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The United States at the beginning of the 21st century
Following the end of the East-West conflict, the United States was the only remaining superpower. This required the United States to set a new course in both foreign and domestic policy and redefine its role in global events. This chapter describes how the United States redirected its foreign policy after the end of the Cold War, its reaction to the terrorist attacks on September 11th, 2001 in both foreign and domestic policy and its economic and social problems at home. The end of the chapter illuminates the world power’s prognosis for the future.
U.S. foreign policy after the East-West conflict 
A world power moving in a new direction
The United States is aware of the fact that it is the last remaining superpower following the collapse of the Soviet Union. This has reduced the pressure to enter into lasting alliances. But even a single superpower needs its supporters. So it seems useful to have partners in Europe, Asia and the Arab world—at least occasionally. Then burdens can be shared and partnerships established for stability. But as the same time, these networks are less firmly established and long-term than in the past. They are meant to be functional and serve a specific purpose. Naturally, Europeans must bear a large portion of the burden of rebuilding the Balkans, Afghanistan and Iraq. And naturally, Europeans need to take part in the financial burdens of the Middle East. But strategic decisions fall on the shoulders of the last remaining world power.
 There are few competitors with a similar ambition for power. Russia has relinquished its status as a world power in the eyes of the United States. Its economy is still too weak, its social policy stagnant and its military power rusty.  Up to now, India and Japan have only reached the level of influential medium-sized powers. Although the European Union has the economic might and infrastructure of a world power, it lacks an efficient military and security policy as well as strategic thinking. “Europe has to get its act together” is the general sentiment. Only then will the United States take it seriously as a strategic partner.
 And China had focused the United States’ attention for some time—as a power that could rise to visibility over the medium-term. This focus helped to define the development of a constructive strategic partnership under President Bill Clinton in 1997, with the objective of intensifying the bilateral dialogue on nuclear proliferation. This was a big step in the bilateral relations, particularly after the tensions in the Taiwan Straits in 1995/1996, which almost led to a military confrontation between China and the United States.  The U.S. strategy of “comprehensive engagement” was formulated based on the assumption that China will develop into an economic and military superpower over the next ten to twenty years and join the United States in this status. For this reason, it would be best to include China in global strategies right from the start.

Domestic policy priorities
Despite this new challenge facing foreign policy, domestic policy dominated the political agenda in Washington during the 90s. President George H. Bush put together the largest possible international coalition with the support of the Soviet Union and the U.N. Security Council for the Gulf War in 1991 to avoid the impression of a unilateral cowboy mentality. Immediately after its victory in the 1991 Gulf War, everything seemed to indicate that the United States—now fortified by its moral and military success—would vigorously devote its energy to the “new world order” proclaimed by President George H. Bush.  But the United States savored this victory only briefly.
 During the presidential election campaign in 1992, Bill Clinton was already reminding himself constantly: “It’s the economy, stupid.” He accused the Bush administration of exorbitantly high defense spending and having too strong a focus on foreign policy. At the same time, numerous publications were feeding the American public’s fears of falling into obscurity on the world political scene after the demise of the Soviet Union.
 Although Clinton was confronted with three major foreign policy issues right at the beginning of his term—the  collapse of state systems in Haiti, the violent and total disintegration of the state in Somalia and the intensifying conflict in the Balkans—the presidential and congressional elections in the 90s pointed American policy in a completely different direction. The United States finally had to tackle domestic problems that had grown immense over decades.
 President Clinton set his priorities on expanding democracy and free trade, and on preparing for the economic challenges of globalization. To achieve this end, he relied on multilateral organizations—but left no doubts that the United States was perfectly willing to take on issues alone if necessary. The military disaster in Mogadishu in 1993/1994 contributed significantly to American aversion to U.S troop deployments on foreign soil. Critics accused Clinton of not even having a foreign policy strategy.

 Under President Clinton, the full dimensions of homegrown problems that had festered and grown for decades were recognized for the first time. This change in perception was signaled by an almost total concentration of American policy on the domestic agenda, and many policy areas even experienced a backslide into provincialism.  The domestic policy changes in the United States also caused a significant shift in emphasis in foreign policy. Word had already gotten around that calls for eliminating development assistance for the Third World was a perfectly viable campaign tactic for both democratic and republican congressional candidates in rural areas. Against the background of the ambitious domestic policy agenda of the new republican-controlled congress, members of congress having foreign contacts was considered generally suspicious by voters, because in their view it distracted from the “real” work at home. 
Domestic policy challenges determine U.S. foreign policy
Conceptual effects have had an even greater impact on American foreign policy than this shift in priorities. Influential powers, and the congressional leadership in particular, have been subscribing to a radical re-interpretation of American foreign policy since 1994, in which domestic policy challenges are applied as a guiding principle for changes to foreign policy. Just as with its domestic policy, too much bureaucracy and a lack of efficiency has compromised the United States’ ability to pursue this new direction in foreign policy, and foreign policy is too removed from the ideas and interests of the average American citizen. 
 At the same time, Americans began to radically scrutinize collaborations with international organizations.  This has subjected any attempts at collaboration to a wholly new interpretation. If this new domestic policy serves the explicit purpose of making America the pre-eminent nation in organizing its internal affairs, then this “America first” policy—as it translates to foreign policy—places priority on national interests over multilateral obligations.
 The United Nations was the initial target of this policy approach. A large part of the blame was laid at its doorstep for a number of American foreign policy failures due to a supposed over-integration into multilateral decision-making structures, including the failed intervention in Somalia under the U.N. flag, contradictory maneuvers in Haiti and American participation in U.N. policy failures in the former Yugoslavia.  The long-term consequences of this trend were the United States’ single-handed actions in Afghanistan and Iraq.
 Following this line of logic, the U.S. congress has been concentrating since 1994 on restricting the government’s opportunities for cooperation with the United Nations. Among other things, congress voted to restrict U.S. troops from future deployment to military operations under foreign command—which primarily means under U.N. command. This encompasses a more restrictive doctrine in principle regarding the deployment of American forces for peacekeeping missions on foreign soil.
 Foreign policy only managed to edge back into the spotlight of political life in Washington after the U.S. intervention in Yugoslavia and President Clinton’s focus on the conflicts in Northern Ireland and the Middle East toward the end of his second term of office. However, this intermezzo ended with the election of George W. Bush to the presidency in November 2000.
The shift in emphasis in U.S. foreign policy under George W. Bush
When George W. Bush took office as President of the United States of America in January 2001, a number of well-known foreign policy experts joined the government as well.   Bush’s naming of two African-Americans to prominent foreign policy positions stirred up a great deal of attention: Condoleezza Rice as National Security Advisor and Colin Powell as Secretary of State. Rice had already worked under George H. Bush on his National Security Advisor’s team, and was a professor of international relations and provost of the renowned Stanford University. Powell had already served as National Security Advisor under President Ronald Reagan, and had become well known as a General and Chair of the Joint Chiefs of Staff during the Gulf War in 1991.
 Further, Bush’s team included Donald Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defense, a post he had already held from 1975 to 1977 under President Gerald Ford, and Richard (Dick) Cheney as Vice President. Cheney had served as Secretary of Defense under President George H. Bush and was intended to help shape the significant features of President Bush Jr.'s foreign policy.
 George W. Bush had ushered in a structural transformation of American foreign policy. This transformation didn’t begin on September 11th, 2001, but rather when he came into office in January of 2001. Within the first few months of taking office, the Bush administration was on a collision course with Clinton’s foreign policy. Clinton’s multilateralism was replaced by a new unilateralism that placed the national interests of the United States in the foreground. Bush declined further political engagement in the Middle East and Northern Ireland, announced his rejection of the Kyoto Protocol on greenhouse gas emissions, suspended all official talks with North Korea, pushed ahead on the National Missile Defense program despite international protest, single-handedly withdrew from the ABM Treaty with Russia and nullified Clinton’s signature on the statute for the International Criminal Court—an unprecedented event in international law. Scaling back American engagement in the Middle East and fueling the conflict between China and Taiwan were also new elements of Bush’s foreign policy.
 Catchphrases such as “new realism” (Condoleezza Rice) or “multilateralism à la carte” (Richard Haass, State Department Director for Policy Planning) made the rounds. This new American nationalism garnered Bush the firm support of Republican hardliners on the one hand, but it also elicited harsh criticism from domestic policy opponents and international partners on the other. The European press portrayed Bush as an arrogant cowboy devoid of any sense for foreign policy, making an impression more with verbal nonsense than political savvy.
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