systems, and related materials flowing 

to and from states and non-state actors' proliferation threat, consistent with national legal 

authorities and relevant international law and frameworks, including the UN Security 

Council. Initially, 11 nations signed on to the Statement of Interdiction Principles that 

guides PSI cooperation. As of December 2007, 86 nations have formally committed to 

PSI participation. PSI has no secretariat but an Operational Experts Group coordinates 

activities. The State Department credits PSI with halting 11 WMD related transfers from 

2004 to 2005, and more than two dozen from 2005 to 2006. PSI participants conducted 

32 joint interdiction training exercises as of October 2007 (Nikitin: 2008). 

PSI's long-term objective is to create a web of counter proliferation partnerships through 

which proliferators will have difficulty carrying out their trade in WMD and missile­

related technology. Under the initiative of Bush, G-8 Leaders agreed a new Global 

Partnership to stop the spread of weapons of mass destruction and related materials and 

technology. The United States, the G-7 and the European Commission have agreed to 

raise up to $20 billion for projects pertaining to disarmament, nonproliferation, 

counterterrorism and nuclear safety over the next ten years. The United States intends to 

provide half that total. 

V. 9/11 and the Herald of Offensive Unilateral Profile 

The American-Mexico war in 1812 was the last war fought by US on its soil and 

Japanese attacked on Pearl Harbour in Hawaii in 1941 was the last explosion on its soil, 

the next major threat to its homeland security was the Cuban missile crisis. US fought the 

two World Wars and the Cold War outside its territory, none of the great wars had 

inflicted any heavy damage on its territory, in fact, it was the American industry which 

heavily contributed to the victory of the Allies in the second World War and its timely 

intervention in western Europe through Marshall Plan and NATO that saved west Europe 

from communism. The September 11 attacked on World Trade Centre exposed American 

vulnerability despite being a Super power. The attacked was a so disastrous and 

unprecedented that it shook the very foundation of conventional security based on 

military preponderance over other nations. It heralded a new era of security dilemma 

where deterrence and mutual assure destruction of the cold war proved to be futile. 
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American response to the attacked by non-state actors is decisive, unprecedented and 

changes the whole perception of American threat assessment which undeniably leads to 

pursue an offensive unilateralism to hunt down terrorist. 

Although the unilateralism was dominating Bush foreign policy since his ascendancy into 

the White House, but by and large the pre- 9/11 policy was more or less defensive in 

nature. There was no assertive right to intervene in other countries instead, the 

administration maintain that American power would be used sparingly only where 

American national interest is involve. US policy of offensive unilateralism has been the 

fallout of its interest defmes in terms of power and the underlying threat perception since 

the end of Cold War. 

American government failed to defend the country from the terrorist attack and terrorist 

acquired a capability to such destructive power revealed the need for a strong measure 

against the terrorist. If the catastrophic destruction can be inflicted by non-state actors, 

then many of the concepts that informed security policy over the past two centuries­

balance of power, deterrence, containment and the like- lose their relevance (Fukuyama 

2006: 68). Now, Bush foreign policy turned John Quincy Adams on his head and argued 

that the United States should aggressively go abroad searching for monsters (terrorists) to 

destroy. 

9/11, Offensive Unilateralism and American Threat perception after Cold War 

The post Cold war period did not create an idealist vision of peace, instead the threat 

perception still remain. So President George HW Bush promised of New World order 

remain a myth in the world haunted by another threat namely weapons of mass 

destruction and terrorism ... The NSS made the concept of preemption explicit in the 

heady aftermath of September 11, and it did so for obvious reasons" argued Colin Powell 

(2004), .. One reason was to reassure the American people that the government possessed 

common sense. As President Bush has said and as any sensible person understands if you 

recognize a clear and present threat that is undeterrable by the means you have at hand, 

then you must deal with it. You do not wait for it to strike; you do not allow future 

attacks to happen before you take action. A second reason for including the notion of 
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preemption in the NSS was to convey to our adversaries that they were in big trouble. 

Instilling a certain amount of anxiety in terrorist groups increases the likelihood they will 

cease activity or make mistake and be caught." These threat perception had came into 

reality through the attack on World Trade center, this in turn herald a new era of foreign 

policy based on American primacy. 

Weapons of Mass Destruction- The National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass 

Destruction (2002) declared that "the possession and increased likelihood of use of WMD 

by hostile states and terrorists are realities of the contemporary security environment. It is 

therefore critical that the U.S. military and appropriate civilian agencies be prepared to 

deter and defend against the full range of possible WMD employment scenarios." 

Notwithstanding there was no permanent foe and specific enemy for US, the post cold 

war military budget of US was higher, which means that there was a threat perception in 

American mind. The collapse of Soviet Union created a new kind of threat; the threat of 

nuclear weapons and their delivery system falling in the hands of non-state actors like 

terrorist groups as we11 as the chance of failed or hostile state having the nuclear 

technology in post- Soviet states. Bush maintained that even in this time of pride and 

promise, America has determined enemies, who hate American values and resent its 

success - terrorists and crime syndicates and drug cartels and unbalanced dictators ... The 

Empire has passed, but evil remains. 

On June 21, 2000, the President issued Executive Order 13159 to invoked the authority of 

the International Emergency Economic Powers Act, 50 U.S.C. 1701 and declared a 

national emergency to deal with the unusual and extraordinary threat to the national 

security and foreign policy of the United States posed by the risk of nuclear proliferation 

created by the accumulation of a large volume of weapons-usable fissile material in the 

territory of the Russian Federation. Even after the expiry of the emergency in June 21, 

2002, President Bush extended for another years. 

Terrorism- Another form of threat perception existed in the form of Islamic extremism 

or terrorism in general. During the 1990s US became the victim of terrorism that attacked 

US embassy in Kenya and Tanzania and attacked on USS Cole in Yemen. In fact, 
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between 1993 and 1998, fifty four Americans had been killed in terrorist attacks and in 

February 1998, Osama bin Laden issue instruction to kill Americans (Leffier: 2003). 

However before 9/11, President Bush and his advisers were aware of the threat of 

terrorism, but did little to deal with it. 

September 11 changed the US threat perceptions because it brought two threats that were 

more deadly in combination that earlier existed separately: radical Islam and weapons of 

mass destruction (Fukuyama 2006: 67). Terrorism is an age old concept, it was 

manifested in various form to suit the needs of the time. The history of the world is the 

struggle for power, whoever is wise and politically who were master in using terrorist 

technique to achieve his aim would survive. But the drastic different between terrorism of 

the past and present is that terrorist can do as heavy damage as the state could do. 

State sponsored terrorism always more potent in their capabilities, this is true in case of 

AI Qaida also. To carry out such a massive attacked and destruction, terrorist needed a 

safe haven where training could be imparted without any hurdle. Al-Qaida gained many 

of its capability through its capture of the Mghan government. It could not have operated 

as it did without the acquiescence of the state (Jervis 2005:40) In his address to Congress 

in September 20, 2001 he made a vowed that •'we will pursue nations that provide aid or 

safe haven to terrorism. Every nation, in every region, now has a decision to make. 

Either you are with us, or you are with the terrorists. From this day forward, any nation 

that continues to harbor or support terrorism will be regarded by the United States as a 

hostile regime .... We wil1 rally the world to this cause by our efforts, by our courage. 

We will not tire, we wi11 not falter, and we will not fail." 

The most spectacular development of war on terrorism is the spirit of cooperation among 

nations as countries set aside their ideological difference, came forward with sympathy, 

gave a helping hand in every possible contribution they could. Even Russians which had 

a strained relation due to American withdrawal from AMB Treaty embraced a high 

degree of cooperation with United States largely on American terms. It endorsed not only 

American war against Afghanistan but also facilitating it by not opposing an American 

military presence in Central Asia, previously seen as Russian sphere of influence (Jervis 

2005: 53). There was no outcry against American unilateral stance. Governments around 
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the globe would have backed almost any response to the atrocities of September 11th. 

Indeed, there was complete multilateral support for invading Afghanistan, toppling the 

Taliban, rebuilding that country and pursuing al Qaeda operatives even among Islamic 

nations. Thus, due to the gravity of the situation, a coalition was easily formed around the 

core NATO countries that reacted in support of military action. 

In the summer of 2002, President Bush announced his policy of regime change m 

Baghdad, followed by the assertion that he needed no legal authority from either 

Congress or the United Nations to invade that country and topple Saddam Hussein. 

However, significant resistance from Secretary Powell within the administration together 

with former Secretary of State Baker, former National Security Advisor Scowcroft, and 

the president's own father stalled this initiative and he was persuaded to seek both 

congressional and U.N. approval before acting (Kelly: 2003). 

VI. National Security Strategy 2002 and 2006 and the Bush Doctrine 

The 2002 National Security Strategy (NSS) of the United States and the expanded 

version in 2006 describe the broad strategic goals that have become known as the Bush 

Doctrine: military primacy, global transformation, preemption, preventive war and a 
> 

willingness to act unilaterally. The National Security Strategy of the United States of 

America is a document prepared periodically by the executive branch of the government 

of the United States for congress which outlines the major national security concerns of 

the United States and how the administration plans to deal with them. The document is 

purposely general in content (contrast with the National Military Strategy) and its 

implementation relies on elaborating guidance provided in supporting documents. The 

National Security Strategies are issued by the President and pertain to the U.S. 

government as a whole. The current mandate for the President to deliver to Congress a 

comprehensive, annual "national security strategy report" derives from the National 

Security Act of 1947, as amended by the Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense 

Reorganization Act of 1986. 

It has been issued, on a more or less annual basis, by each administration since Congress 

mandated its issuance in 1986, but prior to the September 2002 NSS of George W. Bush, 
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the strategy report was little more than a statement of existing policy. The NSS portrayed 

the Bush Doctrine as a logical extension of the Cold War strategy of deterrence of the 

new threats of terrorism. The 2002 NSS, however, was not merely the first statement of 

its kind by a new administration, it was an extraordinary document due to the fact that it 

provided the blueprint for the new era that began with the terrorist attacks of September 

11, 2001, as well as a framework for U.S. action resulting from those attacks. 

The most controversial aspect of the Bush administration's grand strategy, the doctrine of 

preemption and preventive war was laid down in the National Security Strategy of the 

United States (NSS) published in September 2002. It explicitly mentioned that ''while the 

United States would constantly strive to enlist the support of the international 

community, we will not hesitate to act alone, if necessary, to exercise our right of self­

defense by acting preemptively against such terrorists, to prevent them from doing harm 

against our people and our country." What was revolution about the NSS was its 

expansion of traditional notions of preemption to include what amounted to preventive 

war. Bush in his speech at West Point (2002) articulated that deterrence the promise of 

massive retaliation against nations -- means nothing against shadowy terrorist networks 

with no nation or citizens to defend. Containment is not possible when unbalanced 

dictators with weapons of mass destruction could deliver those weapons on missiles or 

secretly provide them to terrorist allies. Bush administration argues that in the age of 

nuclear terrorists, the very distinction between preemption and prevention was outmoded; 

the restrictive definition of the former needed to be broadened (Gaddis: 2005) 

Outlining the future American world view, in the second Presidential debate in October 

11, 2000, he said "If we're an arrogant nation, they'll resent us, if we're a humble nation, 

but strong, they'll welcome us. And it's -- our nation stands alone right now in the world 

in terms of power, and that's why we have to be humble." The NSS 2002 and the 

subsequent policy called Bush Doctrine as better known is thus a sharp break from his 

view before September 11 which was characterized by defensive unilateralism and that 

saw American leadership, and especially its use of force, restricted to defending narrow 

and traditional vital interest (Jervis 2005: 79). 
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The fact that the United States granted itself a right that it would deny to other country is 

based, in the NSS, on the implicit judgment that the United States is different from other 

countries and can be trusted to use it military power justly and wisely in ways that other 

powers could not (Fukuyama 2006: I 0 I). 

Factors behind National Security Strategies and Bush Doctrine 

The fact that US draft a National Security Strategy which strongly favours unilateralism 

may be because of the following reasons: 

First of all, the fact of unprecedented American power is hardly in dispute. Those who 

oppose it fmd themselves frustrated by the seeming invincibility of American 

imperialism. Accepting this supremacy the NSS 2002 admit that "today, the United States 

enjoys a position of unparalleled military strength and great economic and political 

influence." With less than 5. percent of world population, the United States generates 

about 30 percent of total world economic product, "a percentage that has actually 

increased in recent years." {Donnelly: 2003) 

For the past decade and well before that, the US has been spending more on its defense 

forces, absolutely and relatively, than any other nation in history. While the European 

powers chopped their post-cold war military spending, Chinese modernization was highly 

limited as compared to US military advance, and Russia's defense budget collapsed in the 

1990s and the US Congress duly obliged the Pentagon with annual budgets ranging from 

about $260bn in the middle of the decade to this year's $329bn (Kennedy: 2002). 

Secondly, American face no immediate threat from any nation in the world, indeed the 

greatest rival Soviet Union's inheritor plunged to a lowest level. The two other candidates 

as great-power balancers to American primacy, the People's Republic of China and the 

European Union, likewise are not immediately up to the challenge but are only 

competitors. Instead the reality of today is that Europe was aligned with US, thus 

strengthening American power, China notwithstanding high economic growth and 

military modernizations wi11 need very long period to surpass the US, and to become a 

challenger and adversary. The proliferation of WMD and terrorist attack had resulted in 

comprehensive U.S. threat assessment which concludes that the normal constraints of 
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international politics counterbalancing powers no longer immediately inhibit the exercise 

of American might. At the same time, proliferation of weapons of mass destruction 

promises to upset the normal rules of power among nation-states, devaluing the 

conventional military strength amassed by the United States. This undercuts the general 

peace won by the victory in the cold war and would complicate any future great-power 

competition or challenge to the American-led international order. Small rogue states and 

violent, but nevertheless weak, international movements like Islamic radicalism are 

coming to have a disproportionate weight in global security calculations. 

Thirdly, America strongly believe that their values, institutions which guaranteed 

individual freedom, democratic system and God' chosen nation etc made a strong 

contribution in the strategy which says that "We seek instead to create a balance of power 

that favors human freedom: conditions in which a11 nations and a11 societies can choose 

for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and economic liberty." And this 

Bush doctrine of preempty strike is that this right is exclusively granted to the United 

State. The opportunities to expand the Pax Americana also rest upon one of the few solid 

truths of social science: Democracies rarely proclaim war on other democracies. 

Promotion of Democracies which became a cornerstone of US foreign policy is the 

logical extension of this believes. One of the reasons it is so hard to imagine the 

European Union becoming a genuine competitor to the United States is that there are no 

serious, direct transatlantic geopolitical disputes. 

Fourthly, When the nation was attacked by terrorist, unprecedented global support was 

garnered. For the first time, article V ofNATO was invoked, which provide an attack on 

one member of the a1liance will be regarded as an attack on all members. Not only 

NATO, the OAS invoked the Rio Treaty provision of Collective security, and Australia 

sought ANZUS Treaty on co11ective defense clause. In addition the UN Security Council 

quickly enacted several resolutions that required members states to pursue terrorists, 

dismantle financial support system to terrorism, the nation as we11 as the Congress was 

unanimous in strong action against the perpetrators. On September 14, 2001 authorized 

the usc of armed forces against terrorist. Under such hyper pressure and expectation from 
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citizens, aggressive national strategy and emergence of the US as national security state 

become easier. 

American principles, interests, and systemic responsibilities were argued strongly in 

favor of an active and expansive stance of strategic primacy and a continued willingness 

to employ military force. Within that context, and given the ways in which nuclear 

weapons and other weapons of mass destruction can distort normal calculations of 

international power relationships, there is a compelling need to hold open the option of 

and indeed, to build forces more capable of preemptive strike operations. 

Nature of National Security Strategies and Bush Doctrine 

Democracy, Freedom and Free Enterprise- The main tenets of Bush doctrine espoused 

in the NSS 2002, 2006 and the underlying policies was promotion of democracy, freedom 

and free enterprise. This is not a new idea or new development, it is a persistent 

American policy. The NSS 2002 start with the great struggles of the twentieth century 

between liberty and totalitarianism ended with a decisive victory for the forces of 

freedom and a single sustainable model for national success: freedom, democracy, and 

free enterprise. This is indeed a continuation of traditional American foreign policy guide 

since President Wilson. In pursuit of these goals, the first imperative was to clarify what 

it stand for; that is the United States must defend liberty and justice because these 

principles are right and true for all people everywhere. However unfortunately these goal 

engenders all the controversy and right to empty strike and the well documented and 

explicit unilateralism in the Bush doctrine. 

Security Threat and American Leadership- The second pillar is American and the 

world live in a time not only of opportunity but also of great threat posed primarily by 

terrorist and rogue states. These threats cannot be contained by deterrence, to thwart their 

action preventive war or preempty strike is necessary. In his radio address in March 8, 

2003 he said "The attacks of September the II, 200I showed what the enemies of 

America did with four airplanes. We will not wait to see what terrorists or terror states 

could do with weapons of mass destruction." The perceived need for preventive wars is 

linked to the fundamental unilateralism of the Bush doctrine, since it is hard to get a 
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consensus for such strong actions and other states have every reason to let the dominant 

power carry the full burden. 

Indeed, the idea of preventive war and unilateralism is a historically approved foreign 

policy of US; if a nation pursues national interest relation cannot smooth any time and 

would transformed itself to became a zero-sum game especially in security related 

matters. The security situation after 9/11 as stated in NSS 2006 was truly a war, a war 

against non-states entity. 

Doctrine of Preemption, Preventive War and Unilateralism- President since 1986 has 

declared similar general goals for the nation's future: peace, prosperity, and influence in a 

world stable but steadily improving economically, politically, and in the physical well 

being of its citizens. The adoption of the new national security strategy is not a great 

transformation of American foreign policy, but a continuation of the objectives 

established at the end of the Cold War because the conceptual view of America's role in 

the world at the end of the Cold War has remained consistent throughout both Republican 

and Democratic presidents. 

President Bush's doctrine establishes a clear break from historical antecedents. At the 

first instances, he failed to distinguish between preempty strike and preventive war. 

Traditionally, pre-emptive action refers to times when states react to an imminent threat 

of attack. By contrast, preventive military action refers to strikes that target a country 

before it has developed a capability that could someday become threatening. The Bush 

Administration's new National Security Strategy asserts that global realities now 

legitimize preventive war and make it a strategic necessity (Kennedy: 2002). Another 

important feature is the militaristic approach to problem solving and the need for 

maintaining military superiority in order to wage a unilateral preempty strike anywhere, 

any place, the doctrine itself maintain that American forces would be strong enough to 

dissuade the potential adversaries from pursuing a military buildup in hopes of surpassing 

or equaling the power of United States. 

The former Deputy Secretary of State Strobe Talbott (2003) described that Mr Bush, as 

the first president to take office in the twenty-first century, has broken with his ten 
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predecessors, Republican and Democrat, from the end of the Second World War. By and 

large, those earlier occupants of the Oval Office-from Truman to Eisenhower to Nixon to 

George Herbert Walker Bush to Clinton believed in a foreign policy that combined 

American leadership with institutionalized, codified cooperation with other countries. 

Bush has a pessimistic view of other countries regarding an equal negotiation, rather his 

view on multilateralism may be best described by his famous acronym of the Coalition of 

the Willing. 
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Chapter III 

Unilateralism in Practice: Case Studies 



Unilateralism in Practice: Case Studies 

The foundation of strong and prosperous international relation, international cooperation 

and international treaty should be compromise, accommodation and exploration of win­

win situation. When a country plays a highly unilateralism, the whole international fabric 

was victimized. Bush administration although continued the policies of his predecessor 

was highly unilateralist and over protective which cost US his predecessor's hard earned 

internationalism. Indeed, Americans regard themselves as law-abiding and chide others 

who are not. But to many in the world, the highly visible deviations from international 

legal obligations by the United States, such as failing to pay UN dues and attacking a 

nation without UN approval, are sign of lawlessness (Chayes: 2008). US refused to 

accept very many international treaties and world opinions citing that it is encroaching 

American sovereignty is the fallout of an extremely narrow interpretation of sovereignty. 

Today, international commons is not only tradition concept of coJlective security and 

protection of basic human rights but includes new issues such as global climate change, 

preservation of endangered species, and the use of outer space, as well as, the virtual 

commons of cyberspace which needs collective action to promote, conserve and utilize. 

This increasing interdependence ·and global commons in fact necessitated global 

endeavour because no country is outside the purview of globalization. People around the 

world were thrilled when the Cold War was over because they hope that these global 

commons would be promoted independent of militaristic view of foreign relation and the 

hope on the surviving Super Power was so huge that it has no parallel in history. This 

global expectation was fulfilled to some extent by Clinton administration although there 

was an element of unilateralism. 

This scenario became entirely changed when Bush entered office in 2001, within six 

months of taking office, Bush had puJled out of the Kyoto Protocol on global warming, 

withdrew from Anti-Ballistic Missile, herald new competition on space weapons, 

opposed Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and the pact establishing International Criminal 
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Court (ICC), backed away from establishing a body to verify the 1972 Biological weapon 

Convention and watered down a UN agreement aimed at controlling the proliferation of 

small arms. 

Bush prior to entering office, held strong views about how decision should be made and 

how the decision making process should be managed. Bush explicitly wanted to approach 

the job of policy making like that of a chief executive officer. With an MBA from 

Harvard Business School, experience as CEO of two companies, and witnessing the inner 

operation of his father's presidency, George W. Bush believes that the best way to 

formulate policy was for an executive surround themselves with knowledgeable experts 

and to rely on them to be responsible for the ground work of constructing policy while he 

would be responsible for making the final decision (Mitchell 2005: 174). This view of 

administration was effectively pursued by Bush which could be seen in different decision 

making process. 

I. International Criminal Court 

Background 

The International Criminal Court (ICC), governed by the Rome Statute, is the first 

permanent, treaty based, international criminal court established to help end impunity for 

the perpetrators of the most serious crimes of concern to the international community. It 

was adopted in Rome, Italy on 1 7 July 1998 by the United Nations Diplomatic 

Conference of Plenipotentiaries on the Establishment of an International Criminal Court. 

The ICC is an independent international organization, and is not part of the United 

Nations system. Its seat is at The Hague in the Netherlands. The creation of the 

International Criminal Court which promises to hold individuals accountable for the most 

heinous violations of international humanitarian law is the latest attempt by the 

intemational community to affect this paradigmatic shift. 

Intemational Criminal Court is not uruque to the 20th Century. The Hague Peace 

Conference of 1809, convened for the primary purpose of promoting peace and stability 

by limiting or reducing armaments, also created the Hague Convention for the Pacific 
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Settlement of Disputes arid the Permanent Court of Arbitration. The international 

community has long aspired to the creation of a permanent international court, and, in the 

20th century, it reached consensus on definitions of genocide, crimes against humanity 

and war crimes. 

In 1948, following the Nuremberg and Tokyo tribunals after the Second World War, the 

United Nations General Assembly first recognized the need for a permanent international 

court to deal with the kind of atrocities that had recently taken place. Since then, the need 

for such a court has been discussed off and on at the. 

In the 1990s after the end of the Cold War, tribunals like the International Criminal 

Tribunal for the former Yugoslavia and for Rwanda were the result of consensus that 

impunity is unacceptable. However, because they were established to try crimes 

committed only within a specific time-frame and during a specific conflict, there was 

general agreement that an independent, permanent criminal court was needed. The need 

finally culminated after a long and arduous work, in July 1998 in Rome, when 120 

Member States of the United Nations adopted a treaty to establish for the first time in the 

history of the world, a permanent international criminal court. This treaty entered into 

force on 1 July 2002, sixty days after sixty States have become parties to the Statute 

through ratification or accession. 

US policy towards ICC 

The protection of US sovereignty vis-a-vis international law has been a long standing 

issue, which the founding fathers warned of entangling alliance. Policy of isolationism 

was followed in the early years and the charter on League of Nations was rejected by 

Senate on this ground. In 1945 President Truman had to assure the Senate that Article 43 

of the UN Charter which obligated members to make available to the Security Coimcil 

armed forces, assistance and facilities would not rob Congress of its rights to declare war 

(Carter 2005: 368). 

In several public statements, President Bill Clinton indicated his support for the 

establishment of a permanent international criminal tribunal. In October 15, 1995, in an 
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address at the University of Connecticut, Clinton remarked "By successfully prosecuting 

war criminals in the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda, we can send a strong signal to those 

who would use the cover of war to commit terrible atrocities that they cannot escape the 

consequences of such actions. And a signal will come across even more loudly and 

clearly if nations all around the world who value freedom and tolerance establish a 

permanent international court to prosecute, with the support of the United Nations 

Security Council, serious violations of humanitarian law." (Franck and Yuhan: 2003). 

When the UN set up Preparation committee for the Establishment of ICC in 1995 US 

responded by creating the position of ambassador at large for war crimes in the State 

Department and David Scheffer was appointed in 1997. In his September 1997 address to 

the UN General Assembly, President Clinton endorsed the establishment of permanent 

international criminal court to prosecute the most serious violations of international 

criminal law (Carter 2005: 370). At the Rome Conference, America changed its the 

position along with China, Russia and France that the UN Security Council should 

control the work of the ICC by referring critical situations for investigations and by 

instructing countries to cooperate. 

As its condition was notincorporated, when the treaty was finally put vote in Rome in 

1998, President Clinton refused to endorse it, while administration officials have strongly 

supported the creation of an international court. In the waning days of his administration, 

Clinton reluctantly signed the treaty in December 31, 2000. 1n his statement, Mr. Clinton 

said: "The United States has a long history of commitment to the principle of 

accountability from our involvement in the Nuremberg tribunals that brought Nazi war 

criminals to justice, our leadership in the effort to establish the international criminal 

tribunals for the former Yugoslavia and Rwanda. Our action today sustains that tradition 

of moral leadership' '(Myers: 2001 ). Clinton administration was not happy with the treaty 

although signed the treaty. Even though signed lately, Clinton administration took part in 

every negotiation and tried to influence others in favour of its positions. This shows 

Clinton administration's belief in international treaty, yet like any other country the US 

try to gain as much as possible for its national interest. Clinton's view was truly 
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international in nature and his belief in negotiation instead of closing the door was a 

marked difference from what his successor did. 

On May 6, 2002, the United States notified U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan that it 

"does not intend to become a party to the treaty" and disavowed any legal obligations 

arising from its signature on December 31, 2000. Marc Grossman (2002) said 

''Notwithstanding our disagreements with the Rome Treaty, the United States respects the 

decision of those nations who have chosen to join the ICC; but they in tum must respect 

our decision not to join the ICC or place our citizens under the jurisdiction of the court." 

In his remarks at the Holy Redeemer Institutional Church of God in Christ President said 

"The International Criminal Court is troubling to the United States. It's troubling to the 

administration, and obviously trouble with the United States Senate as well." 

Ari Fleischer (2002) also noted that "The United States continues to feel very strongly 

that the International Criminal Court is not in the interests of the United States, that as we 

learned in the aftermath of the Serbian attacks on -- into Kosovo and to Bosnia, that there 

are existing mechanisms that can be set up to make certain that people who engage in 

criminal wrongdoing can be brought to justice. But under the ICC's charter, people can be 

brought before a court even if they do not subscribe to the International Criminal Court 

treaty. And the President thinks that is a way that Americans will ultimately be targeted, 

often for political reasons. And we will not and we do not support that." On June 30, 

2002, the United States vetoed a draft U.N. resolution to extend the peacekeeping mission 

in Bosnia because the members of the Security Council refused to add a guarantee of full 

immunity for U.S. personnel from the jurisdiction of the ICC, a move that provoked 

strong opposition from ICC supporters concerned with the viability of that institution, 

and that also raised some concerns about the future of United Nations peacekeeping 

(Elsea: 2002). 

Causes of Rejection 

The primary objection given by the United States in opposition to the treaty is the ICC's 

possible assertion of jurisdiction over U.S. soldiers charged with "war crimes" resulting 
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from legitimate uses of force, and perhaps over civilian policymakers, even if the United 

States does not ratify the Rome Statute. According to Marc Grossman (2002), Under 

Secretary for Political Affairs, the US rejection to the International Criminal Court were-

First, we believe the ICC is an institution of unchecked power. In the United States, our 

system of government is founded on the principle that, in the words of John Adams, 

"power must never be trusted without a check." Unchecked power, our founders 

understood, is open to abuse, even with the good intentions of those who establish it. 

Second, the treaty approved in Rome dilutes the authority of the UN Security Council 

and departs from the system that the framers of the UN Charter envisioned. 

Third, the treaty threatens the sovereignty of the United States. The Court, as constituted 

today, claims the authority to detain and try American citizens, even though our 

democratically-elected representatives have not agreed to be bound by the treaty. While 

sovereign nations have the authority to try non-citizens who have committed crimes 

against their citizens or in their territory, the United States has never recognized the right 

of an international organization to do so in the absence consent or a UN Security Council 

mandate. 

Fourth, the current structure of the International Criminal Court undermines the 

democratic rights of our people and could erode the fundamental elements of the United 

Nations Charter, specifically the right to self defense. 

Fifth, we believe that by putting U.S. officials, and our men and women in uniform, at 

risk of politicized prosecutions, the ICC will complicate U.S. military cooperation with 

many friends and allies who will now have a treaty obligation to hand over U.S. nationals 

to the Court - even over U.S. objections. 

Congress has passed several riders effectively precluding the use of funds to support the 

ICC. Congress passed the American Service members' Protection Act of 2002 (ASPA) as 
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title II of the supplemental appropriations bill for 2002, which was signed by the 

President on August 2, 2002 (Elsea 2002: 8). Section 2004 (e) of ASPA states that 

notwithstanding any other provision of law, no agency or entity of the United States 

Government or of any State or local government, including any court, may provide 

support to the International Criminal Court. Covered entities are prohibited from 

responding to a request for cooperation by the ICC or providing specific assistance, 

including arrest, extradition, seizure of property, asset forfeiture, service of warrants, 

searches, taking of evidence, and similar matters. It prohibits agents of the ICC from 

conducting any investigative activity on U.S. soil related to matters of the ICC. 

On the diplomatic front, the Bush administration attempted to leverage its power as a 

permanent member of the Security Council to carve out for itself an exemption from the 

Court's jurisdiction (Franck and Yuhan: 2003). The opposition of the United States to the 

International Criminal Court appears as either a puzzle or an embarrassment to many of 

the nation's traditional supporters argues Paul W. Kahn (2003). "A puzzle, because it is 

not at all obvious why the United States should feel so threatened by this new court. 

Supporters of the Court point out that there are ample provisions in the Rome Statute 

designed to protect a mature democracy's capacity to engage in legal self-regulation and 

self-policing. An embarrassment, because the United States appears to be exempting 

itself from rules of the game that it believes should apply to others. The US claim for 

special status undermines the very idea of the rule of Jaw as a single, principled 

normative order to which all are bound. Even worse, it may undermine the great 

international effort ofthe last century to subject the use of force to the rule oflaw." 

A profound thinking of ICC principles and objective reveals that the objections of ICC 

are not based on realistic fears about the dangers posed to Americans serving abroad, but 

rather stem from a particular ideology regarding international law and its institutions. 

Careful examination of US rejection reveals that they are mere allegations. In fact there 

are many international treaties which impose legally binding obligations to nation states 

in and outside the United Nations. 
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Article 13 of the Rome Statute establishes three avenues by which cases may be brought 

before the ICC: referral by a state party, referral by the U.N. Security Council acting 

under Chapter VII of the U.N. Charter, or investigation by the ICC prosecutor. At the 

beginning of the negotiation, US vehemently argued for a mandatory UN Security 

Council's approval for referring a case to ICC, the obvious reason is that US can veto any 

proposal to be referred to ICC. 

The rejection of ICC comes from American belief that its action are right and being a 

nation upholding rule of law, any breach of human rights can be vindicated by the 

purpose it suppose to serve. The Rome Statute does not subject U.S. personnel to new 

liability; acts of genocide, crimes against humanity, and war crimes are subject to 

universal jurisdiction instead the punishable crime enumerated in the statute are part of 

international treaty already in force where US is an active member. The only possible 

reason is that US does not want its citizens be tried outside its jurisdiction, and thereby 

upholding unilateralism and to maintain its primacy over anything in the world. 

II. Kyoto Protocol 

Background 

Advances in science and it application aware mankind the negative impact of reckless 

used exploitation of environment. During the past two decades, the nations of Europe and 

the United States have played prominent roles in ongoing and complex negotiation that 

have attempted to tackle many of the world's most important problems. 

The Kyoto Protocol is an international agreement linked to the United Nations 

Framewor~ Convention on Climate Change. The major feature of the Kyoto Protocol is 

that it sets binding targets for 37 industrialized countries and the European community 

for reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions .These amount to an average of five per 

cent against 1990 levels over the five-year period 2008-2012. International efforts to 

address climate change began in earnest with the 1992 United Nations Framework 

Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC) was established and entered into force in 

1994. The parties to the near universal treaty, inc1uding the United States, agreed to cut 
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emissions with the objective of preventing dangerous anthropogenic interference with 

Earth's climate system in a way that recognized common but differentiated 

responsibilities of various countries. More than 150 states signed the treaty in Rio De 

Janeiro and the United States was the first industrialize nation to ratify the convention 

which entered into force on March 21, 1994. 

The FCCC established a conference of parties (COP), composed of all member countries 

to discuss the key unresolved issues. Kyoto Protocol itself is the fruit of COP meeting 

called COP-3. Under the protocol, participating developed countries collectively 

committed to reduce their average annual greenhouse gas emissions between the years 

2008 and 2012 to 5.2 percent below their 1990 levels. The Protocol came into effect on 

February 16, 2005 after Russia ratified the treaty in 2004. 

US Policy on Climate Change: When the UN General Assembly established the 

Intergovernmental Negotiating Committee (INC) for a Framework Convention on 

Climate Change (FCCC) in 1990, US was a signatory. The Convention, drafted by the 

INC, was adopted on 9 May 1992. 1t was signed in June at the UN Conference on 

Environment and Development, or the Earth Summit, in Rio de Janeiro by 154 states and 

the European Union (EU) including US and the Convention entered into force on 21 

March 1994. 

In February 1995 the INC was dissolved and the Conference of Parties (COP), 

comprising all members who have ratified the Convention, became the decision making 

body of the Convention. The COP is responsible for promoting and reviewing the 

implementation of the Convention, and keeping the entire process on track. 

The United States signed the Kyoto Protocol on November 12, 1998. However, the 

Clinton Administration did not submit the Protocol to the Senate for ratification, 

acknowledging that one condition outlined by Senate Resolution 98, passed in mid-1997 

meaningful participation by developing countries in binding commitments limiting 

greenhouse gases had not been met. 
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Foreign policy of US Presidential campaign 2000 was largely dominated by 

environmental related issue because Democrat candidate AI Gore has a strong reputation 

as an environmentalist. In the second Presidential debate, Bush said that the causes of 

climate global warming has not known yet. The implication of this perception of Bush 

was that Kyoto Protocol to reduced green house gas was a flawed idea For Bush it is an 

unfair punishment to developed countries. 

In February 2nd 2002, President Bush announced a U.S. policy for cJimate change that 

will rely on domestic, voluntary actions to reduce the greenhouse gas intensity (ratio of 

emissions to economic output) of the U.S. economy by 18% over the next 10 years. 

While his decision dealt a serious blow to the possibility of U.S. participation in the 

Kyoto Protocol, Bush was not alone in his opposition. Prior to negotiation of the Kyoto 

Protocol, the U.S. Senate passed a resolution saying the U.S. should not sign any protocol 

that failed to include binding targets and timetables for both developing and 

industrialized nations or that would result in serious harm to the economy of the United 

States. 

Causes of Rejection 

1. It does not provide long term solution: The Kyoto Protocol does not provide the 

long-term solution the world seeks to the problem of global warming. The goals of the 

Kyoto Protocol were established not by science, but by political negotiation, and are 

therefore arbitrary and ineffective in nature. According to Bush the Kyoto Protocol was 

fatally flawed in fundamental ways, but the process used to bring nations together to 

discuss our joint response to climate change is an important one. 

2. Unfair Treaty: President claimed that the Protocol is unfair for developed countries 

and this would hurt the world economy in general and US economy in particular. It 

completely exempted, many countries of the world such as China and India, who are two 

of the top five emitters of greenhouse gasses in the world from the Protocol. In his letter 

64 



to senators Bush said "I oppose the Kyoto Protocol because it exempts 80 percent of the 

world, including major population centers such as China and India, from compliance, and 

would cause serious harm to the U.S. economy." 

3. Against American National Interest: In his meeting with Gerhard Schroeder in 2001, 

Bush said that "Our economy has slowed down in a country-- in our country. We also 

have an energy crisis. And the idea of placing caps on C02 does not make economic 

sense for America. I'm also worried about the fact that people may not be finding jobs in 

America." Bush stress in using commonsense in regulation and suggested that United 

States should not carry the burden for cleaning up the world's air. Bush proposed rules 

that would force electric utilities to limit greenhouse gases and other emissions, but added 

that he would rely on market style regulations such as cap and trade policies, which 

would allow polluters to buy and sell emissions rights (Carter 2005: 343). 

According to Dr. Harlan Watson (2005), Senior Climate Negotiator and Special 

Representative, U.S. Department of State President Bush's climate change policy has 

three basic components designed to address both the near-term and long-term aspects of 

climate change: (1) slowing the growth of GHG emissions; (2) laying important 

groundwork for both current and future action through major investments in science and 

technology, and institutions; and (3) promoting international cooperation. Irony to this 

policy is that US under Bush was willing to severe ties with its Atlantic allies by rejecting 

Kyoto Protocol. At his meeting with German Chancellor Gerhard Schroeder, Bush said 

"We will not do anything that harms our economy, because first things first are the 

people who live in America." (Andrews: 2001) 

This is a complete turnaround from Clinton's policy of multilateral effort to combat 

climate change and global warming, Bush relied on US alone, American strategy to 

tackle the problems. In tandem with its policy of not harming American economy, Bush 

administration announced a Clear Sky Initiative and Climate Leaders programme on 

February 14th 2002. The Olear Sky Initiative will cut sulphur dioxide, nitrogen oxide and 

mercury emissions. 
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Even though US walk alone, the rest of the world decided to fmd a solution through 

global initiatives and multilateral cooperation. With Australia having signed the Kyoto 

Protocol, US was the only developed country outside the climate treaty. This negative 

action of US is significant because international community friends and foes alike 

alienated themselves from US policy, perhaps, the first time in US diplomatic history. 

ill. Iraq War 

During the Gulf War in 1990, the United States secured a near-unanimous resolution 

from the United Nations (U.N.) Security Council to support the use of force to remove 

Iraqi forces from Kuwait if Saddam Hussein did not withdraw them by mid-January 

1991. Eventually, an alliance of willing states, biggest of its kind succeeded in forcing 

Iraq to withdraw its troops from Kuwait. This was the greatest diplomatic and military 

victory by the coalition of US and other members. Twelve years later, the United States 

secured a fully unanimous resolution from the Council authorizing "serious 

consequences" in Iraq if it did not comply with previous U.N. resolutions on inspections 

for weapons of mass destruction (WMD). Yet when the United States invaded Iraq in 

March 2003, the U.N. consensus had disappeared, with several Security Council 

members criticizing the United States for taking military action without a second 

resolution explicitly authorizing force. 

After decisively defeating Iraq in the Gulf War, George HW Bush followed the policy of 

containment to prevent Iraq's rearmament. This policy was followed by Clinton 

administration wholeheartedly. In fact Clinton administration was extremely reluctant to 

use force against Iraq beyond selective retaliation for Iraqi infringement of the no flying 

zones. This reflected the administration's commitment to the authority of the United 

Nations that lay at its heart of its Iraqi policy. Any use of force by the United States was 

portrayed not as a US attacked on Iraq to meet US objectives, but a UN attack against 

Iraq to meet UN objectives (Ritchie and Rogers 2007: 28). Nevertheless, Clinton 

administration had decided to regime change in Iraq. There was a heavy pressure on 

Clinton to wage a war against Iraq, and the Congress itself passed a resolution to that 
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effect. However, Clinton Administration was unwilling to use force beyond air and 

missile strike for domestic reasons, and its reluctant to use ground troops and accept 

military casualties dominated military planning (Ritchie and Rogers 2007: 29) 

Bush Administration and Iraq 

When Bush entered office it did not have a full fledged strategy for Iraq (Ritchie and 

Rogers 2007: 53), and the first 100 days was in fact dominated by domestic issues. Bush 

had campaigned on a platform of restricting U.S. involvement in world affairs, famously 

stating in a debate with then-Vice President AI Gore that "I don't think our troops ought 

to be used for what's called nation-building." According to the CIA Director George 

Tenet and his deputy for operation James L. Pavitt, there were three major threat to 

American national security, One was Osama bin Laden and his al Qaeda terrorist 

network, which operated out of a sanctuary in Afghanistan. Bin Laden terrorism was a 

"tremendous threat" which had to be considered "immediate," they said. A second major 

threat was the increasing proliferation of weapons of mass destruction, WMD-chemical, 

biological and nuclear. This was of immense concern, they said. Third was the rise of 

China, especially its military, but that problem was 5 to 15 or more years away. Iraq was 

bare1y mentioned. (Woodward: 2004). 

Iraq issue was first discussed in a principal committee meeting on February 5th 2001, 

chaired by Rice. The members included Vice President Cheney, Secretary of State 

Powell, Secretary of Defence Rumsfeld and Deputy CIA Director John E. McLaughlin. 

The meeting was dominated by increasing intelligence, UN sanction, weapon inspectors 

and operation of no flying zones (Woodward: 2004). There was attempted to topple 

Saddam Hussein at the government policy leveled. Instead on March 1st when the· 

principal meets again Powell was given the task of devising a plan and strategy to refocus 

the U.N. economic sanctions on weapons control (Woodward: 2004). 

At the same time many of the Bush critical decision makers including Cheney, Rumsfeld 

and Wolfowitz had expressed the desire to remove Saddam Hussein from power well 

before September 11, and after September 11, advocate regime change as part of new war 
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on terrorism, Wolfowitz admitted in may 2003 , when September 11 occurred, the 

question of attacking Iraq became a part of US global strategy, with only the timing to 

decide (Ritchie and Rogers 2007: 73, Kolko 2007:140). They are intellectual godfather 

and fiercest advocate for toppling Saddam (Woodward 2004: 21). When the Project for 

New American Century (PNAC) send a letter to President Clinton on January 16, 1998 

for removing Saddam Hussein, it was signed by among others Donald Rumsfeld, Paul 

Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, John Bolton, Richard Armitage, and Elliott Abrams. It would 

be obvious that containment policy of George HW Bush and Clinton's policy of 

containment would be replaced by a new policy. 

When the neoconservatives enjoyed ascendancy in the Bush administration, they 

established a record of vigilance on matters of Iraq. In other words the decision to 

confront Iraq was in many ways a victory for a small group of conservatives who, at the 

start of the administration, found themselves outnumbered by more moderate voices in 

the military and the foreign policy bureaucracy. Their tough line on Iraq before Sept. 11, 

2001, was embraced quickly by President Bush and Vice President Cheney after the 

(9111) attacks (Kessler: 2003). 

After September 11, 2001 Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld created a new office in 

the Pentagon, the Counterterrorism Evaluation group later known as the Office of Special 

Plans. The task was to provide the Secretary with advanced analysis of intelligence on 

Iraq, links between Middle Eastern states and terrorist networks, and issues related to the 

war on terrorism. The director of the Special Plans operation was Abram Shulsky, who 

served in the Pentagon under Assistant Secretary of Defense Richard Perle during the 

Reagan Administration, after which he joined the Rand Corporation and the office was 

overseen by Under-Secretary of Defense William Luti, a retired Navy captain who was 

an early advocate of military action against Iraq. Obviously the findings would be in 

favour of Iraq's non-compliance of UN Security Council's Resolution for disarmament 

and presence of WMD and Saddam Hussein's Al-Qaida link. According to the Pentagon 

adviser, Special Plans was created in order to find evidence of what Wolfowitz and 

Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, believed to be true-that Saddam Hussein had close 
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ties to AI Qaeda, and that Iraq had an enormous arsenal of chemical, biological, and 

possibly even nuclear weapons that threatened the region and, potentially, the United 

States (Hersh: 2003). 

Terrorism, Weapons of Mass Destruction and Iraq 

After the 9111 attack, Iraq was scanned on every aspects, from rogue state to WMD and 

terrorism. The blueprint for Iraq war was outlined in Afghanistan war plan as a footnote 

only six day after WTC attacked (Kessler: 2003). In his Union address in 2002, President 

has introduced a concept of Axis of Evils,7 among the three countries identified as Axis 

of Evil his main focus was Iraq which has WMD capability as well as harbouring 

terrorist. The Bush administration tirelessly placed Iraq at the centre of war on terrorism 

and branded Saddam' s regime the source of greatest threat after 9/11 (Ritchie and Rogers 

2007: 87). 

As early as February 2002, the Bush Administration made the decision to oust Saddam 

Hussein (Vaughan: 2003). New York Times also report in 2002 that ''until recently," the 

White House said Mr. Bush had "no (Iraq) war plan on his desk." But today, Mr. 

Fleischer said, "l am not saying there is no (war) plan on his desk." (Schmitt and Sanger: 

2002) 

On October 11, 2002 the US Congress passed the Joint Resolution to Authorize the Use 

of United States Armed Forces Against Iraq, providing the Bush Administration with the 

legal basis for the U.S. invasion under US law and authorizing the administration to take 

action against those responsible for the attacks of September 11 and those who harboured 

such organizations or persons, in order to prevent any future acts of international 

terrorism against the United States by such nations, organizations or persons. This 

became a great moral booster for the unilateralist among Bush administration. lt actually 

gave Bush the authority to use force against Iraq without getting approval from the UN 

first (Glennon: 2003). 

7 Axis of evil is a tenn coined by United States President George W. Bush in his State of the Union 
Address on January 29, 2002 in order to describe governments that he accused of helping terrorism and 
seeking weapons of mass destruction, these countries are Iran, Iraq and North Korea. 
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When US introduced a Security Council Resolution on October 25, 2002 Bush warned 

that "If the United Nations doesn't have the will or the courage to disarm Saddam Hussein 

and if Saddam Hussein will not disarm, the United States will lead a coalition to disarm 

[him]" (Glennon:2003). This resolution later known as Security Council Resolution 1441 

was unanimously passed by the Security Council. 

The wind of change could be realized from Bush State of the Union address in January 

2003, when he said "before September the 11th, many in the world believed that Saddam 

Hussein could be contained. But chemical agents, lethal viruses and shadowy terrorist 

networks are not easily contained. Imagine those 19 hijackers with other weapons and 

other plans this time armed by Saddam Hussein. It would take one vial, one canister, one 

·crate slipped into this country to bring a day of horror like none we have ever known. We 

will do everything in our power to make sure that that day never comes." 

On February 24, 2003 the United States, the United Kingdom, and Spain introduced a . 

resolution that would have had the council simply declare, under Chapter VII of the UN 

Charter that Iraq has failed to take the fmal opportunity afforded to it in Resolution 1441, 

although the weapon inspector report that there was no weapons of mass destruction in 

Iraq. As the three permanent members viz., France, Russia and China opposed the 

resolution, US withdrew the resolution and proceed to wage a war on Iraq the following 

month without express UN sanction. 

In the months leading up to the first Gulf War, the United States succeeded in building an 

international coalition through the Security Council, which, in turn, ultimately prompted 

domestic support from Congress; in the months preceding the second Gulf War, the 

United States initially secured a unanimous Security Council resolution 1441, which 

demanded once more that Iraq comply with the previous sixteen resolutions calling for 

arms inspections to verify that Iraq had destroyed its WMD. The Security Council 

declared that Iraq was in "material breach of its obligations" and stated that this 

resolution marked "a final opportunity [for Iraq] to comply with its disarmament 

obligations." But US failed to garner support for a second resolution that explicitly 
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authorized the use of force. US, despite failure in UN, proceed without UN authorization 

which showed a marked unilateralism of Bush administration. Bush relied on coalition of 

the willing, a coalition dictated by US, for the intervention in Iraq for overthrowing 

Saddam Hussein. 

IV. Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty 

Background- The concern for national security and diverting large amount of national 

resources on military during the heydays of Cold war did not contributed and ensure the 

level of security. Neither it allowed the two super power to hold their respective blocs 

according to their wishes. The disillusion which resulted into detente gave rise to a new 

approach to security, the most important one is the Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty. 

The ABM Treaty was signed at Moscow May 26, 1972, and it entered into force October 

3, 1972. In the Treaty on the Limitation of Anti-Ballistic Missile Systems the United 

States and the Soviet Union agreed that each may have only two ABM deployment areas, 

so restricted and so located that they cannot provide a nationwide ABM defense or 

become the basis for developing one. Both Parties agreed to limit qualitative 

improvement of their ABM technology. Article V (1) said that each party undertakes not 

to develop, test, or deploy ABM systems or components which are sea-based, air-based, 

space-based, or mobile land-based. According to Article XV ( 1 ), this treaty shall be of 

unlimited duration. 

The US and the USSR signed a Protocol to the treaty which entered into force in 1976 

which reduced the number of ABM deployment areas from two to one, whereby it was 

agreed to deployed either around each party's national capital area or, alternatively, at a 

single ICBM deployment area. The Treaty was further modified by amendments, various 

common understandings, and protocols. 

While asking his view on withdrawing from ABM Treaty, Clinton (1999) said "I, 

personally, think that would be a terrible mistake. Look, we are for all of our ups and 

downs and rough edges, we are working with the Russians, and we have made real 
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progress in reducing threats as a result of it. If we just scrap the ABM treaty ..... our 

insecurity will increase." Basically due to increased missile capability of North Korea, in 

1999 Clinton allowed a limited deployment of ABM system. As this would go beyond 

the limit of ABM Treaty, he sought amendment of the treaty. In September 2000, he 

defered the deployment of the system. 

Policy of George W Bush 

Foreign policy of Bush focus on security from terrorist attack and weapons of mass 

destruction, revamping military preparedness etc. During his campaign he vehemently 

criticized Clinton's neglect of national security. 

Turn around on Clinton's view on ABM Treaty, occurred on December 13, 2001 when 

President Bush submitted to the Russian Federation formal notification of intent to 

abrogate the Treaty. This presented a serious challenge to maintaining international 

peace, security, and multi-lateral arms control agreements. On 13 June 2002 the unilateral 

withdrawal of the United States of America from the ABM Treaty came into effect. On 

the pretext that the ABM treaty hinders American government's ability to develop ways 

to protect its people from future terrorist or rogue state missile attacks (Perez-Rivas: 

2001 ). Thus while Clinton viewed AMB Treaty enhance American security, Bush 

believed that it contradicted American security needs. What Bush wanted is a neoliberal 

market style freehand in security sphere. Obviously no country can outwit America 

military hardware and software, he believes that the scrapping of this treaty would 

strengthened American superiority in latest military technology. 

President Bush said that ''the United States will withdraw from the 1972 Antiballistic 

Missile Treaty "at a time convenient to America" (Sanger: 2001 ). Secretary of Defense 

Donald Rumsfeld has been a leading supporter of a national missile defense system, 

unabashed about his willingness to defy international treaties and the objection of allies 

to build such a system (Kupchan 2002: 216). He also made a forceful case for deploying 

a national missile defense, stating that the United States needed to develop a new kind of 
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deterrence against emerging missile threats. He also derided the Anti-Ballistic Missile 

Treaty of 1972, which prohibited such defenses, as "ancient history. n (Meyers: 2001) 

Causes of Rejection-

1. Threat Perception- The main components of Bush campaign slogan are threat from 

terrorist attack and proliferation of weapons of mass destruction. Bush argues that there is 

a constant threat of ballistic missile attack on America. Ha said that "In 1972, just nine 

countries had ballistic missiles, but today, that number has grown to 27 and it includes 

hostile regimes with ties to terrorists." The White House released on ABM Treaty fact 

sheet that stated "Under the terms of the ABM Treaty, the United States is prohibited 

from defending its homeland against ballistic missile attack. We are also prohibited from 

cooperating in developing missile defenses against long-range threats with our friends 

and allies. Given the emergence of these new threats to our national security and the 

imperative of defending against them, the United States is today providing formal 

notification of its withdrawal from the ABM Treaty." 

2. Obsolete Treaty- ABM Treaty is a Cold War era treaty for the purpose of securing 

survival for a threat generated by Cold War. It is no more effective and relevance for 

defending a country. The 1972 ABM treaty was signed by the United States and the 

Soviet Union at a much different time, in a vastly different world and one of the 

signatories, the Soviet Union, no longer exists and neither does the hostility that once led 

both the countries to keep thousands of nuclear weapons on hair-trigger alert, pointed at 

each other. (Perez-Riva: 2001) 

3. Need for New Approach to Defense- Bush administration asserted that as Cold War 

is over and Russia is no longer an enemy instead it has become a friend. According to 

Bush, the threat to security is coming from other front i.e. "terrorist states and terrorist 

networks that might not be (able to) deterred by our nudear forces, so we need a new 

approach. This approach combines deep reductions in offensive nuclear forces with new 

advanced conventional capabilities, and defenses to protect free people from nuclear 

blackmail or attack." 
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In simple language anti-ballistic missile is hitting a bullet with bullet, it need sophiscated 

technology. It is easier to achieve a technology that can avert anti-ballistic missile than 

developing a foolproof anti-ballistic missile. US unilateral withdrew to this AMB Treaty 

prompted Russia to a new militarization, developing a new ballistic missile and China to 

developed anti-satellite missile. 

V. Comprehensive Test Ban treaty 

Background- UN Disarmament effort culminated into various multilateral treaties on 

limiting nuclear armaments. However they are partial in nature, no comprehensive treaty 

was evolved. The negotiation on CTBT was initiated in 1977 by UK, US and Soviet 

Union but it was suspended during 1980s. However the negotiation was were taken up 

seriously in Conference on Disarmament at Geneva during 1993-96. At the UN General 

Assembly, US and India were co-sponsor of CTBT in 1993. After prolong negotiation 

and changing stand of sponsor countries as well as nuclear weapon states, it was opened 

for signature in 1996 intended to prohibit all nuclear weapon testing and explosions. 

Although the CTBT has achieved near universal adherence, however, Article XIV of the 

Treaty requires ratification by 44 named states, before the Treaty can enter into force. As 

of May, 2009, 180 countries signed the treaty and 148 countries ratify it. 

US Policy Towards CTBT- Way back in 1993, President Clinton said, "A test ban can 

strengthen our efforts worldwide to halt the spread of nuclear technology in weapons," in 

pursuance of his commitment to test ban, the first country to sign the CTBT was the US. 

President Bill Clinton signed the CTBT on September 24th, 1996 using the same pen with 

which President John F Kennedy had signed the Partial Test Ban Treaty in 1963. This 

was a sentimental demonstration of the US concern for nuclear testing and its desire to 

ban all test. 

On September 22, 1997, President Clinton submitted the CTBT to the Senate for 

ratification. In October 13, 1999, the US Senate failed to ratify the CTBT with 48 for and 

51 against. This drew condemnation from Bill Clinton and the White House 

Administration, environmental groups and other govermnents. The grounds for rejection 

74 



was that if the US ratified this treaty, it would not stop others trying to go nuclear and 

therefore the US should not ratify on the grounds of national security. 

Bush Nuclear policy and CTBT- President Bush took office with the strong agenda to 

change and revitalize the US nuclear posture. In his speech at National Defense Academy 

in 2001 he said, "I am committed to achieving a credible deterrent with the lowest­

possible number of nuclear weapons consistent with our national security needs, 

including our obligations to our allies. My goal is to move quickly to reduce nuclear 

forces." The nuclear forces would be change to meet the realities of post-cold war world. 

In the wake of 9/11 and the rise of nuclear programs in Iran and North Korea, the risk of 

nuclear proliferation has become more stark; some claim the treaty would curb that risk 

(Medalia 2008: 2). 

In 200 I the administration came out with Nuclear Posture review which was described by 

officials as creating a new triad in an effort to reduce the role of nuclear weapons that 

might not be credible against rogue states, yet ironically one of the first act of the 

administration is to create a new nuclear strike option against those very states 

(Kristensen: 2008). As most of US nuclear weapons were of cold war origin and meant 

for deterrence against Soviet bloc, they need to revitalized, sharpened, in order to meet 

the new cha11enge which need testing. J.D. Crouch, Assistant Secretary of Defense for 

International Security Policy, presented an unclassified briefmg on it on January 9, 2002, 

dealing in part with the CTBT and nuclear testing stated that there would be "no change 

in the Administration's policy at this point on nuclear testing. We continue to oppose 

CTBT ratification." (Medalia 2009: 2) 

At the White House, however, press secretary Ari Fleischer told reporters that Bush has 

not ruled out conducting nuclear testing "to make sure the stockpile, particularly as it is 

reduced, is reliable and safe. So he has not ruled out testing in the future, but there are no 

plans to do so." (Pincus: 2002) . On November 22, 2002, the U.N. General Assembly 

adopted resolution 571100 (164 for, 1 against (U.S.A.), 5 abstentions) urging states to 

maintain their nuclear test moratoria and urging states that had not signed and ratified the 
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CTBT to do so as soon as possible and to avoid actions that would defeat its object and 

purpose. 

Bush administration was adamant on its ambivalence towards nuclear testing and 

committed to sharpening nuclear weapons and military readiness to meet the possible 

future enemies. On June 25, 2007, Secretary of State Condolee:zza Rice stated that "the 

Administration does not support the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty and does not intend 

to seek Senate advice and consent to its ratification. There has been no change in the 

Administration's policy on this matter. By reducing the likelihood of the need to return to 

underground nuclear testing, RRW [the Reliable Replacement Warhead) makes it more 

likely that the United States would be able to continue its voluntary nuclear testing 

moratorium. We cannot, however, provide guarantees regarding the voluntary 

moratorium. We may find at some future time that we cannot diagnose or remedy a 

problem in a warhead critical to the U.S. nuclear deterrent without conducting a nuclear 

test" (Medalia 2009: 6). 

Thus under Bush administration, there was a possibility of reducing nuclear stockpile but 

the chance of blanket ban on testing was impossible because the policy of the 

administration had develop a new and smart nuclear weapons that can withstand any 

future security cha11enges. 
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Conclusion 

Implication ofUnilateralism 



Implication of Unilateralism 

United State is the most powerful and most influential country in the contemporary world 

and it will maintain this position for decades to come or may be a century or more. 

However, on the top chessboard, military power is largely unipolar. As we have seen the 

United States is the only country with both intercontinental ballistic nuclear weapons and 

large, state of the art air, naval and ground forces capable of global deployment. But on 

the middle chessboard, economic power is multipolar, with the United States, Europe and 

Japan representing two-thirds of the world product, and with China's dramatic growth 

likely to make it a major player entry in the century. (Nye 2002: 39) Without the 

knowledge ofthese distribution of power, the foreign policy could be a complete failure. 

There is no doubt multilateralism significantly enhanced US power. The voting pattern in 

UN General Assembly is of course a reliable proof of it. Except on the question of Israel, 

General Assembly more or less voted in favour of US policy. Multilateralism moreover 

enable the US to share the burden of its policy initiatives. But unilateralism since 2001 

and especially after 9/11 highly defective for healthy international system. 

The doctrine of preemption contained in the National Security Strategy released in 2002 

alarmed the rest of the world without conferring any concrete advantages on the United 

States. This Bush New Doctrine was not in fact a policy of preemption (i.e., a first strike 

intended to forestall an imminent attack). Rather the new doctrine sought to justify a 

policy of preventive war (i.e., a war fought to forestall a shift in the balance of power, 

independent of whether or not the opponent was planning to attack). Preemption is a 

legitimate act in international law but preventive war is not (Walt 2005: 224). 
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The new unilateralism is in part a product of the new multilateral ism, which offers fewer 

opportunities for the United States to exercise political control over others and fewer 

ways to escape the binding obligations of the agreements (Ikenberry: 2003). He argued 

that some of the other new multilateral treaties that are being negotiated today represent 

slightly different trade-offs for the United States. In the past, the United States has 

embraced multilateralism because it provided ways to protect American freedom of 

action: escape clauses, weighted voting, and veto rights. But US must realize that 

international peace and security is not guaranteed by military preponderance, it is about 

collective effort and endeavour. 

The case ofunilateralism is viewed by different scholars, different school of thought from 

different angles. International relations theories have agreed on the principle that 

unilateralism is a threat to world peace and security as well as the wellbeing of humanity 

as a whole, it hampered collective effort in fighting global problems and a stumbling 

block on the way of human progress. 

I. Realist View 

The most pervasive argument against unilateralism is that it will spark or hasten counter­

balancing by other major powers. The argument is derived from balance-of-power theory, 

long a staple of realist thinking and practice. According to Realist perspective, if a nation 

acquire preponderance power over the other, others form either a coalition to counter that 

state or militarizing themselves. However this realist vision was belied in the post cold 

war international development. During 1 990s international order shifted from militarism 

to a new form of globalization which focus more on human security, economic growth, 

concern for human right. As such nations found it more constructive to bandwagoning 

than balancing US power. 

At the same time, the US power grew to significant extent that no power is powerful 

enough to challenge its might, but if the US is pursuing unilateral approach, other states 

may attain a power which can significantly check US power if not balance. Charles 

Kupchan (2002) argues that preponderant power alone can do a nation more harm than 

good. When unchecked, primacy often invites enemies and provokes the formation of 
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hostiles, countervailing coalition. When wielded with prudence, however, dominance 

handsomely rewards the nation that possesses it, securing not only its wel1 being, but 

extending through international system a stable order crafted in its image. But the post­

cold war world order signified that ''the United States is unlikely to face a challenge to its 

preeminence unless it act so arrogantly that it helps others to overcome their built-in 

limitations" (Nye 2002: 169). 

The predominance of US in every sphere viz. military, economy, culture, media, science 

and technology etc convinced the realist that the traditional realist assumption of balance 

of power is impossible. Thus they resorted to soft balancing ofUS, and warned that these 

policies may be converted to open, hard-balancing strategies if and when security 

competition becomes intense and the powerful state becomes threatening (Walt: 2005, 

Pape: 2005, Paul: 2005, Nye: 2003) 

Soft balancing involves tacit balancing short of formal a1liances. 1t occurs when states 

genera1ly develop ententes or limited security understandings with one another to balance 

a potentially threatening state or a rising power. Soft balancing is often based on a limited 

arms buildup, ad hoc cooperative exercises, or collaboration in regional or international 

institutions. 

Thus the militaristic approach of foreign policy by US brought back the past theory into 

the fore front once again. The regrouping of European Union and its focus on military 

aspect to deal with European problems is one major initiative. Since 1949, European 

security was managed by NATO which was more or Jess under the command and control 

of US. The expansion of NATO was seen as a means to enhance American influence 

because the east European countries were economically dependent on US whereas the 

leading west European countries like France and Germany can no longer be contained by 

us. 

But the power and influence of US is too far reaching and superior, which cannot be 

balanced even by a coalition of major powers. Unable to balance American military 

power, France, Germany, Russia and China created a coalition to balance American soft 
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power by depriving the United States of the legitimacy that might have been bestowed by 

a second UN resolution (Nye: 2003). 

In Asia a new regional grouping in the form of Shanghai Cooperation Organization 

(SCO) was established in 2001, dominated by two most powerful revisionist power viz. 

Russia and China. On July 16, 2001, Russia and China signed the Treaty of Good 

Neighbourliness, Friendship and Cooperation which calls for joint actions to offset a 

perceived US hegemony and the rise of militant Islam in Asia (Paul: 2005). 

Reiterating and strengthening their stand, on July 1st 2005, Russia and China made a joint 

declaration on International Order of the 21st Century in Moscow, it stated the 

unacceptability of monopolizing global affairs, dividing states into those who lead and 

those who are led, imposing models for social development from the outside and 

applying double standards. All countries of the world must strictly abide by the principles 

of mutual respect for the sovereignty and territorial integrity, mutual non-aggression, 

non-interference in internal affairs of each other, equality and mutual benefit (and) 

peaceful coexistence. The text was an explicit outraged against US unilateralism and its 

sponsored colour revolution8 in Central Asia and Eastern Europe. 

Primacist and unilateralist elements in US were endorsing nuclear primacy strongly in 

private, while they advocate against it strongly in the public. The withdrawal from ABM 

Treaty and rejection of CTBT were an unambiguous example of it. For unilateralist 

hawks, nuclear primacy is thought to provide maximum deterrent credibility ... .indeed US 

nuclear primacy has driven the Russians and Chinese into major nudear force 

modernization and possibly into dangerous prompt launch deployment postures (Ross: 

2008) 

US withdrawal from anti-ballistic missile created a sense of insecurity, and the 

subsequent development of Strategic Defense Initiatives was responded by Russia with a 

8 Colour revolutions is a term used to describe related movements that developed in post-communist 
societies in Central and Eastern Europe, and Central Asia in the early 2000s. These revolutions were 
supported by US. Participants in the colour revolutions have mostly used nonviolent resistance. These 
movements all adopted a specific colour or flower as their symbol. The colour revolutions are notable for 
the important role of non-governmental organizations (NGOs) and particularly student activists in 
organizing creative nonviolent resistance. Colour Revolution took place in Georgia's Rose Revolution 
(2003), Ukraine's Orange Revolution (2004), and Kyrgyzstan's Tulip Revolution (2005). 
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new missile thus creating a new arm race. Russia knew that it has no resources to finance 

huge money on missile defense, it developed a new missile that could escape from 

American ABM. China tested a new Anti-Satellite missile in order to have a minimum 

deterrence capability against US. Now China is well on its way to having the greatest 

number of fighter planes, surface ships, missiles and submarines in the (Asia-Pacific) 

region (Blumenthal: 2009). 

President Bush has vigorously pushed for the expansion of NATO which now became a 

bone of contention between Russia and the West. The extension of membership to the 

former Soviet Republics and former Warsaw Pact members means that NATO is on the 

threshold of Russian territory. Since NATO continued as a military alliance even after the 

end of Cold War and evermore active and spreading its tentacles outside Europe, the 

expansion is seen by Russia as a new threat to its security. American policy of encircling 

Russia through NATO expansion and colour revolutions made it to vigorously seeking an 

alternative security alliance in the form of CSTO, a coalition of Central Asian countries 

and China. 

The very fact that instead of attacking North Korea which was on the threshold of nuclear 

weapon state and having the capacity to strike American territory, its invasion of Iraq 

obviously make us to believe that there were other motive other than political, oil? It 

created a scar to other governments that the United States is no longer interested in taking 

into account world society before making decisions, but only interested in preserving 

American society at the expense of the rest of the world. 

II. Liberal Internationalist/Institutionalist View 

Liberal Internationalist/Institutionalist believe that peace, welfare and justice are realized 

significantly through international cooperation, cooperation can include an acceptance of 

moral norms, adherence to international law, or collaboration through international 

organization (Zacher and Matthew 1995: 117). The first victim of unilateralism is 

international system. This is true in case of US unilateralism and its subsequent 

abandonment of world opinion that is garnered through UN. 
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The UN is the hope of humanity especially for small states for maintaining world order. 

Although many shortcomings and failures, through UN international peace and security 

was guaranteed in the past, but the most powerful nation on the earth threatened the very 

foundation which it espoused in the past as the basis for international cooperation. For 

more than a half century the United Nations is the depository of collective 

actions/cooperations, but because of the abandonment of multilateralism by US who 

often considered itself as protector of the world, governments around the world will 

consider world organizations such as the United Nations to be a farce. 

The United States lacks both the international and the domestic capacity to resolve 

conflicts that are internal to other societies and to monitor and control transnational 

developments that threaten Americans at home (Nye: 2003). By acting alone, bypassing 

world opinion the US is escalating the threat and complicated the problems because 

today's global problems are trans-national in nature. In fact traditional definition of 

national interest has been replace by global interest because of globalization. 

The Institutionalist argued that increased unilateralism threatens major reductions in the 

efficiency gains that can be realized from institutionalized cooperation. In the Bush 

administration the main argument against multilateralism is that it might reduce the 

effectiveness of US military operation. It is true that it may delayed the decisions, 

sometime compromise efficiency due to multiplicity of power centre but Bush 

administration miserably failed to realized that apart from sharing of operational cost, the 

benefit of multilateralism is legitimacy. 

Unilateral control may be impossible on some global issues. Nye argued that (2002: 163) 

In instances where we do not have the unilateral capability to produce the outcomes we 

want, our sovereign control may be enhanced by membership in good standing in the 

regimes that make up the substance of international life. Fighting global issues like 

terrorism, global warming and climate change, disarmament etc need a concerted action 

involving global community. 

Supporters of unilateralism advance several arguments based on the proposition that the 

United States is so powerful that it can have just the international institutions it wants and 
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need not defer to any it does not want. They assert that the United States can reduce its 

commitment to international institutions it does not favor, such as the United Nations and 

the International Criminal Court, without having other countries reduce their 

commitments to institutions Washington does favor, like the World Trade Organization 

and the International Monetary Fund or World Bank. They also assume that the United 

States is so powerful that it can generate the multilateral cooperation it needs precisely on 

its own terms, as long as it is willing to go it alone if necessary (Brooks and Wohlforth: 

2005). 

US unilateralism in fact dashed away the great achievement fulfilled by international 

institutions. Through sanctions under the aegis of UN, Libya rolled back its nuclear 

programme, Iraq before the Gulf war in 1991, was a threshold country for nuclear 

weapon, but after decades of sanction and vigilance, there was no trace of weapons of 

mass destruction. Undermining international regime as we11 as international public 

opinion is grave danger to international peace and security. 

The Europeans responded the moves of Bush administration with a mixture of anguish 

and pique, emotions they did not hesitate to share with the President during his first visit 

to Europe during the summer of 2001 (Kupchan 2002: 66). A public opinion taken later 

in the summer in France, Germany, Italy and Great Britain found strong and widespread 

opposition to Bush foreign policy. Almost 85 percent of those surveyed disapproved of 

Bush's decision to withdraw from the Kyoto Agreement, while more than 70 percent 

opposed his intention to rescind the ABM Treaty and develop a missile defense system. 

And 78 percent believed that Bush made a decision entirely on US interests without 

taking Europe consideration. 

According to Kupchan (2002), competition will bound as predicted by Huntington but 

this competition wi11 take place among power blocs, not as between civilization as 

envisioned by Huntington. If a country dominated by Buddhist and have a long cultural 

affinity could have a bitter relation as such or if the relation among India, Pakistan and 

Bangladesh who has a same history til1 1947 could have such animosity, the chance of 

strain relationship between Europe and US cannot be rule out in the future if US goes on 

without mending the wounds already inflicted upon Europe. 
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Ill. Constructivist View 

The bottom line of constructionist view is that hegemony without legitimate authority is 

likely to be nasty, brutish, and short. "Coalitions of the willing" are not permanent; they 

last only as long as the carrots and sticks necessary to maintain them (Brooks and 

Wohlforth: 2005). More to the point, for the first time since World War II, a majority of 

Europeans has come to doubt the legitimacy of U.S. power and of U.S. global leadership 

(Kagan: 2004). The vast majority of Europeans, although they sometimes chafed under 

U.S. dominance and often questioned U.S. actions in Vietnam, Latin America, and 

elsewhere, nevertheless accepted U.S. leadership as both necessary and desirable (Kagan: 

2004). 

US power is most effective when it is seen as legitimate, and when other societies believe 

it is being used to serve their interest as well as those of the United States (Walt 2005: 

229). The United States decision to go into Iraq without the blessing of the Security 

Council meant that other states viewed the USA's action illegitimate, were less willing to 

support it, and thus raised the cost to the United States when it went ahead (Barnett 2008: 

163). Bush administration believed that because its motives were unquestionably pure, 

America could launch a preemptive, unilateral attack on Iraq that everyone would regard 

as a war of liberation rather than of conquest. Vice President Cheney said that Once 

Hussein was ousted, though, "a good part of the world, especially our al1ies, wil1 come 

around to our way of thinking" (Lindsay and Daalder: 2003) 

The United States attacked on Iraq was opposed by nearly every government in the 

world, that meant the United States has completely disregarded its respect for other 

sovereign nations by preemptively striking Iraq in direct opposition to major players on 

the world stage. This action of US made realized those states who have no positive 

relation with US the need for a credible deterrence against possible future attack. 

By abandoning multilateralism, the US proceed towards self inflicted difficulty and 

embarssment. There is no doubt that there must be some operational hiccups in 

multilateral operation, but the positive gains is too huge to ignore. For example according 

to the estimate of Joseph E. Stiglitz and Linda J. Bilmes (2008) Iraq cost the US 
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Exchequer $12 billion a month, and this would go up to $16 billion if Afghanistan is 

included. They estimated that US already spend more than $1.5 trillion. The GDP at 

Purchasing Power Parity of US was estimated at $14.29 trillion in 2008. In other words 

while US spend only $4 billion on Afghanistan, its expenditure in Iraq was thrice the 

former. In Afghanistan peacekeeping, reconstruction etc were done by international 

community but no doubt US took the primary role. 

While in Iraq, only a handful of small countries, who cannot share the financial burden of 

US deployed few hundred military forces. Kishore Mahbubani (2008) argues that until 

this point (invasion of Iraq) both the United States and the United Kingdom had been 

among the primary custodians of international law. Since 2003, both the nations have 

frequently called for Iran and North Korea to implement UN Security Council 

resolutions. But how can the violators of UN principles also be the enforcers? 

Bush went to war against Iraq assuming that America's unrivaled power made it, in 

effect, omnipotent. The United States could crush any foe, quickly and at little cost. Once 

the United States led, others would surely follow. "The fact of the matter is for most of 

the others," Vice President Dick Cheney explained days before the war began, "they don:t 

have the capability to do anything about it anyway." 

Militaristic approach of foreign policy without legitimacy is a dangerous policy. In this 

case the past history must be a credible proof of it. Militarism was the main cause of 

world war 1 and ll, the prolonged Vietnam war. Viewing from this perspective the 

nuclear test of North Korea can be justified because of US behavior towards Iraq and 

Iran. If a country threaten the very survival of other nation, it should be a legitimate act 

for a country to defend itself whatever the cost it may be. 

IV. Promotion of American Ideology 

One important area where a country can control others is promotion of its ideology viz. 

political system, culture, In January 2005, Dr. Condoleezza Rice before the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee listed three top priorities for her administration's 

diplomacy: "First, we will unite the community of democracies in building an 

international system that is based on shared values and the rule of law. Second, we will 
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strengthen the community of democracies to fight the threats to our common security and 

alleviate the hopelessness that feeds terror. And third, we will spread freedom and 

democracy throughout the globe. That is the mission that President Bush has set for 

America in the world and is the great mission of American diplomacy today" (Epstein et. 

al2007: 2) 

The idea of American willing and strive to promote their ideology viz. democracy, 

individual liberty, free trade etc are sham by its own practices. It support dictators in 

different parts of the world, it followed a protective measure in its economic activities 

which was the main hurdle in WTO negotiations. Democratic promotion in Central Asia 

and Eastern Europe proved to be an Achilles Heel for itself. It isolates Russia which was 

a staunch supporter in war against terror. Russia does not made any opposition when US 

open military base in Central Asia which was a meant for war on terrorism. The closed 

down of American bases in Uzbekistan and Tajikistan were largely the politics played by 

Russia in particular and SCO in general. Now it was closed down as a result US now 

needed Russian support to ensure the supply for its troops would not hampered. 

President Bush appeared to encourage such an interpretation when he made a supportive 

appearance with Malaysia's de facto dictator, Mahathir Mohamed, in May 2002. The 

president praised that regime's muscular pursuit of terrorists while remaining silent on 

human rights abuses like indefinite detention of political prisoners and restrictions on 

press freedom. (Corothers: 2003). In the actual policy the promotion of favourable regime 

in some countries in the name of democratic promotion occurs while strengthening and 

supporting friendly regime even if it is a dictator. 

Conclusion 

American foreign policy was more or less influence by multilateralism especially after 

the end of world war II. US was an initiator and supporter of almost all international 

cooperation adopted under the aegis of United Nations and of regional cooperations. 

Today the world become more and more globalized due to improvement in information 

technology, transportation system, thus what happens in one region affected the other 

reg~ on. 
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In such a state of affairs, cooperation is an extreme necessity because of increasing global 

commons. Bill Clinton, the first US President after the Cold War, realized this stark 

necessity vigorously pursue international cooperation in various fields. During his period, 

many international agreements were concluded and he vigorously pursued free trade, 

Uruguay Round of GAIT talk was concluded; be was rightly called Globalization 

President. 

When Bush came into office, he scrapped, denounced and pursue the militaristic 

approach of foreign policy. His very act delegitimize US which was earned after a 

hardworking effort of his predecessors. 

On the one band the success of American unilateralism and preponderant and zero 

tolerant approach in pursuing terrorism proved very successful, not even a single attacked 

on America by terrorist organization has taken place since 2001. 

On the other hand, a strong physical force as a solution in fight against terrorism, would 

not be the answer, of course there is some kind of measurement to deal with the terror, 

but the way American way of dealing with terrorism is the assertion of military might. 

Strong military measure may deter civilians in cooperating with the terrorist organization 

but those terrorist who are wi1ling to blow up their body can never be deterred. US could 

not yield sufficient support of Vietnamese people and the military mission was a great 

debacle for the Super Power and it had to withdraw from Vietnam. Soviet Union's 

intervention in Afghanistan incurred a heavy loss that it had to withdraw. Meanwhile US 

heavily fighting through Mujahedeen could not gamer the cooperation of the Afghan 

rulers in subsequent years. Instead it was attack by the very means it used to attacked 

Soviet Union in Afghanistan. 

The US potential to sustain the rule in Kabul and Baghdad is a big question, more over 

can US sustain its hold on these two war tom countries. Can the Iraqi people treat US a 

friend who rob their civilization? 

US resorted a war against Iraq on the pretext of terrorism and weapons of mass 

destruction, no doubt these are not only US national security threat but a global threat 

also. But international community could not cooperate with the US in its war because it 
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went against international opinion. The Gulf war in 1990s was a successful mission 

because UN Security Council gave a green signal to go with a clear cut mission that is to 

liberate Kuwait. In 2003, US again waged a war, but there was no clear cut mission 

because its decision was based on CIA intelligence gathering on Saddam's link withAl­

Qaida which other countries could not access and against UN weapon inspectors fmding, 

which gave a clean chit to Iraq. Without international cooperation and legitimacy, US 

will not be able to defeat it enemies. 

If the United States wants to make its privileged position acceptable to others, then the 

American politics must acquire a more serious and discipline attitude towards the conduct 

of foreign policy (Walt 2005: 245). Globalization has changed international system 

conspicuously. It brought forward the importance of other elements like NGO, MNC 

which were considered outside policy negotiation. 1500 NGOs successfully thwart World 

Trade Organization negotiation in 1999, now developing countries under the aegis of G-

20 became a powerful negotiator on their behalf. 

Although the United States does well on the traditional measures of hard power, these 

measures failed to capture the ongoing transformation of world politics brought about by 

globalization and the democratization oftechnology (Nye: 2003). 

Walt (2005: 246) argue that the ability to defeat other armies and our influence over the 

world economy do not give the United States either the right or ability to impose these 

principles on others, and it hardly gives 5 percent of the world's population the 

obligation, capacity, or right to govern vast areas of the world by force. 

The greatest mistake made by Bush administration was that it heavily focused on military 

power alone. There is no doubt that US achieved an easy victory over Taliban in 

Afghanistan but it cannot be called a successful mission because the terrorist are not 

crushed. The worst feature of the President's decision is that it debases the Treaty process 

even further and diminishes the confidence of foreign powers that the United States is 

willing to take its treaty obligations seriously. 
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