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Summary

In US foreign policy, since 2001 there was a grelaange from
“multilateral engagement” of the Clinton adminisiwa to “new unilateralism”
of the Bush administration. Unilateralism is natew approach for US foreign
policy. But new unilateralism has some specificrabgeristics such as change
in the policy of deterrence, the emphasis on préiempon the US power, will
to act alone and advancing democracy. There aiescimside and outside the
United States about this strategy. This paper f€wgpon the changes in US
foreign policy. It argues that 9/11 terrorism ig mocause in the change of US
policy but rather an opportunity to change.

Key Words: US foreign Policy, Preemption, Unilateralism, Bush
administration, multilateral engagement

Ozet

ABD dis politikasinda 2001 yilindan Hayarak Clinton ydnetiminin
“cok tarafli katihm” politikasindan Bush yodnetinin “yeni tek taraflihk”
politikasina dgru bir blayik dgisim yasanmstir. Tek tarafliik ABD ds
politikasinda ilk defa goérilen bir yaklan desildir. Fakat yeni tek taraflilik
stratejisi, caydirma  politikasindaki geim, ©Onleyici muldahalenin
vurgulanmasi, Amerikanin gicil ve yalniz hareketeeistesi ve demokrasinin
yayllmasi istgi gibi bazi 6zellikler taamaktadir. ABD icinde ve dinda bu
politikaya elatirel gorisler bulunmaktadir. Bu ¢gima ABD dg politikasindaki
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degisimi incelemektdir. 11 Eylul terdér hareketlerinin BB poltikasindaki
degisime yol agmadiini fakat dgisim icin bir firsat oldgunu belirtmektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: ABD dis politikasli, 6nleyici mudahale, tek taraflilik, Bus
yonetimi, cok tarafli katihm

From “Multilateral Engagement” to “New Unilateralis m” !

Introduction

During the Cold War when there was bipolar distiitru of power, the
United States supported the establishment of ratdtidl cooperation in the
world? Soon after the dissolution of the Soviet Empireréhwas expectation
for multipolar distribution of power in Europewhich might lead to new
isolationism of the United Staté<Relative decline of the US power was also
expected. However, as the former Soviet Unionitegtower, the United States
has emerged as the world unipolar powemd there emerged unilateral

! The first version of this paper has been prepfrethe presentation in the first WISC,
Bilgi University, August 26-29, 2005.

2 According to Ikenberry, multilateralism “is theardination of relations among three
or more states according to a set of rules or jples’. Multilateralism can operate as
1) a “system multilateralism” like in the Westplaali state system; 2) “ordering or
foundational multilateralism”, like an open andelibl international economic order;
and 3) “contract multilateralism”, like specific texgovernmental treaties and
agreements such as the WTO and the EU, where #tessaccept reduction of its
political autonomy. See G. John Ikenbery, “Is Aroan Multilateralism in Decline?”
Perspectives on Palitics, No. 1, 2003, p. 533-550.

% John Mearsheimer, “Why we will soon miss the Cal@r”, The Atlantic Monthly,
Vol. 266, No. 2, 1990, p. 35-50.

4 Scholars disagree whether bipolar or multipolartesys are more stable. See
Mearsheimer, “Why we will , p. 39; Kenneth N. Walt‘The emerging structure of
International politics”International Security, Vol. 18, No. 2, 1993, p. 44-79; Michael
Mastanduno, “Preserving the Unipolar Moment: Rstaliheories and US Grand
Strategy After the Cold warinternational Security, Spring, Vol. 21, No. 4, 1997, p.
49-89.

® Charles Krauthammer (1989/90), “Universal Domini@oward a Unipolar World”,
The National Interest, p. 46-49; Charles Krauthammer (1990/91), “The Urdpol
Moment”, Foreign Affairs, 70(1): 22-33; Charles Krauthammer (Winter 200220
"The Unipolar Moment RevisitedThe National Interest, 21(4); Charles Krauthammer
(February 2004), “Democratic Realism: An Americaordtgn Policy for a unipolar
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distribution rather than multipolar distribution pbwef. Moreover, the US
administration felt freer for action and rising Ariean power was observéd.

Furthermore, international system was characteriasd “unipolar
moment® or “unipolar erd or “benign unipolarity*® urging the United States to
act unilaterally. For example, Krauthammer stated the United States should
focus on ‘a super-sovereign West’ which is econatty¢ culturally, and
politically hegemonic in the world. He proposed theited States to unite with
the West and form a unipolar worfdMoreover, structural realism, classical
realism and hegemonic stability theories predithed the unipolarity decreases
the likelihood of military conflict, because it widube difficult to change the
United States and the United States is too powéoflounterbalanct. West
should align its foreign policy behind the Unitett®8s** Unipolarity would be
durable and peaceftfl.

Yet, there were also other arguments besides hawderp based-
unipolarity argument. For example, Nye stated pmater is distributed in three
dimensions. At the top, military dimension was wi&p, where there was only
the United States. At the middle, economic dimamsi@s multipolar, where

world”, The AElI (American Enterprise Ingtitute), Washington, D.C.; Charles
Krauthammer (Oct 2004), “Neoconservatism and FaoreRplicy”, The National
Interest.

® Krauthammer’s strategic thinking has become ematinof neo-conservative school
that has acquired strong influence inside the BAdiinistration foreign policy team in
the United States. Krauthammer advocates an Anrefaraign policy of unilateralism.
! Ikenbery, “Getting Hegemony”; Wohlforth, “Stability Wohlforth, “Transatlantic
Relations”; Wohlforth and Brooks, “American Primdty

8 G. John Ikenbery, “Getting Hegemony Right — analysi the United States as a
“hyperpower” nation”, The National Interest, No. 63, (Spring) 2001; Krauthammer,
“The Unipolar Moment”; Krauthammer, “The Unipolardvhent Revisited”.

o Krauthammer, “Democratic Realidm Krauthammer, “In Defence” Kagan and
Kristol, “The Present”.

10 Charles A. Kupchan, “After Pax Americanahternational Security, Vol. 23, No. 2,
1998, p. 40-80; Ikenbery, “Getting Hegemony”; Wainth, “Stability”; Wohlforth,
“Transatlantic Relations”; William C. Wohlforth artephen G. Brooks, “American
Primacy in PerspectiveForeign Affairs, Vol. 81, No.4, 2002 .

' He considered that there would be no rival to Wisstern confederation. Around it
there would be periphery circles, made up of decamming states and developing
states. As the periphery states liberalize ecoralyicand politically, they would
become member of the unipolar center. Krauthammieiniversal Dominion”;
Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment”

12 \Wohlforth, “Stability”; Wohlforth, “Transatlanti®elations”.

3 Nye, “What new world”; Krauthammer, “The Unipolsioment”

4 Wohlforth, “Stability”.
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there were the United States, Europe and Japanaftiee bottom, there were
transnational relations at several dimensions, evhmwer was disperséd.
Secondly, Kupchan argued that there would be redji@nipolarity in the North
America, Europe and Asia — naming “benign trip@dri According to
Kupchan benign unipolarity was taking shape inNlbeth America and Europe,
but not yet in the East Asia. Thus, the United&tateeded to give importance
to regional integration rather than global muléfaism>® Thirdly, Huntington
argued about a uni-multipolar world. He emphasihed there was a transition
from a bipolar to a multipolar system following ddf ‘unipolar moment.” He
thought that there were other significant major emamthough there was one
superpower. He considered that if superpower wasllimg to cooperation, it
runs the risk of becoming a ‘lonely superpowérThus, Huntington’s central
thesis and antithesis on unilateralism was the ddniStates, as the only
superpower needs international cooperation, edpeevih Europe, if it was
not to grow lonely and isolated.

In the last five years there is again an increasimgcern whether the
United States should act unilaterally or multilatisrin its foreign policy. Since
2001 there was a great change from “multilaterglagement” of the Clinton
administration to “new unilateralism” of the Bustinainistration. Unilateralism
is not a new approach for the US foreign policyt 8sithe Cold War ended we
would have expected that it would be much easierfoton multilateral
cooperation against common threats. This papersé&swpon the changes in
US foreign policy. It argues that 9/11 terrorisrmi® a cause in the change of
US policy but rather an opportunity to change.

Multilateral engagement

Today, multilateralism requires first a commitmetat work with
international institutions especially working withe UN framework. Thus,
multilateralism believes in “internationalism (tmeoral, legal and strategic
primacy of international institutions over nationaiterests).”® Second,
multilateralism requires a commitment to work wigreed norms and rules.
Thus, multilateralism believes in “legalism (theligk that the sinews of
stability are laws, treaties and binding internagiocontracts) In this sense,
multilateralism can be defined in economic andtali spheres. Considering

!5 Nye, “Redefining”.
16 Kupchan, “After Pax Americana”.
" Samuel P. Huntington, “The Lonely Superpowéitreign Affairs,, Vol. 78, No. 2,
1999, p. 35-49.
12 Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment revisited”.
Ibid.

181



economic sphere it is associated with rules suchoasertibility of national
currencies and application of the most-favoredematprinciple on a non-
discriminatory basis. In the political spheresitissociated with commitment to
international treaties and international law. Anhfly, multilateralism requires
commitment to cooperate so that preventive poktesild not be contradictory
such as happened between the EU and member staitesrecent conflicts.

Throughtout the Clinton presidency for two terms993-2001)
involvement as opposed to isolationism remainedmieent in US foreign
policy. In addition, generally he preferred a visiof multilateral cooperation,
believing that new world order can be establishgdhternational cooperation.
These intentions turned into strategies of engagenamd enlargement.
Engagement meant that the United States wouldeadterat into isolationism as
the Cold War over. Linked to engagement, enlargeémmeant the United States
would promote democracy, open market and other &iegiolitical, economic
and social values.

As signs of his strategies, the Clinton adminigirat pursued
multilateral efforts to prevent the proliferationf &WVMD such as the
Comprehrensive Test Ban Traetgnd played a major role in creating
multilateral economic institutions and agreemenishsas the World Trade
Organization and Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperatiet, although the Cold
War was over security continued to play a majoe riol US policy. Nuclear
issues, NATO expansion, the bilateral securitytimhship with Russia, the
Balkans conflicts, the Haitan crisis, the Arab étrgpeace process and China
with the strategic implications of its growing eoomy and human rights
violations were some of the central concerns. Rrivg the spread of weapons
of mass destruction and containing the terroriseah were also important
security items.

New unilateralism

President Bush mentioned during his presidency eagnphat national
interest is more important than multilateral apptoin foreign policy’® This
approach in defense of primacy of the US nationtrest also supported that
the United States should increase defense spertuuvg, military-based policy
of strength and the United States interventiorhiomanitarian crises should be
rare.

The Bush administration’s polices also signaledreewed emphasis on
unilateralism. There were early demonstrations oflateral policy, which

20 condoleezza Rice, “Campaign 2000: Promoting theioNat Interest”, Foreign
Affairs, Vol. 79, No. 1, 2000.
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shown that the Bush administration had not resgecteternational
organizations and rules such as: the United Stagfssed to join the
international ban on antipersonnel land mines, ctefe the Kyoto
Environmental Treaty on global warming, rejected arspection and
verification Protocol for the Biological and ToxidVeapons Convention,
withdrew from the International Criminal Court anénti-ballistic Missile

Treaty'.

The Bush administration’s foreign policy prioritidsecame much
clearer after 9/11. The Bush administration inteegein 2001 to Afghanistan
against Taliban and al Qeada targets. Furtherntbee,Bush administration
declared that the US would take the war to stabes &ided or sheltered
terrorists. In 2002, the US President has refeiwddag, Iran and North Korea
as the "axis of evil?* In explaining why he employed this phrase, Pregide
Bush stated that these countries possessed weagomsass destruction
(WMD); they had developed long-range missile tedbgies to launch such
weapons and had regimes enabling them to emploly seapons through
missiles and other means. Thus, the Unites Stided to threaten Iraq that it
would attack. Towards the end of 2002, the Bushiaidtration presented “The
National Security Strategy of the United Statef\nferica” (September 2002)
as the main demonstration of the US unilateralcgoli

Characteristics of new unilateralism:

1. Rethinking the policy of deterrence

Deterrence posited that weapons are necessary fasdure that no
enemy would attack the United States or its alliearing the Cold War,
deterrence heavily relied “on a readiness to @&hvith robust and survivable
nuclear forces-in-being (long range bombers, ICBMmd SLBMs).*
However, the US-Soviet rivalry that dominated thetedrence theory for 40
years ended living its place to political, econorared military cooperation
between the US and Russia starting in the 199QsinPanother way, the US-
Soviet bipolar deterrence relationship of the Qdldr has been replaced by a
group of states, non-state actors, such as tdgorethnic militias, cults,
organized criminals, and drug smuggl€rdsurthermore, neo-conservatités

L In a speech the US president addressed the US&msnig January 29, 2002

2 Dougherty, James E. and Robert L. Pfaltzgraff, 2001. Contending Theories of
International Relations, New York: Addison Weslegngman, Fifth Edition, pp. 344-
397.

% Victor D. Cha, “Globalization and the Study ofdmational Security”Journal of
Peace Research, Vol. 37, No. 3, 2000, p. 391-403.
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have assumed that threat to the United States fendvorld can come from
‘rouge states’ such as Iraq, Iran and North Koreeak and failed states like
Afghanistan and Irag, because they relate religtea®rism with the WMD.

Thus, the meaning of threat has broadened afteColekWar.

This broadening was noted in the NSS of the US. N88 states that
failed or rouge states pose a danger like straagsduring the Cold War. The
United States applied deterrence policy againsingtrstates, but this policy
considered not applicable and reliable againstethedamiliar enemies. There
is a complex challenge to deterrence, therefore fibssibility of deterrence
failure will increase® The administration appears less confident that
deterrence alone can protect the United Statesitandllies. As we have
observed Al'Qaeda was not deterred by the US mjlicapabilities.

If deterrence cannot work alone, the administratisoggests
preemption. The NSS asserts the right for pre-empaind no restrain on the
US power. Furthermore, it looks for alliance butlwiot be constrained by
alliance. It prefers ‘coalitions of willing’ rathéhan traditional alliance.

In short, there are four factors that led the Baslministration to
reconsider its deterrence polices and see preemati@an alternative. The first
reason is the United States can prevent attack&dstroying opponents or
opponents’ capabilities to achieve their objecti/&gcond, deterrence does not
work against terrorists. Third, due to 9/11, thirdittle toleration inside the
administration for ‘wait and see policy’. Fourttarker nonproliferation efforts
failed to stop countries such as North Korea aad to acquire WMD and thus
still pose threats to international security. Untteese circumstances, the Bush
administration adapted a new doctrine to meet revgers”®

2. Pre-emptive strike:

It is apparent that there was a shift in the UScgadf containment and
deterrence applied during the Cold War with a nelicp of pre-emptive attack
on enemy state developing WMDPreemption is “the use of military force in

4 Today generally, the policies undertaken by thstBadministration are labeled as
neo-conservative.

% Dougherty and Pfaltzgraff, 2001

% Wirtz, James J. and James A. Russell (Spring 2003$. Policy on Preventive War
and Preemption”The Nonproliferation Review

2" According to the US Department of Defense Dictignaf Military Terms (2003),
preemptive war is defined, “as an attack initiated the basis of incontrovertible
evidence that an enemy attack is imminent.” Thusemptive war is waged in an
attempt to repel or defeat an imminent offensivengasion. However, there is debate if
US policy is preemptive or preventive. Accordingthe NSS (2002), the United States
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advance of a first use of force by the enediyit’is an act of “anticipatory self-
defense in a war initiated by the enemiy.The important characteristic of
preemptive war is that it sees a necessity- coringlét is certain that attack
will occur and the use of force by other stateriminent. Thus, it considers that
a war is unavoidable and has to make the firskestiPreemptive attack is
launched only after the state being attacked hagreinitiated or has given a
clear indication that it will initiate an attack.

After 9/11 terrorist attacks, US security policytisapply pre-emptive
strike in order to prevent acts of terrorism, whishspelled out in many
statementd! This policy has been used as a justification foilitamy
intervention in Irag. A link has been made betwarige states, terrorist groups
and the WMD. It is warned that terrorists could nattack the United States
with the WMD through their rouge allies. In 200BetBush administration
pointed Irag and identified Iraq as the most damggrouge state with WMD. It
is considered that Irag continues to produce asdgss WMD and it has links
with terrorist organizations, including al Qaeddefe was an increasing risk
that Irag or al Qaeda can attack with WMD agaihst United States or its
allies. Thus, the fact that Iraq is a producer dfily and even of trying to
produce nuclear weapons, possessing such weapahsthair means of
delivery, and that such weapons posed a signifithrgéat to the world,
furthermore, the Iragi administration is consideteuleliable were the reasons
for military intervention in Iraq.

There were also other reasons for military intetieenin Iraq, such as
the need for the Middle Eastern oil, the securftyhe Persian Gulf and Israel,
which the United States considers as a threat terisan oil-based economy
and to American security. Moreover, it is notedt ttree Bush strategy in the

will fight with terrorists and enemies having weap®f mass destruction (WMD); and
will act against those threats before they areg/ fidtmed.

% Anthony Arend, (Spring 2003), “International LawdaPreemptive Use of Military
Force”, The Washington Quarterly, 26(2): 89-103.

29 Betts, Richard K. (Jan/Feb 2003a), “Suicide froeafor Death”, Foreign Affairs,
82(1), EBSOhost, April 20, 2005

%0 0On the other hand, preventive war is a war used btate under the assumption of
preventive self-defense. It is assumed that warltimately inevitable. It is better to
face earlier, when chances of military succesgyezater. But there is no certainty that
war is inevitable. Betts, Richard K. (02, March 2B} “Striking First: A History of
Thankfully Lost oppurtunities”, Carnegie Council &thics and International Affairs,
on Carnigie Council web site (http: //www.carngianoil.org)

31 “The National Security Strategy of the United States (NSS)” issued by the Bush
administration (September 2002), from World Wide Web page Http: //
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html.
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Middle East depends on the assumptions that tiesstao in the Middle East
requires to be changed, Irag’'s WMD poses threatetlis a need to push for
Israeli-Palestinian peace and regime change, dsas/@romote democracy and
freedom in the regioff.

Though there are other reasons for interventionatwive shall
emphasize here is that the threat presented byWk® and availability of
these WMD to rouge and failed states as well asrist organizations present a
threat to US homeland during the peacetime. Thistetis a change in
international security threats. Traditionally it sveonsidered the WMD would
be last resort to be used during the wartime. Now ¢onsidered that they can
be employed during the peacetime and against USelamich. Moreover, its
effects will be severe. Thus, traditional detereergonceptions are found
insufficient alone for today’s threats. For thesasons there was a shift towards
preemption. In other words, what is new was to timk WMD, rouge and failed
states and terrorists with importance of preemption

There is a great emphasis in the US statementhi@might of self-
defense for military action. The administrationseg that the nature of WMD,
plus the emergence of international terrorist gsotipat may strike without
warning, radically changes the situation with relg@r defining imminent attack
and thus, justify a pre-emptive attack. They clalmght to the military action
against its enemies. They stated that the US “nadstpt the concept of
imminent threat to the capacities and objectivemdéy’s adversaries®

3. The Emphasis on the US power

The United States declared that they enjoy “a jwosibf unparalleled
military strength and great economic and politicdluence” in the National
Security Strategy. It is hard to challenge US uaeitdism, because the United
States is the only country with military, diplon@tieconomic, technological
and political power, thus, can act unilaterdflyBased on military power-
overwhelming nuclear superiority and having the ldisrdominant air force
and navy, the United States has worldwide intefgentapacity. There is
increasing military spending and arms programsn@genore than 300 billion

%2 Gordon, Philip H., Spring 2003. “Bush’s Middle E&&sion”, Survival, 45(1): 155-
165.

33 “The National Security Strategy of the United States (NSS)” issued by the Bush
administration (September 2002), from World Wide Web page Hittp: //
www.whitehouse.gov/nsc/nss.html.

3 |kenbery, “Getting Hegemony”; Wohlforth, “Stabjitt Wohlforth, “Transatlantic
Relations”; G. John lkenbery, “Is American Multdaalism in Decline?’Perspectives
on Palitics, No. 1, 2003, p. 533-550.
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$ per year on defense) in the United States. Me#mvas Nyé° stresses on the
importance of soft power, the United States alse ¢watural power- seeing
American values and ideals are essentially uniletisas can advance them in
universal interest The notion that the United States is, and shotrigesto
remain, the world's only superpower has become lyidecepted among neo-
conservatives.

The neoconservatives believe that the US behawegarally because
it can. Yet, US power is not unlimited, but it isprecedented — too powerful to
counterbalance, there can be no other major pogainst the United States.
Others such as Germany and Japan have economic,drtain and France
have diplomatic power, Russia has military, dipltmaand technological
power, but non-have them have sufficient to b fage-power. China is still a
developing country in terms of both economic anditany capabilities and
‘Europe’ also does not yet act as a single poweasbaerved in the Gulf Crisis
in 1991 and Iraq intervention 2003, lacks the pmaltunity to act as a single
global power’ Thus, they cannot challenge American primacy. Heurhore,
the United States has dominance over the leadehiMF; globalization
spreads American values and favors American irtefeghus, these will
further promote American unilateralism.

4. Wil to act alone

The United States prefers to cooperate with otladions, but if necessary will
act alone. The United States will work with ‘coialit partners’ to fight with
terror. In a speech given on April 22, 2002, Richétaass, Director of the
Policy Planning Staff, U.S. Department of State arfided the United States
can and will act alone when necessatindicating unilateralism. He also stated

% Joseph S. Nye, Jr. “What new world ordeff8teign Affairs, Vol. 71, No. 2, 1992, p.
83-96; Joseph S. Nye, Jr. “Redefining the Natidngdrest”, Vol. 78, No. 4, 1999, p.
22-35; Joseph S. Nye, Jr. “Seven Tests: Betweercecbnand unilateralism —
international relationsThe National Interest, No. 66, (Winter) 2001, p. 5-13.
% Nye, a former official in the Clinton-era Pentagamd who is the Dean of Harvard
University’s Kennedy School of Government, arguleat tthe United States have to
learn to use power wisely, both ‘traditional powarid ‘soft power’, the notion that
nontraditional forces such as cultural and comraérgbods can exert influence in
world affairs. See Joseph S. Nye, Jr. “Limits of étnan Power” Political Science
Quarterly, Vol 117, No: 4, Winter 2002/3
3" Nye, “What new world”; Krauthammer,“The Unipolardvhent”; Ikenbery, “Getting
Hegemony”; Wohlforth and Brooks, “American Primacy”
% |kenbery, “Getting Hegemony”.
% Richard Haass, “Defining U.S. Foreign Policy ifPast-Cold War World”Foreign
Policy Analysis Arthur Ross Lecture, (April 22, 2002), available at World Wide Web
page (http:// www.fpa.org)
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that due to differences in capabilities, locatidoreign policy outlook, and
domestic concerns, the United States should exipectJS coalitions to be
dynamic that will change through time. Thus, theslBwadministration has a
vision they will find allies/friends as “the missialetermines the coalitiori®.
Moreover, President Bush has givanti-terrorism ultimatum to any state
aiding or harboring terrorism.

5. Emphasis on Democracy

New unilateralism advocates promoting and advancdemocracy and
preserving peace by the United States being ofrisirt. According to the
NSS, the United States “will actively work to brinige hope of democracy,
development, free markets and free trade to evemyec of the world.” Since
neo-cons related 9/11 terrorism to radical Islame, S advanced a policy to
create democratic political institution in Afghatais and Irag and furthermore
throughout the Middle East and North Africa. Thuduring the Bush
administration democratic transformation became rtteen pillar of the US
foreign policy. According to Krauthammer this igiag unilaterally for global
ends* Furthermore, Krauthammer argues that multilatenalimposed on the
United States would restrain its power by creatieduction in American
freedom of actio’ He states that the United States should supgonbdracy
against the Arab-Islamic totalitarianism in ordeowerthrow them* In short,
today, neo-conservatives try to use the US poweshtape the Middle East
according to the United States interests, focusegromoting democracy in the
Arab and Muslim world, which lkenberry (2003) caillsas “ a neo—imperial
foreign policy.” Their policy to achieve these goa unilateral.

Unilateral policy advocated by neo-cons in the Nid&ast seems a
change in the US former policy, which has suppoitedillies in the Middle
East region. However, we should also note thatXBehas also other priorities
in the region than promoting democracy and the ielition of the threat of
terrorism and the spread of WMDsuch as the achievement of peace between

40 Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment revisited”; Kthammer, “Democratic

Realism”; Krauthammer, “In Defence”.

4! Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment revisited”;

2 Krauthammer, “Democratic Realism”;

43 Krauthammer, “Democratic Realism”; Krauthammem ‘Defence of Democratic

Realism”.

“4In general, the United States seems to have dayeats overall in the Middle East.
First of all we have to mention that the Unitedt&astarted to talk about a wider
Middle East — as including North Africa, Northedsftica, Near East, Middle East.
They have determined terrorists or rouge statethig region which they consider
posing threat. The US State Department in the Inéggnof 2001 announced that five of
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the two states, Israel and Palestine and contribleoPersian Gulf region and its

oil supplies. Thus, war against international tésra and promoting democracy

are not their only policies though Afghanistan dhen Iraq can be seen as a
part of this general policy.

Neo-cons unilateral foreign policy seems to be gisgnlism together
with the emphasis on the promotion of democracpeEisilly Krauthammer has
united the two theories when he named his own p@& democratic realism
that is made up of unification of liberalism andliem?® Krauthammer stated
that the United States should engage in the wanlg selectively, need for
“geopolitical strategic necessity as a condition ifaerventior’® Furthermore,
the sole goal of the United States should not benption of democracy in the
post-communist world. He stated that

“The spread of democracy is not just an end buteans, an indispensable

means for securing American interests. The reasainiple. Democracies are

inherently more friendly to the United States, ldsslligerent to their
neighbors, and generally more inclined to pedte.”

Today the United States aims to shape the Middi Ba promoting
democracy in the Arab and Muslim world. PresidenstB said in a speech
February 2004, where he discussed the importanderabcracy in the Middle
East:

America is pursuing a forward strategy of freedenthie Middle East. We're
challenging the enemies of reform, confronting thiées of terror, and
expecting a higher standard from our friends. ear long, American policy
looked away while men and women were oppressett, rilgats ignored and
their hopes stifled. That era is over, and we cardnfident. As in Germany,

the countries giving support to terror are locatethe Middle East and North Africa:
Iran, Iraq, Syria, Libya, Sudan. Others in the difterrorist states are North Korea and
Cuba.

45 Krauthammer, “Universal Dominion”. After the eafithe Cold War, Krauthammer
defended ‘democratic globalism’, that is ‘making tpread of democracy, the success
of liberty, the ends and means of American forgighcy’. Yet, he stated that it must be
targeted, focused and limited. Fourteen years la¢edescribed this as more realistic
which Krauthammer calls as ‘democratic realism.e S€rauthammer, “Democratic
Realism”; Krauthammer, “In Defence of Democraticakeam”.

“® Krauthammer, “In Defence of Democratic Realism”.

4" Krauthammer, “Democratic Realism”.
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and Japan, and Eastern Europe, liberty will ovecoppression in the Middle
East®

Thus, the Bush administration believes and empbasithat the
democratic Irag will contribute to transformatiorf the Middle East —
establishment of democracy in the region, though desumption is debatable.
However, the Bush administration “understates tieeghe United States pays
in Arab and in world public opinior®® Though the Bush administration is
worried about the increase of negative sentimenteé Muslim world towards
the United States related to its unilateral paticielt might restrain the US
power and unilateral policies. Meanwhile the heddhe states which have
given support to the US under the ‘coalition oflwg’ have been blamed and
criticized by their own public such as the exangdld@ony Blair.

Critiques of New Unilateralism

There are arguments that might be read as impligidjues of the
apparent recent shift in American strategy towanilateralism. ‘American
Empire’ and ‘the new imperialism’ are the termsoassted with a radical
critique of US foreign policy-

Liberal internationalist school of US foreign pglicsupported
multilateralism, which has dominated the Clintormnge Both unilateralists and
multilateralists except the United States as arpagpeer but differ in the ways
in which the United States should continue to buile world order.
Unilateralist approach is more like realism argoat tultimate power is what
matters’, while multilateralists argue for resfidct on use of power. This vision
has been dominant in Europe as well as of the DeatiodParty in the United
State# that is advocating commitment to multilateralisnd anternational law
and the UN approval for the Iraq war. In generalrdpeans preferred
multilateral institutions though Britain’s viewsni#ed to be closer to the Bush
administration. Besides Britain and Australia, éhewvas opposition to the

“8 “president Bush Discusses Importance of Demociachiddle East’ Library of
Congress Washington, D.C., February 2004, availattetp://www.whitehouse.com
49 Philip H. Gordon, “Bush’s Middle East Vision&Qurvival, Vol. 45, No. 1, 2003, p.
155-165.

0 When there increased negative feelings in Turkefpé early 2005, US has been
really worried.

* See for details Michael Cox, “Empire by Denial?Bng the US Power'Security
Dialogue, Vol. 35, No. 2, 2004, p. 228-236.

®2 Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment revisited”; Kthammer, “Democratic
Realism”.
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United States intervention in Iraq, thus, peoptkribt believe in the legitimacy
of the United States behavior. “This is not becahseSecurity Council failed
to endorse the war, but because many of our frieiisiot trust (the United
States) us, that is the Bush administration® Legitimacy of the United States
is decreasing while they choose unilateral intetived* Moreover, the
Europeans were saying attacking Iraq was wronberahan only legitimacy.

The United States have especially failed to wintilegcy, because the
threat of the Soviet Union disappeared at the dnitheo Cold War, and there
was no one challenging the United States domindweeertheless, we can say
that according to the US foreign policies after ©eld war radical Islam is
competing with liberal concepts of democracy ratiemn communism versus
democracy. Currently the United States has tow#hlthe issues in the Middle
East rather than in Europe (being different thawas in the Cold War), but
many differences exist with the rest of the world low to deat® Thus, the
United States might look as an empire tempted pamed its control. Thus, the
attitude of European intellectuals toward the Arwemisuperpower especially of
Germany is to view the US hegemony or superiostynaperialism rather than
benevolent hegema.

If we consider the United States as a benign hegethe United States
should play by multilateral rules and cooperatehwother states, i.e., other
states are drawn into partnerships and consult etiter governments, listen to
allies. The United States should pursue its econ@mi security goals through
joint or multilateral decision-making exercis&sThus, joint decision-making
and institutional rules and institutions would rast the US powet’ Based on
these, the US benign hegemony would be legitimaig stabl&”, though
Krauthammer argues that benign unipolarity is ‘faore likely to keep the
peace.”

There are also some arguments criticizing the Baciministration’s
policy of uniletaralism and preventive war thougimsidering the Iraq war was

°3 Fukuyama, “The Neoconservative Moment”.
> Stefano Guzzini, “Foreign Policy Without Diplomackhe Bush Administration at a
Crossroads”|nternational Relations, Vol. 16, No. 2, 2002, p. 291-297.
:Z Fukuyama, “The Neoconservative Moment”.
Ibid.
*" Franz Nuscheler, “Multilateralism versus Unilatésai”, Policy Paper 16 of the
Development and Peace Foundation, January, 2001.
%8 |kenbery, “Getting Hegemony”; Kupchan, “After PAmericana”.
% For example, the UN, the IMF, the World Bank, M&TO, the WTO are multilateral
institutions that provide rule-based structuregdolitical and economic relations.
% |kenbery, “Getting Hegemony”;
®1 Krauthammer, “The Unipolar Moment revisited”.
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right%? They tend to say that the Bush administratioreéhih coalition building
and need to pay more attention to multilateral apph and use of diplomacy.
Among the neo-conservatives there was also diftexpproaches. For example,
Fukuyama questions the United States ability tosfiarm Iraq into a Western—
style democracy,” and “and to go on from there émndcratize the broader
Middle East.” Culturally it would be difficult to stablish democracy in the
Middle East® Spreading democracy in the Middle East is ‘morayer than
analysis® The Bush administration “underestimates the diffies inherent in
democratization®® The United States needs to develop a “more complex
strategy” rather than using “sticks and carrotstigaling with the Middle East.
The United States should not be inclined to useeptptive policy all the time
because it will create resistance to the UnitedeStpolicies and frighten most
of the world®® Fukuyama advises another way of dealing with toeldy work

of diplomacy and coalition building. The United ®&should try to build new
global institutions that are based on norms andegthe United States shares.
If it cannot build up such institutions than shotty for coalition building.
Nation building is a difficult job; the United Sést needs to be better prepared
for nation building’’ Furthermore, the United States did not have a geoord

of nation building?® and it would be difficult for nation building ifé Middle
East®® Thus, among neo-conservatives there were also simiates in their
unilateral approachés.

62 Scott B. Lakensky, “Right war, Wrong DoctrineThe Jerusalem Post, March 30,
2003.

%3 |bid.

64 Morton Abramowitz, “Does Iraq Matter?The National Interest, No. 75, (Spring)
2004, p. 39-44.

% Gordon, “Bush’s Middle East Vision”.

% Fukuyama, “The Neoconservative Moment”

%" Francis Fukuyama, “Nation-Building 101The Atlantic Monthly, January 20, 2004a;
Fukuyama, “The Neoconservative Moment”

® Francis Fukuyama, “Beyond our shoreHie Wall Street Journal, December 24,
2002. Nation-building has two phases, the firsstmonflict reconstruction and the
second, the transition to self —sustaining indigeniastitutions, both are difficult.
Actually, the Bush administration did not have anfiework policy of nation-building
and did not use the past experiences of Haiti, $anosnia, and Kosova and was not
prepared for nation-building. See Fukuyama, “Na#rilding 101"

% Fukuyama, “The Neoconservative Moment”.

0 On the other hand, Krauthammer wrote that Fukuygfiatent is to take down the
entire neo-conservative edifice”, thus, Krauthammensiders that Fukuyama pulled
out of the neo-conservative approach. Krauthamrier, Defence of Democratic
Realism”.
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Conclusion

In short, after the National Security Strategy (N&Sued by the Bush
administration (2002), the US strategy became aymtoof neo-conservatives
who are advocating unilateralism. The last exaropldS unilateral approach is
observed in Iraq intervention in 2003 when the Wiharked a war with Iraq in
spite of the UN and its allies’ oppositiéh.When Dick Cheney -Vice President,
Donald Rumsfeld-Secretary of Defense, Paul Wolfp\ieputy Defense
Secretary that served in the President Bush senémministration pushed for
war and regime change in Iraq, neo-conservativegeimeral supported them
and supported fight against terrorism, regime chamgusing power, plus new
order to be established in the Middle East. Yetnm&icans remain divided on
how to engage the world® Inside and outside the United States it is debated
whether the United States unilaterally can judge itountry is supporting
terrorism and can decide on preemption. Espedaltydifferent approaches of
unilateralists and multilateralists present différehoices for the US position.

What does our discussion tell us about US foreigiicy in the post
9/117? It confirms that as many academicians andarteaVe written US foreign
policy is shaped by new unilateralist approach.titarmore, analysis of the
Bush administration foreign policy after 9/11 shaseseral priorities. First they
have replaced diplomacy and negotiations with amijit force or power.
Secondly, they reject partnership, institutionserinational treaties and the rule
of law, because they want to make the US unboum these restrictions or
constraints on the US freedom of action. Thirdythave created ‘coalition of
willing’. It looks for alliance but will not be catrained by alliance. It prefers
‘coalitions of willing’ rather than traditional dince. Fourth, they have
followed a policy of regime change with dreams efmcratizing the Middle
East. In the aftermath of 9/11, the policy was jpto effect via the US-led
invasions of Afghanistan and Irag. The goal wasmetely to oust the Taliban
from power, to kill or capture al-Qaeda leaders gedsonnel and eliminate
Saddam’s regime and his claimed Weapons of Massruaéisn (WMD). It
also involved another, more ambitious, objectieetrawing of the political map
in the Middle East towards the establishment ofgemocracy, pro-America
governments. Fifth, instead of deterrence and aanint they focused on pre-
emption. The NSS asserts the right for pre-empaioth no restrain on the US
power. Sixth, they see the US as a unique globatpand want others know it

™ 1n 1991 Gulf War there was a coalition among memyntries under the leadership of
the US. However, in 2003 Iraq war, ‘coalition ofrfpeers’ has not been supported by
many countries.

2 |bid.
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so. Seventh, they have made ties with WMD and tiemoand determined to
prevent terrorists groups from achieving WMD. Ejgthey have emphasized
security of homeland. Finally, they have used thesdeies for especially two

major aims. One is to make the world more securdhfe US; and second to
create peace, democracy and liberal economy, whikkhin turn serve the US

interests.

As a result, the attack on the homeland of ther®11 and challenges
of post 9/11 security environment seems to be oediig a strategy- new
unilateralism based on the US unipolar power. etside the US, there are
growing concerns about US unilateralism. In additio the war on terrorism,
there was also other body of evidence in internaticagreements that US
reverted to unilateralism. Furthermore, many anslybelieved that US
intentions in the Middle East was unilateralisteirhntentions in Iraq seem as a
desire to control oil production rather than formnanitarian needs and
democratization or control of WMD. Besides it imsimlered that Iragq’s WMD
and missile capability have been potential riskihea than urgent threats,
because what make potential threats concrete diteglantentions rather than
technical capability. Thus, negative feelings agaldS intervention increased.
Some of the main critics against US unilateral golare the need for
cooperation in fighting against terrorism, on tkgitimacy of the US actions,
the development of negative world public opiniowaods US unilateralism and
the difficulties in democratization of the Middlea&. Nevertheless, with the
preponderance of the United States military, diglbop economic
technological and political power, it is difficutb have multilateral global
governance against the will of the United States.

In short, there is tension between unilateralism amltilateralism in
American foreign policy. In the post-9/11 era wednabserved a resurgence of
unilateralist preferences in the US foreign polidyith unilateralist foreign
policy, it seems that the US put global terrorisssues over other global
problems and they have related terrorism with &eecal Islam and the WMD.
As a final world, the debate over US unilateragfgn policy will continue.
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