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Crparerusi u npouecchbl pa3BuTus
He(pTsiHOTO cekTopa PecnmyOsiuku Kazaxcran

B craree ormeueno, yto B XXI B., B COOTBETCTBUH C PACTYLIUMH ITOTPEOHOCTSMH B HE(TH U Tase 0 BCeMy
MHpPY, MOXXHO HaOJIoJaTh SIBHBIH MHTepec K OoraTbiM pecypcam ctpaH KaBkasa m llentpanbHoit Asum.
ITokazaHo, uyTo obJlaJjaHWE OTPOMHBIMH 3aracaMH IMPUPOJIHBIX PECYPCOB M MHTEPEC MUPOBBIX JEpKaB K
CTpaHaM 3TUX PETHMOHOB HE BCEI/la FapaHTHPYIOT MX YCHEIIHOE Pa3BUTHE, & B HEKOTOPBIX CIIy4asX OKa3blBa-
10T BIMsAHUE HA Oyayliee cTpaHbl. ABTOPOM BBIENCHO, YTO JUIS TAKOTO rocynapcTsa, kak KasaxcraH, KOTo-
poe B 3HAYMTENBHOH CTENEHU 3aBHCHT OT HMPOM3BOJCTBA M DKCIIOPTa CHIPbs, pa3BUTHE HE(PTIHOrO CEKTOpa
HTpaeT KII0YEBYIO POJIb B SKOHOMHYECKOM POCTE U HPOIBETaHUH CTpaHbl. OnpeneneHo, 4To B TeUEHHE 110-
CIIeIHMX JBYX mecsTwietnii Kazaxcran mpuHHMMan cepbe3Hble pelleHus 1Mo (GOpMUPOBAHHIO M pealnl3aluu
Ba)KHBIX IIPOEKTOB B Pa3BUTHH He(TIHOHW OTpaciy JuIs Iporpecca cTpansl. B Hactosimee Bpemst Peciry6nmka
Kazaxcran cTaHOBUTCS YYaCTHUKOM B OOJIBLIOM KOJMYECTBE IIPOEKTOB B IEJSIX Pa3BUTHS HE(TIHOTO CEKTO-
pa U CTAaHOBHTCS OJHHMM M3 MEXIyHapOJIHBIX KIIIOUEBBIX IOCTABIIMKOB HE(TH. ABTOPOM OOBSICHEHBI MPO-
1iecc pa3BUTHS HEPYTAHOTO CEKTOPA, CIIOXKHBIE 3a1auu B PecriyOnuke KazaxcraH ¢ yueToM MexIyHapOAHBIX I
BHYTPEHHHX MPOOIIEM.
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The concept of unilateralism in U.S. foreign policy: how useful was it?

What is the concept of «unilateralism» in American foreign policy? How useful was it to the George W.Bush
administration in advancing U.S. national interests? Unilateralism has had a long history in the United States
of America, but took a special place in foreign policy during the presidency of George W.Bush. Much of the
unilateral approach to international security had developed from policies pursued by the Republican majori-
ties in Congress prior to President Bush's election It was expected that the administration of President George
Bush had been pursuing a singularly unilateralist stance since coming to power — a significant change from
its predecessor. This article explains the concept of unilateralism and its use in the name of U.S. national in-
terests and investigates to what extent was this concept useful.
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Introduction

American unilateralism/is a distinct feature of United States foreign policy throughout its existence. It
was used in different presidencies for the purposes of advancing national interests such as the pursuit of
global primacy and natural resources possession. Instead of being a leader in establishing and strengthening
rules and/institutions that promote international peace, social justice, and environmental sustainability, the
Bush Doctrine places the United States in opposition to them and hypocritically professes in adherence. This
term of presidency can be seen as a most provocative, muscular, and pro-active period in American foreign
policy.

The aim of this project is to explain the role and impact of concept of unilateralism in the United States
foreign policy. The main hypothesis is that unilateral pursuit of national interests as a strong precedent in the
George W.Bush administration gave certain advantages like an access to securing the oil in Middle East re-
gion, but in long-term perspective it has damaged international reputation of the United States.

The main argument of this project is supported by two chapters:

In the first chapter «The origin, meaning and implications of the concept of «unilateralism» in Ameri-
can foreign policy» the definition of the unilateralism, its role and impact on the American foreign policy is
determined. Moreover, it explores the cardinal elements of the Reagan administration — unilateralism,
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preemptive war and regime change. The main argument of this part is that how American presidents showed
using terrorist tactics acceptable in the name of «national security» and laid the groundwork for the Bush
Doctrine’s unilateralism and its war on terror.

The second chapter «The George W.Bush Doctrine, his preventive war. The impact of unilateral policy
on the U.S. national interests and international reputation.» explores the origins and content of the Bush Doc-
trine as a continuity of Reagan’s policy; analyzes unilateralism as a key element in U.S. foreign policy dur-
ing his presidency and highlights how did the 9/11 transform Bush’s approach. All this comes from National
Security Strategy of the United States of America.

The second section continues with the consequences of George W.Bush’s unilateralism. It argues that in
short term the United States had advanced their national interests and had a lot of benefits on controlling the
access to oil; however, in long term the unilateral policy wasn’t useful due to the American influence in
world affairs to be weakened: the war in Iraq has added immeasurably to hostility toward the US, even
among ordinarily pro-US publics.

Chapter 1. «The origin, meaning and implications of the concept of «unilateralism» in American
foreign policy»

One of the oldest concepts in United States foreign policy is unilateralism — a tendency to act inde-
pendently in making decisions in international relations, rooted in the colonial experience of the country.

The balance of power as an instrument for maintaining stability has been rejected by the United States
and this concept was accounted as one of the significant causes of conflicts. This viewpoint has remained in
the present and is displayed in a huge variety of situations in international system:[1; 61].

The unilateral actions are central in United States policy throughout the history and most pronounced in
the 19th and 20th centuries. «The American unilateralism approach-to problem-solving is rooted in the colo-
nial experience of the nation, watered by its first encounters with Eurepean diplomacy» [1; 63]. The exam-
ples of it are the Open Door policy towards China, the Monroe Doctrine, multiple interventions in Central
America and Middle East, ABM Treaty and Kyoto Protocol [2; 28].

In words of David A.Malone unilateralism «refers to a tendency to opt out of a multilateral framework
or to act alone in addressing a particular global or regional challenge rather than choosing to participate in
collective action» [3; 3].

Some states refuse to act in either multilateral way or unilateral way due to their preferences to avoid
being subjected to the underlining principles of international rules, norms and values [3; 3].

As was mentioned above unilateralism gives a state the right to act alone for pursuing its own national
interests with no necessity to take into account interests of other nations and states even in case of ally-states.
Following their unilateral policy, the'United States of America made decisions such as which nation will be
the next ally, with the purposes and duration of that cooperation [4; 115]. The United States are convinced
that they have higher purpose in serving to the global politics than other states. Their mission was «to protect
liberty and to promote freedom» by American isolationist unilateral policy from the rest of the world without
involving in it [2; 30].

Going to the end/of the World War II, one of the most influential Japanese diplomats has claimed that
«the United States pursued a policy of «unilateral globalismy», providing public goods in the form of security,
opposition to communism, an open global economy, aid for economic development, and stronger interna-
tional institutions. Now it is pursuing a policy of «global unilateralismy», promoting its own particular inter-
ests with little reference to those of others. The United States is unlikely to become an isolationist country,
withdrawing from the world. But it could become an isolated country, out of step with much of the world»
[5; 541].

Only starting from nineteenth century, the United States made a significant shift by involving other
states in its unilateralism character politics. Many researchers account the Monroe Doctrine as a continuity of
Jefferson's unilateral ideas. In other words we can say that the Monroe Doctrine eliminated existed isolation-
ist unilateralism and substituted with completely unilateral approach [4; 118].

The first action was in 1823 when President Monroe aimed to remove the United States from European
disputes thereby not taking part in it. The Monroe Doctrine modified thinking about the United States role
and their responsibilities about intervention actions in the 20th century towards the neighbors in hemisphere
[2; 30]. The Monroe Doctrine embodied the developing diplomatic intentions of unilateralism distinct to
American nation's determination to follow their own way in global politics without other countries' participa-
tion. Even though the Monroe Doctrine made clear the American aspiration to imply independently of judg-
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ment in their foreign policy, the United States did not have enough facilities to convert the Monroe Doctrine
into policy in the field [1; 62].

During the Carter presidency the role of the United States was undermined. Therefore Reagan's policy
was focused on stopping the fall of American power and reconstructing the United States of America as a
country that cannot be walked round [6; 280]. Hence, President Reagan gives a new dimension for «regime
change». His improvement of unilateral actions and preemptive wars on states with terrorist threat was a ba-
sis for the Bush Doctrine. Ronald Reagan was the one before Bush who justified anti-terrorist military inter-
ventions for the higher purposes of «national security» [7; 34].

The Reagan's unilateral policy was the basis for President Bush's administration in making decisions in
the field of the national security. He accepted the staff responsible for national security issues such as Paul
Wolfowitz and Richard Perle, nicknamed the Vulcans, also Reagan was the one who made the «unilateral-
ism, preemptive attack, and regime change» active in American foreign policy. Exactly Reagan implemented
tactics in struggle against terrorism and external threats [7; 37].

Both hegemonists Cheney as neoconservator and Rice as realist were convinced with the rule of power
— in the regime change and in some cases penalizing the adversaries unilaterally [7; 37]. The terrorist act on
9/11 was profitable for unilateralists to modify the meaning and purposes of United States foreign policy, in
which the American government claims that they are not seeking to become the new empire [7; 37].

In comparison to American policy in 19th century with seeking liberty, the United States foreign policy
in 20th century was focused on promotion of democracy and making the global society safe for democracy
[2; 31]. In the twentieth century the international political system has radically.changed. The global politics
is always seen as power and struggle for power. In comparison to Cold War era with bipolar world, modern
situation is more sophisticated. Since the Washington and Jefferson:presidencies Unilateralism as the under-
lying principle of American foreign policy has always been based on national self interest.

In the beginning of 20th century this facilities enhanced and was able to implement unilateral inclina-
tions. For instance, the American unilateralism was pronounced during the World War I, when the United
States joined and Britain, France and Russia, however decided to refuse to be with them an ally [1; 63]. Dur-
ing the World War II, the United States considered themselves obligated to act in unilateral way, despite the
possibility of threat from the Axis aggression. The«complete dimension of the issue would become more vis-
ible after 1945. The past five decades the unilateralist approach has been introduced as continuous and dis-
putable topic in American foreign policy, particularly in case of ally states [1; 63].

After the collapse of the Soviet Union'and the end of the Cold war, when the world has become unipolar
the United States of America was able to influence on other countries government. During the Clinton presi-
dency nobody wanted to pay high costs or take the risks of unilateral policy in a global society [5; 546]. In
accordance with Charles Krauthammer [8; 552]: «There is now only one superpower. But that does not mean
that the world is unipolar». After Soviet Union collapse being the only one superpower gave the United
States the responsibility to decide what measures should be taken in global politics.

For better understanding of unilateral actions and pressure on other countries 12th Deputy Secretary of
State Strobe Talbott said in address to the issue of American power: «In a fashion and to extent that is unique
in the history of Great Powers, the United States defines its strength — indeed, its very greatness — not in
terms of its ability to achieve or maintain dominance over others, but in terms of its ability to work with oth-
ers in the interests of the international community as a whole... American foreign policy is consciously in-
tended to advance universal values» [5; 542].

Chapter 2.«The George W.Bush Doctrine, his preventive war. The impact of unilateral policy on
the U.S. national interests and international reputation»

The second chapter examines the background, essence and the controversial role of «Bush Doctrine».
Many argue that there are four main factors that shape George W. bush Doctrine: «preventive war, confront-
ing the nexus of weapons of mass destruction and catastrophic terrorism, regime change for rogue states and
democracy promotion» [9; 16]. It was highlighted in the public speeches and variety of publications during
Bush's first term of presidency.

Clinton's foreign interventions, nation-building and missions in the aims of peace-keeping were declined
by Bush in favor of advancing the United States national interests. During the first term of Bush Jr many
claimed that he is going to continue his father's business from 1991 in Iraq, and 9/11 was more convenient
way to act than the response to terrorism threat [10; 81].

The main role in the Bush Doctrine was the Middle East region with a big quantity of natural resources,
which created a range of regional issues [11; 114]. Robert Zoellick [12; 68] claimed that United States for-
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eign policy principle during Bush presidency «is premised on power, being neither ashamed to pursue Amer-
ica’s national interests nor too quick to use the country’s mighty». Krauthammer [8; 556] thinks that his view-
point has become stronger that «the United States is now more powerful than any other power in history but
this world is unlikely to be safer, however, as new threats emerge from rogue states armed with weapons of
mass destructiony.

Many argue that after 9/11 a lot of new United States Doctrines have came and the first one states the
«with us or against us» ultimatum in address to any state which will try to help, abet or harbor terrorists
[8; 11].

Unilateralism in post-9/11 has activated for the unipolarity system the first crisis. In relations to that
Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld [13] with regards to the war in Afghanistan and other wars on terror-
ism with the universal principle claimed that «the Coalition Must Not Determine the Mission». Hence the
United States «take our friends where we find them, but only in order to help us in accomplishing the mis-
sion. The mission comes first, and we decide it».

The new form of unilateralism determines their interest much broader in terms of national security and
defense than previous. Particularly, it distinguishes two basic United States interests: promoting the global
peace by implementing democracy and protecting the peace in global world [8; 15].

After George W.Bush was accused in constant intensions to intervene in Iraq; he responded [14]: «prior
to September 11, we were discussing smart sanctions... After September 11, the doctrine of containment just
doesn’t hold any water... My vision shifted dramatically after September 11, because [ now realize the
stakes, I realize the world has changed».

The preventive war deliberate need is very close to the unilateral actions of the Bush Doctrine. The
origin of unilateralism is deepened in Reagan’s administration and is based on traditions of American foreign
policy and has been the significant part of Bush viewpoint. Robert Jervis argues that «the strong opposition
of allies to intervening in Iraq was an advantage as well as a disadvantage to Bush» [15; 372].

Stephen Burman [10; 81] has pointed two reasons «to believe that the invasion of Iraq was pre-
meditated. First, in contrast to the first Gulf War, when George Bush Sr. took great care to build a multilat-
eral coalition through the United Nations, and developed a model for post-Cold-War policing that was genu-
inely non-imperial, prior to the second war, the United Nations was manipulated and treated with contempt,
and the USA acted much more unilaterally and.imperially. The second reason is that, while both interven-
tions had a common principal motive — securing supplies of oil — it has become apparent that overthrowing
Saddam was only the first step in a plan totransform the Middle Easty.

After establishing unilateral policy in post-9/11, the anti-Americanism influence has been observed to
increase and closely connected to Bush's actions in the global politics. The event of 9/11 has made the Bush's
administration to re-evaluate the role of United States as a «reluctant sheriffy». The treaties that were account-
ed as an injury to the US national interests were abandoned or withdrew by the American administration or
in another case just left with'no participation of United States.

In accordance to Schlesinger [16; 49], unilateralism does not have completely the same meaning as
«isolationismy», howeyer it is accounted as a form of internationalism and therefore represents «the oldest
doctrine» of all in United States foreign policy.

The military actions'in Afghanistan were seen as a war on terror, when intervention in Iraq in 2003
showed the Bush Doctrine preemptive war supremacy [11; 116]. George Bush in his post-9/11 speech pre-
sented his-administration's status: «Our nation will continue to be steadfast and patient and persistent in the
pursuit of two great objectives. First, we will shut down terrorist camps, disrupt terrorist plans, and bring
terrorist to justice. And, second, we must prevent the terrorist and regimes who seek chemical, biological, or
nuclear weapons from threatening the United States and the world» [17].

John Ikenberry [5; 567] in his book has argued that «Since the Gulf War could not have taken place had
the Soviet Union remained a major force in the Middle East, it could be interpreted as the United States as-
suming the role of armed policeman of the world in those instances when its national self-interest or security
are involved — in this case, oil — but not in other parts of the world. To fight for freedom and stability in an
area of the world that has yet to experience either».

The National Security Strategy [18] of the United States starts with: «The great struggles of the twenti-
eth 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». The spread of the-
se values opens the path to «make the world not just safer but better, a path that is not America’s alone. It is
open to ally.
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The American foreign policy formed a coalition to start the war in the Gulf in purposes of protecting the
access to the oil justifying it in the name of Kuwait freedom.

The main feature of the Bush administration such as regime change has led to significant concern in the
Middle East region [11; 116]. Robert Singh [9; 26] focused on three key problems in the Bush Doctrine:
«First, and despite its commonsense logic, preventive was posed more problems than it solved. Not only did
the Doctrine risk forfeiting the legitimacy of American action through its manifestly unilateral character, but
it also risk spreading wars through its wider appropriation. Second, regime change raised profound questions
about the limits of state sovereignty that neither Bosnia nor Kosovo in the 1990s, nor Iraq in the 2000s, re-
solved. Third, the embrace of American pre-eminence was deemed problematic. For some critics, this was
simply the «arrogance» thereby implied. For others, the case was one of both «overstretch» and excessive
demands that could more plausibly be met by a more equitable international balance of power»:

The two modern coercion instruments that United States is using nowadays are military intervention and
economic sanctions. The economic sanctions work effectively only in case of international support of other
countries. Therefore there are two ways of scenario: the United States implements the sanctions unilaterally
and damage their relations with their allies or they do not implement sanctions what can‘'be seen as:weakness
of United States on international arena. The United States actions lead their country to become alone in the
world due to speaking and making decisions on behalf of «the international community» [5;548].

Unilateral both ways of coercion: sanctions and interventions are the causes of United States foreign
policy disasters. Many critics argue that American leaders should withdraw from their «unipolar world
hegemon» role, which will serve in positive way for United States interests and-other countries all over the
world. The United States should choose the path of using their superpower and resources in unipolar world
in aims of providing efficient cooperation and unity amongst other countries to cope with global threats in
ways that answers the American national interests but not injuring their image on the international arena
[5; 549].

Conclusion

The unilateralism is one of the oldest concepts in the United States foreign policy and has been prac-
ticed throughout the American history. The unilateral-policy involves the independent actions on internation-
al arena without taking into account any other allystates. The most distinct period of presidency is the presi-
dency of George W.Bush with his unilateral war-on terror/after 9/11. This term of presidency can be seen as
a most provocative, muscular, and pro-active period in American foreign policy.

During the Bush presidency the line between national security and defense was almost erased, which is
not new for the United States practice; however, broadening the limits of «preemptive action» and strong
belief in its higher purposes in war against terrorism were innovative.

All the features of American unilateralism in global politics has undermined the image of the United
States and has led to the loss of their closest partners, but during the intervention in Iraq, the United States
had the access to securing oil, which satisfied Bush administration during that period.
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AKUI chIpTKBI casicaTbIHAAFbI Oip 0AFBITTHLIBIK KOHIEMUUSICHI:
Oy KaHIIAJBIKTHI AlAaJIbI 00J11b1?

AKII ceIpTKEI casicaTbiHAa Oip GaFBITTBUIBIK TYXKBIPHIMaMackl JereHiMi3 He? Byl KOHIeNINs KaHIIaIbIKThI
Jbkop/pk By oxiMmminiriHe yATTBIK MyJneHi amra Tapryza kemek' 6epnai? AKII rapuxsinma OGip
OarbITTHUIBIKTBIH Y3aK YaKbITThl KYpaWTbIH Tapuxbl Oap, ocipece ekinmmi bk .Bymr nep3unentririnig
YaKBITBIH/Ia OHBIH CBIPTKBI CasicaTTa OpHBI epekine 6ol Xanblkapajiblk Kayineizaikreri Oip OaFbITTHUIBIK
BIKIAJIIBIH YIIKeH Oeriri Bym mpesuzeHT Ooiell caiinanranfra NeiiH,. KoHrpecTeri pecyOnuKanbIKTapIbIH
eHIereH casgcarbl exi. KemmrumiktiH Oomkamel OoiipiHina, JIk.Bymn Ownimikke KeNTeHHEH KEHiH OHBIH
OKIMIIiri 6ip OaFBITTBUIBIKTEI CHHTYIISIDABI TYple KOJJaHajusl Jen KYTKeH OomaTeiH, Oipak e3iHe neiiHri
OacIIbuUIapMEH CaNBICTBIPFaHAa Oipmmama MaHBI3ABI e3repictep eHri3mi. byn Makama masMyHbIHTa Oip
OaFBITTBUIBIK KOHIICIIIUSACH MaFbIHACHI TYCIHIPIII, OHBIH MaiJalibl ICHTCill aHBIKTAIFaH.

T.A.Mycuna

Konuenuusi oxHOCTOPOHHOCTH BO BHelnHell mosuTuke CIIA:
HACKOJIbKO M0JIE€3HBIM 3T0 ObLI0?

ABTOPOM II0Ka3aHO, YTO TaKOE KOHILIEHLVSA, OJHOCTOPOHHOCTHY B aMEPUKAHCKOW BHELIHEH MOJUTHKE, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3Ta KOHIENIHUs IoMoriIa anmMuancTpaiuu Jhxoppka byiia B IpoiBHKEHNH HALIMOHAIBHBIX HHTEpe-
coB? OTMe4eHO, YTO OJHOCTOPOHHOCTH NMeeT aoiryto ucrtoputo B CLIA, HO ocoboe MecTo OHa 3aHMMaa BO
BHEIIIHEH MOJIUTHKE BOBpeMs mpe3uaeHTcTBa Hxopmka Bynra-mnaguiero. OnpeneneHo, 4To Oonbliias 4acThb
OJJHOCTOPOHHETO IT0JIX0/1a K MEKIyHapoaHO! Oe30nmacHoCTH ObUIa pa3paboTaHa ¢ y4ETOM ITOJIUTHKH, IIPOBO-
MO OGoNBIIMHCTBOM peciryOnukanieB B Konrpecce eme 1o Bei6opoB npesunenta byma. O0bscHeHO, 9T0
ot J[xopmxka Bya o>xunanocs, 4To ero agMUHHUCTpaLys OyIeT IPeCciIeoBaTh CHHTYIISIPHO OJHOCTOPOHHIOIO
MO3UIIMIO TI0CIIE NPUXOAA K BIACTH (3HAYMTEILHOE W3MEHEHHE MO CPABHEHHUIO C €ro MPEALICCTBEHHUKOM).
ABTOpOM BBIJICIICHA KOHIIETILMSL OJTHOCTOPOHHOCTH M HCCIIEJOBAHO, B KAaKOH CTENECHH 3Ta KOHLENIMS OblIa
THOJIC3HA.
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