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ABSTRACT  
 
It is rather undisputed that the United States has maintained its position of global 
primacy since the end of the Cold War. According to the current Bush-
administration and the US National Security Strategy, this power will be used to 
fight terrorists as well as to encourage free and open societies on every 
continent. With this position held by the government, it becomes essential to 
know more about the US power to better understand world politics.  
 
What opinions an American foreign policy elite has on international politics in 
general and on the US power in particular, can be considered to have a certain 
influence on the US governmental policy making and is hence an interesting 
object of analysis for an improved knowledge of the US power position. This 
thesis aims to analyse different foreign policy elite interpretations, both of the 
present US situation and of what can be expected in the near future. In addition 
to opinions on the power position itself, the question addressed is whether there 
seem to be any impact of modern theories of international politics among the 
elite and if these theories are relevant at all for policy-orientated estimations.  
 
The result of the analysis indicates at least some impact of neorealism, 
neoliberalism and social constructivism, while there tend to be no influence of 
feminist IR-theory. However, as a base assumption in this thesis, most modern 
theories of international politics are conceived as partly related to a realist 
tradition in the field of academics, and this might diminish the influence of the 
separate theories among the elite. Accordingly, nor can extreme theoretical 
differences be confirmed, neither can the differences be disregarded.   
 
A majority of the foreign policy elite representatives describe the present US 
position as unrivalled in all critical dimensions, with an unsurpassed military, 
economic, technological and cultural power. The opinions on the expected 
power position in the near future are more diverging and suggest different 
courses of development. However, as long as the US keeps the precedence of 
interpretation and attracts others to American values and ideas, in addition to a 
solid base of economic and military strength, the US power position will most 
probably last for a foreseeable future.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
 

1.1 Objective 
 

“Today, the United States enjoys a position of unparalleled military strength and great 
economic and political influence. In keeping with our heritage and principles, we do 
not use our strength to press for unilateral advantage. We seek instead to create a 
balance of power that favors human freedom: conditions in which all nations and all 
societies can choose for themselves the rewards and challenges of political and 
economic liberty. In a world that is safe, people will be able to make their own lives 
better. We will defend the peace by fighting terrorists and tyrants. We will preserve 
the peace by building good relations among the great powers. We will extend the 
peace by encouraging free and open societies on every continent.”1  

 
This statement was made September 17, 2002 by President George W. Bush as 
part of the National Security Strategy of the United States. With this position 
held by the current presidential administration, it becomes essential to know 
more about the US power to better understand world politics.  
 
It is widely known that the US has maintained its position of global primacy 
since the end of the Cold War, but not without being challenged or questioned. 
When the Soviet Union ceased to be a peer competitor, the threat perception 
changed to issues such as global terrorism, rogue states, the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and international crime syndicates.  
 
The US foreign policy has also shifted, not least depending on the political 
leadership. When the present Bush administration took office in January 2001 
there was a clear reorientation towards a tougher unilateral approach. This has 
become even more evident after September 11, 2001, despite the initial 
“coalition for war on terrorism”. The US has decided to handle the Iraq crisis 
without the broad coalition achieved through a United Nations (UN) mandate as 
well as to refrain from ratifying different global treaties. The strength of the 
transatlantic link between the United States and parts of Europe has also been 
severely called into question and regional powers such as the EU, Japan, China 
and Russia can be expected to have different opinions on the US power position.   
 
The objective of this thesis is to achieve a better understanding of what role the 
US is playing in international politics today and for the near future. The matters 
described above can all be analysed in relation to such a subject and it will be 
done according to some specific prerequisites.  
 

                                                 
1 National Security Strategy of the United States of America, the White House, September 17, 2002. 
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What might be true even for other countries is the influence of a foreign policy 
elite on actual policy making. Important American think tanks - such as the 
Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), the Carnegie Endowment for International 
Peace, the Center for Strategic and International Studies (CSIS), the Brookings 
Institution and the American Enterprise Institute - all have the objective of 
promoting the advancement and diffusion of knowledge. The official policy 
debate is not only pursued in or affected by the White House, but also within 
and by these academic centers. Alexander George conceives that “policy 
specialists in the government increasingly have tried in a variety of ways to tap 
and make use of the knowledge of scholars on specific policy problems”.2 
George is exemplifying this by mentioning the CFR that for many years has 
been conducting a fellowship program that places international relations (IR) 
scholars in the government for some time. In exchange, mid-career policy 
specialists attend institutes of foreign policy and security research.  
 
Within the field of political science there is an ongoing debate about the 
constituting elements of international politics (and e.g. if the structure or the 
agents are most important to focus on), as well as about what development can 
be expected within the current world order. What opinions the American foreign 
policy elite has on international politics in general and on the US power in 
particular, can be considered to have a certain influence on the US governmental 
policy making and is hence an interesting object of analysis for an improved 
knowledge of the US power position. 
 
 

1.2 Aim and Delimitations 
 
The aim of this thesis is to analyse different foreign policy elite interpretations, 
both of the present US power position and of what can be expected in the near 
future. Does the elite have converging or diverging opinions on the US power 
position – and what conclusions can be drawn from this? 
 
In addition to opinions on the power position itself, the question addressed is 
whether there seem to be any impact of modern theories of international politics 
among the elite? Different theoretical influences could be determining for how 
the elite interprets the present and near future world order, with implications for 
their expectations of the US power position. This question could also be 
addressed on a more general level, i.e. are these theories relevant at all for 
policy-orientated estimations?  
 
As a base assumption in this thesis, most modern theories of international 
politics are conceived as partly related to a realist tradition in the field of 
                                                 
2 George (1993), p 4  
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academics. This could be seen either as a further development of quite the same 
ideas (since there is an abundance of different realist interpretations), or as a 
reaction against these opinions. Issues of war, national security and the rise and 
fall of states, have been a dominating research focus since long.  
 
Power is an important concept within realist IR-theory, but is also thoroughly 
discussed from diverging theoretical perspectives. It is undisputedly a complex 
concept and hence used in different ways (for a further discussion of this 
concept, see chapter 2).  
 
To achieve a comprehensive understanding of the US foreign policy elite 
interpretations, there ought to be an examination of a broad range of think tanks 
and other important institutions. Since delimitations are needed however, this 
thesis should be seen only as a part study of the subject. The focus is on the 
recent publications of Foreign Affairs, one of the leading journals on 
international relations, where some of the most prominent American foreign 
policy experts express their opinions. Due to this, not only formal foreign policy 
scholars are represented as an elite, but also e.g. correspondents and directors for 
other journals.  
 
 

1.3 Methodology  
 
1.3.1 Sources 
 
1.3.1.1 Modern Theories of International Politics  
 
The selection of theoretical literature is divided into e.g. Theory of International 
Politics by Kenneth N. Waltz, After Hegemony: Cooperation and Discord in the 
World Political Economy by Robert O. Keohane, The Paradox of American 
Power: Why the World’s Only Superpower Can’t Go It Alone by Joseph Nye, 
Social Theory of International Politics by Alexander Wendt as well as The 
Moral Purpose of the State: Culture, Social Identity, and Institutional 
Rationality in International Relations by Christian Reus-Smit. Important 
feminist IR-literature is e.g. Public Man, Private Woman: Women in Social and 
Political Thought by Jean Bethke Elshtain, Gender and International Relations 
by Grant and Newland, Gendering World Politics: Issues and Approaches in the 
Post-Cold War Era by Ann Tickner and Feminist International Relations: An 
Unfinished Journey by Christine Sylvester.  
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1.3.1.2 Foreign Affairs 
 
As the main way of obtaining empirical information, the twelve numbers of 
Foreign Affairs that were published during 2001 and 2002 (i.e. from the 
beginning of the current Bush administration until the latest available 
publication at the time of concluding analyses of this thesis) are being used. 
Selected articles are found as directly or indirectly related to opinions about the 
present US power position and about what can be expected in the near future. 
There are a total of 140 articles presented and out of these, 27 are chosen.  
 
There are many important subjects that will be left out in the analysis. This 
includes the US war against Iraq and a further war on terrorism, the 
development in North Korea and Southeast Asia (e.g. in Indonesia), the 
restructuring of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) etc. However, 
this does not imply that these issues are of less importance. The reason is mainly 
that, if there has been any article published on the subject at all, it has been 
focused more on the internal development than on connections with the US 
power position.  
 
The authors represent different perspectives; e.g. the think tanks CFR and CSIS, 
daily newspapers as the International Herald Tribune and the New York Times, 
the Harvard University’s Kennedy School of Government and the Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology (MIT). There are also former governmental 
representatives as well as Donald Rumsfeld, who is an exception as a present 
Secretary of Defense (see biographies in appendix 2).  
 
1.3.2 Method of Analysis 
 
To better understand world politics, it has earlier been stated that it is essential 
to know more about the US power position. This is an example of a single case 
study that “investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life 
context.”3 A rationale for a single case study is one in which the case is extreme 
or unique, which tends to be the situation here. In turn, this case can be studied 
according to a single unit of analysis (a so called holistic design) or multiple 
units of analysis (an embedded design).4 As will be found, this case study is 
focusing on several units of analysis.  
 
The US National Intelligence Council (NIC) provides a framework of factors 
that are believed to drive the international development, with ensuing 
consequences of shifting power relations. To gather different opinions during 
the process of selecting the most important issues, NIC arranged several 

                                                 
3 Yin (1994), p 13 
4 ibid, p 38ff 
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seminars with representatives of the US foreign policy elite. The chosen driving 
factors include demographics, natural resources and environment, science and 
technology, the global economy, national and international governance, future 
conflict and the role of the US. The development within these areas affects the 
actual power of nations and influence their priorities and behaviour.5  
 
From this and also depending on the main focus among the Foreign Affairs 
authors, the analysis is structured according to five driving factors that affect the 
US power position: geopolitics, geoeconomics, military strategy, resource 
scarcity and finally the US power position in general (which is a key driver of 
the international system itself). The chosen articles fit well into this disposition, 
although in some instances one and the same article is relevant for different 
themes. In those cases, the article is presented together with the factor that best 
corresponds to its main focus.   
 
It is worth noting a limitation in the methodological approach of driving issues. 
The discussions preceding the NIC decision on what factors should be chosen, 
engaged many different foreign policy experts. Nevertheless, the result can be 
seen as influenced by the realist field of academics with the emphasis on factors 
that affect the national security, the risk of war and what might make a country 
powerful or not. There is no theme that thoroughly concentrates on ideas or 
shared values rather than materialistic interests and gender is not being used as a 
driver itself. This reflects the dilemma in choosing an appropriate methodology 
and then trying to stand free from its theoretical influences, something that 
almost seems impossible regardless of method. As a consequence of using the 
NIC framework, it can hence be claimed that this study to a certain degree 
proceeds from the realist field of academics. This should not delimit the value of 
the thesis since most modern theories of international politics are conceived as 
partly related to this field (as converging or diverging), but it is important to be 
conscious about it.  
 
An analysis of the US power position could well be carried out according to a 
forecasting or scenario methodology. It is even stated that the focus will not only 
be on the present US power position, but also on what can be expected in the 
near future. However, since there is always a level of uncertainty in such a 
methodology, the attention is as mentioned before instead paid to the 
interpretations of an experienced US foreign policy elite. There is no explicit 
time frame for the analysis since this differ between the experts, but there is no 
doubt that some of them provide a long-term perspective. 
 
The expressed interpretations are related to four modern theories of international 
politics, i.e. neorealism, neoliberalism, social constructivism and feminism. To 

                                                 
5 Global trends 2015: A Dialogue About the Future with Non-government Experts, the NIC, March 9, 2001. 
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trace potential theoretical influences, one way is to look for the usage of key 
concepts (see chapter 2 for a discussion on these concepts). There are certain 
problems with an emphasis on a conceptual analysis since the theorists 
sometimes focus on the same concept (e.g. power), but with different meanings. 
To at least partly redress this and to be able to relate to a specific theory, the 
contexts in which the foreign policy elite uses these concepts will be highlighted 
through lots of quotations. A combination of a conceptual and contextual focus 
facilitates the analysis of the potential theoretical influences on the 
interpretations.  
 
In addition to the document analysis, an interview has been carried out with two 
members of the CFR; Edward Fried, former Deputy Assistant Secretary of State 
for Economic Affairs (as well as a Brookings Institution member), and Luciana 
Borio, Fellow at the Johns Hopkins Center for Civilian Bio Defense Studies. 
Since the interview mainly was an informal discussion, however, it is somewhat 
difficult to analyse this information in exactly the same way as the written 
Foreign Affairs articles. Nevertheless, it is a most interesting source of 
interpretations and the material is summarized in appendix 3 as well as related to 
where found appropriate.  
 
Furthermore, a telephone conference has been arranged at two occasions with 
the CSIS fellows Derek Mitchell, Kurt Campbell and Bates Gill (of which the 
first two are authors of the article “Crisis in the Taiwan strait?”), but since even 
this was an informal meeting, the interpretations are referred to in appendix 3 
and only in one other case where found relevant. Finally, opinions expressed by 
former National Security Adviser Samuel R. Berger during a SIPRI (Stockholm 
International Peace Research Institute) conference, is referred to in the same 
way.  
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2. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 
 
 

2.1 Modern Theories of International Politics 
 
This chapter consists of a brief description of four modern theories of 
international politics: neorealism, neoliberalism, social constructivism and 
feminism. Other important IR-theories are left out due to the need to delimit the 
study. The differences between the theoretical assumptions are not always as 
obvious as the theorists claim themselves and as stated earlier, there is a broad 
realist tradition established in the academic field that the other theories are partly 
related to, either in accordance with or in opposition to. Nevertheless, to be able 
to interpret the potential theoretical influences on the opinions of the US foreign 
policy elite, it is necessary to point out some of the most important 
characteristics.  
 
There is an abundance of different schools as well as several important theorists 
within each set of theory, that all of them deserve thorough attention, but the 
focus here will only be on some authors and on what seems to be the key 
concepts that they use. The intention is not to claim that the occurrence of a 
specific concept is necessarily an evidence for a certain theoretical influence, but 
should rather be seen as an indication of a potential theoretical approach. Even 
though the relevance of the normative aspects might not be evident according to 
the aim of the thesis, they are brought in now and then where found appropriate. 
 
2.1.1 Neorealism 
 
In a presentation of neorealism (and the structure of man-state-war), at least the 
following parameters could be expected: states are the main actors in 
international relations; states are unitary and rational in their behaviour; and 
states pursue power defined as national interest.6   
 
Kenneth N. Waltz, as a chosen neorealist representative, is performing his 
analysis of states on a systemic level and claims that the international system is 
something more than just the sum of its constituting parts. Structures are defined 
according to the principle by which a system is ordered. Domestic systems are 
centralized and hierarchic. International policies, in contrast, have been called 
politics in absence of government. In such an anarchical and decentralized 
system the units (states) have the same function, but different capabilities.7 

                                                 
6 Holsti (1985) and Sylvester (1994), p 6f  
7 Waltz (1979), pp 88-100 
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Waltz views power as “the old and simple notion, that an agent is powerful to 
the extent that he affects others more than they affect him”.8 
 
Because some nations may at any time use force, all states must be prepared to 
do so. Hence, “the state of nature is a state of war”.9 In a self-help system, each 
of the units spends a portion of their effort, not in forwarding their own good, 
but in providing the means for protecting themselves against others. In any self-
help system, units worry about their survival, and the worry conditions their 
behaviour. 10 
 
However, it is considered possible with structure even in this anarchical 
environment as long as it consists of a few actors with different material 
resources. Through the balance-of-power-logic, the optimal way to decrease the 
insecurity of how other states will act is, according to Waltz, a bipolar system as 
during the Cold War. ”The inequality of nations produces a condition of 
equilibrium at a low level of interdependence”.11  
 
From this, important neorealist concepts can be conceived as national security, 
power as domination, a state of war as well as a bipolar balance of power. The 
focus is clearly on material interests, but it is worth noting that it might indeed 
be some influences of ideas and opinions as well (see chapter 2.1.5).  
 
The criticism of the neorealism that Waltz advocates has been considerable and 
from different perspectives. J. Ann Tickner is adding the gender perspective and 
claims that the national interest is multidimensional and contextually contingent, 
and therefore it cannot be defined solely in terms of power. In the contemporary 
world the national interest demands cooperative rather than zero sum solutions 
to a set of interdependent global problems that include nuclear war, economic 
well-being and environmental degradation. “Power cannot be infused with 
meaning that is universally valid. Power as domination and control privileges 
masculinity and ignores the possibility of collective empowerment, another 
aspect of power often associated with femininity.”12  
 
The theoretical assumptions of neorealism have also been criticized for not 
providing much of help how to avoid conflicts. Yet other criticism concerns that 
“other variables that influence foreign policy decisions and their outcomes are 
not encompassed by structural realist theory – such as domestic structure and 
politics, ideology, belief systems, images of the opponent, bureaucratic politics, 
strategy and bargaining – and need to be brought into the analytical 
                                                 
8 Waltz (1979), p 192 
9 ibid, p 102 
10 ibid, p 102ff 
11 ibid, p 159 
12 Tickner (1991), p 37 
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framework.“13 It has been claimed that neorealist models of international 
relations have been built on assumptions of too rigid boundary distinctions 
between e.g. foreign and domestic.14 
 
2.1.2 Neoliberalism 
 
The prevailing characteristics of neoliberalism can be described by quoting 
Robert O. Keohane (and his functional theory of international regimes15 as well 
as of hegemonic stability):  
 

“Neoliberal institutionalism seeks, like neorealism, to understand state behavior as far 
as possible through an analysis of the nature of international system. Unlike 
neorealism, however, it argues that institutions – ‘persistent and connected sets of 
rules (formal and informal) that prescribe behavioral roles, constrain activity, and 
shape expectations’ – are as important as the distribution of power affecting state 
behavior.16   

 
Keohane and other neoliberals believe that the chances of enhanced cooperation 
and conflict avoidance in the international state system are far greater than what 
neorealists usually claim. As quoted, institutions and regimes are said to 
constrain the states in their individual behavior and therefore, it is considered 
possible to better predict others actions. Through this “bounded rationality” and 
its rules of thumbs, it is rational to cooperate and the security increases. The 
collective result is believed to be much more desirable than when all states are 
preoccupied in protecting themselves against each other. 
 
Keohane assumes a definition of the cooperation concept as a process of policy 
coordination. Cooperation occurs when actors negotiate and adjust their 
behavior to the actual or anticipated preferences of others. It is a mutual 
adjustment and not as in the case of harmony where there is no specter of 
conflict. Hence, cooperation does not imply an absence of conflict.17 In addition, 
Keohane believes that a hegemonic leadership initially promotes multilateral 
cooperation, as was the case with the American efforts at the time of the 
establishment of e.g. the Bretton Woods institutions.18  
 

                                                 
13 Tickner (1992), p 112f 
14 ibid, p 133 
15 Keohane is relating to John Ruggie’s definition of regime as “a set of mutual expectations, rules and 
regulations, plans, organizational energies and financial commitments, which have been accepted by a group of 
states” (Keohane, 1984, p 57). He is also mentioning a further definition as “sets of implicit or explicit 
principles, norms, rules and decision-making procedures around which actors’ expectations converge in a given 
area of international relations” (Keohane, 1984, p 57). For a thorough discussion, see Keohane (1984) p 57ff.  
16 Keohane (1989a), pp 3, 9 
17 Keohane (1984), p 51ff 
18 ibid, p 135ff  
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Neoliberals take their position in the economic field and emphasize that it is the 
economic success rather than military strength that contributes to a country’s 
power position. Nevertheless, this should be seen as combined with sufficiently 
powerful military forces.  
 
Keohane believes that there are important contributions to be found in the 
feminist IR-theory. It could help to articulate an institutional vision of 
international relations – a network view, emphasizing how institutions could 
promote lateral cooperation among organized entities. “Such an analysis would 
go beyond the question of who is able to control whom, under what conditions. 
A feminist-institutionalist theory also asks under what conditions are human 
beings able to act in concert, across state boundaries, to create networks that 
achieve common purposes.” 19  
 
Joseph Nye is another important neoliberal that often appears as co-writer to 
Keohane. Nye analyses different aspects of power and relates to the traditional 
test of a great power as having strength for war, which could be counted either 
in population or nuclear arsenals and intercontinental missiles. But it is also 
necessary to consider geoeconomics and Nye claims that economic power has 
become more important than in the past.  
 
However, to remain a strong nation, there is a need to pay attention to the “soft 
power”. Any retreat to a traditional policy focus on unipolarity, hegemony, 
sovereignty, and unilateralism will fail to produce the right outcomes, and its 
accompanying arrogance will erode the soft power that is often part of the 
solution, according to Nye.  
 

“A country may obtain the outcomes it wants in world politics because other 
countries want to follow, admiring the values, emulating its examples, aspiring to its 
levels of prosperity and openness. In this sense, it is just as important to set the 
agenda in world politics and attract others as it is to force them to change through the 
threat of use of military or economic weapons.” 20  
 

In summon, neoliberalism as described here can be said to focus on concepts 
such as international regimes, multilateralism, cooperation through negotiation 
and soft power.  
 
2.1.3 Social Constructivism 
 
Alexander Wendt represents some ideas of a social constructivist modern theory 
of international politics. His position is also an analysis of the state system and 
he believes that states, to some extent, are rational actors. However, he assumes 
                                                 
19 Keohane (1991), p 44f   
20 Nye (2002), p 8f 
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that the important structures are made of ideas rather than of material interests. 
The determining factor is conceived as what opinion states seem to have of each 
other. The international system is seen as a social construction based on idealism 
and holism, where anarchy is what states make of it.21  
 
In a Hobbesian anarchical culture, the states look upon each other as enemies (a 
state of war), in a Lockean culture as rivals (”live and let live”-logics, where 
there is a power-balance achieved when the states acknowledge each others 
sovereignty) and in a Kantian culture as friends (one solves the conflicts 
peacefully and cooperates against a third party).22 
 
By using the concept of culture, Wendt implies that the state actors share the 
prevalent ideas, which can be accomplished through coercion, self-interest or 
because the ideas are found legitimate. A change from one culture to another 
requires interdependence, a common fate and/or homogenization in combination 
with self-restraint. There is a conservative element in the culture, and whether a 
change is actually taking place or not, depends on how deeply the states have 
incorporated the shared culture.   
 
The interdependence is e.g. affected by how strong the fear is of becoming too 
vulnerable and regarding the self-restraint it is necessary with an individual 
incentive and not only as bounded by an external hegemon or institutions. 
According to Wendt, “the contemporary international systems are mostly 
Lockean, with increasing Kantian elements”23.  
 
Christian Reus-Smit is pursuing his social constructivist analysis a bit different 
and asserts the importance of the constitutional structure within the states. He is 
focusing on the social identity and legitimacy for a state and its behaviour, 
which in turn affects the selection of fundamental institutions. Reus-Smit claims 
that the transition from one state system to another exclusively can be 
understood through an analysis of what the moral purpose of the state is 
conceived as. The social and cultural context is believed to determine this from 
time to time.24  
 
Hence, an emphasis of ideas and opinions, of a social and cultural context as 
well as of legitimacy and identity, can be presented as central within social 
constructivism. Even though the important structures are seen as made of ideas 
rather than of interests truly material, it is as mentioned before probably 
elements of both parts within every theoretical assumption. 
 
                                                 
21 Wendt (1999), p 113ff 
22 ibid, p 254ff 
23 ibid, p 43 
24 Reus-Smit (1999), p 157 
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2.1.4 Feminism  
 
Gender is a topic that points out that the basic units of political experience, the 
identity of the state and the structure of the international system, have been 
constructed on an exclusive and sometimes artificial basis. The cumulative 
process of acquiring knowledge and developing theoretical and practical 
agendas has drawn on a selective set of sources. Women have been absent from 
the circle of makers of foreign policy as well as that IR-theory has been 
constructed mainly by men, seen through a male eye.25 There is a lot of gender 
stereotyping where e.g. defending one’s country traditionally has been equal to a 
celebration of male power. However, this stereotypical image of masculinity 
does not even fit most men.26  
 
Robert O. Keohane has claimed that important “insights of a feminist standpoint 
would be conceptual, criticizing the implicit biases in our thinking about 
international relations”.27 It should be examined how core concepts of 
international relations are affected by the gendered structure of international 
society.   
 
Rebecca Grant has expressed equal thoughts and according to her, differences of 
experience endow fundamental concepts in international relations – such as 
authority, sovereignty, security, development and power – with different 
meanings, and with meanings that carry the influence of gender.28  
 
From a feminist perspective, Hannah Arendt defines power as the human ability 
to act in concert, or to take action in connection with others who share similar 
concerns. It is a shared rather than assertive power.29 Redefining national 
security is another way in which feminist theory could contribute to new 
thinking in the field of international relations. Within neorealism, the concept of 
national security can be seen as tied to military strength and its role in the 
physical protection of the nation state from external threats. However, in the 
globalized world of today, the technologically advanced states are highly 
interdependent, and rely on weapons whose effects would be equally devastating 
to winners and losers alike. For a large part of the world’s population, security 
has as much to do with the satisfaction of basic material needs as with military 
threats. The environmental situation and the need for a sustainable development 
is a global security concern.30  
 
                                                 
25 Grant & Newland (1991), p 1 
26 Tickner (1992), p 8 
27 Keohane (1991), p 42 
28 Grant & Newland (1991), p 1f 
29 Arendt (1969), p 44 
30 Tickner (1991), p 33f 



The US Power Position 

 13 

To add a feminist perspective can hence provide useful insights into the complex 
realities of world politics and ”if the way in which we describe reality has an 
effect on the ways we perceive and act upon our environment, new perspectives 
might lead us to consider alternative courses of action.”31 
 
John Ruggie claims that what one look for obviously has an effect on what one 
find and so far there has not been a look thorough enough for signs of gender 
within the international relations core premises.32  
 
In summon, gender is the core concept within feminist IR-theory and all the 
central concepts within the other modern IR-theories can in turn be analysed 
from a feminist perspective. 
 
2.1.5 Reflections on the Theories  
 
As mentioned before, the differences between the theories are not always 
evident and there are also major disparities within each theory (of which almost 
nothing has been covered here). Nye’s neoliberal soft power concept and the 
need to make other nations attracted by ideas and values could be seen as 
influenced by social constructivism, as it has been described in this thesis. To 
some extent it would even be possible to interpret the pure neorealist Waltz and 
his statement ”a country becomes a superpower if we treat it like one”33, as also 
influenced by social constructivism. In some important instances, feminist IR-
theory resembles Keohane’s neoliberalism with an emphasis on enhanced 
cooperation. The social constructivist elements of feminist IR-theory are also 
quite obvious. It could hence be claimed that the schools of thought sometimes 
blur together. 
 
Nevertheless, the theories have some determining factors that tell them apart. 
They differ in the ways they explain how sovereign states in an anarchic world 
interact and solve their conflicts with one another. What makes the states 
compete or cooperate is also interpreted in different ways, either depending on 
mostly materialistic or idealistic interests. In addition, the theorists are using 
different methods of analysis. Waltz advocates a procedure with extensive 
simplifications and believes that a theory must not be a reproduction of reality. 
On the contrary, according to social constructivists, it is important to consider 
the social context in which states act and how this is affecting their behaviour. 
The observed conceptual and contextual differences (rather than the 
methodologies) are the basis of this analysis of potential influences of the 
described theories on the foreign policy elite interpretations.  

                                                 
31 Tickner (1991), p 32 
32 Ruggie (1989), p 32 
33 Waltz (1979), p 130 
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3. INTERPRETATIONS OF THE US POWER    
    POSITION 
 
 

3.1 The US Power Position through History   
 
The following is a historiography of the development in the US as it is 
conventionally written, with the emphasis on power, dominance and war.  
 
At the end of the 19th century, the United States had turned into an important 
industrialized nation. The US leaders had so far endorsed a policy of non-
involvement in world affairs, but as a consequence of an uprising in Cuba in 
1898 war broke out with Spain and, for the first time, the US became an actor on 
the international arena. After a fast American victory, the US advanced its 
national interests and occupied e.g. the area around the Panama channel. 
(Already in 1823 the American president Monroe had stated that every 
European involvement in Latin America would be considered as an unfriendly 
act against the United States. Since these days of the “Monroe Doctrine”, the US 
has looked upon Latin America as its own sphere of interest.)34 
 
By the turn of the 20th century, the US was an acknowledged world power. In 
the First World War, the US entrance as a belligerent part in 1917 (after a 
preceding reluctance to any external engagement) had a major impact on the 
final victory of the Entente. The years that followed were “the happy 1920’s” 
and during this period energy consumption as well as oil production increased 
immensely. At the same time, the American isolationism had been revived and 
membership of the League of Nations was rejected.35 In 1929 economic progress 
ended and a period of crisis followed, affecting the rest of the world. The US 
had developed into a nation lending money to the other industrialized countries 
and when the outflow of American dollars decreased, the negative impact was 
enormous. Roosevelt’s New Deal policy helped to improve the American 
situation, but the Great Depression didn’t cease until the whole production 
capacity was used for the defense build-up during the Second World War.36  
 
When other parts of the world were left in ruins after the war, the US industries 
maintained their productivity. The important contribution of Marshall also laid 
the foundation of the restoration in Europe.37 The US assumed a major 
responsibility in creating the UN as well as the rest of the Bretton Woods 

                                                 
34 McKay, Hill & Buckler (1992), p 868 
35 ibid, p 1064 ff 
36 ibid, p 1125 ff 
37 ibid, p 1173 
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institutions38 and NATO. In the post-World War II era, US engagement in 
international affairs was motivated e.g. by the determination to counter 
communist movements supported or inspired by the Soviet Union or China. 
However, a period of international disengagement followed the Vietnam War.39  
 
Since World War II, the American dominance has been substantial, either on a 
bilateral basis together with the Soviet Union or on a unilateral basis. As one 
consequence, American conventional troops have from time to time been 
deployed around the world. Actions were taken in Grenada and Panama in the 
1980’s and in Somalia and Haiti in the 1990’s. In 1990-91 the US led a 
multinational alliance of Middle Eastern and European nations in the Persian 
Gulf mobilization and war to reverse Iraq’s occupation of Kuwait. The 
American presence and responsibility in the Balkan region also rose gradually 
from the middle of the 1990’s.40  
 
The end of the Cold War has resulted in a sweeping reorientation of US foreign 
policy and a further change has been actualized after September 11 with the war 
on terrorism – all with implications for the US power position. 
 
 

3.2 Five Driving Factors of Power Relations 
 
3.2.1 Geopolitics  
 
3.2.1.1 US-China Relations 
 
David Shambaugh claims that China is America’s most important future 
relationship. “China is undoubtedly a rising power in both absolute and relative 
terms. The operative policy questions for the United States are how to adapt to 
China’s rise, how quickly China is modernizing, and toward what ends.” 41 
 
The US-China relationship is a mixture of strategic cooperation and 
competition. Numerous areas exist where the two governments have convergent 
interests. Unlike during the Cold War with the former Soviet Union, during 
which the two adversaries had minimal exchanges, today Americans and 
Chinese share a dense network of commercial, cultural, societal and scientific 
ties. However, fundamental disagreements do exist, particularly over Taiwan’s 
security and Japan’s and America’s military role in East Asia.42 

                                                 
38 Commonly known as the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank (WB) and the World Trade  
    Organization (WTO).  
39 McKay, Hill & Buckler (1992), p 1285 ff 
40 The United States, Political Risk Services, September 1, 2002, p 50ff 
41 Shambaugh, “Tensions with China”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 1, p 64  
42 ibid, p 51ff  
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Shambaugh means that the US government has a very limited direct influence 
over the Chinese regime’s domestic behaviour. Unilateral pressure and sanctions 
often aggravates relations unnecessarily, while multilateral pressure has proven 
only marginally better. However, a “sharing of ideas provides a key mechanism 
for guiding China’s evolution in a more cooperative, transparent, and liberal 
direction.” 43 
 
Kurt M. Campbell and Derek J. Mitchell claim that the US-China relationship, 
i.e. a relation between the world’s most powerful country and the most 
populous, could explode over the status of Taiwan.  
 

“At stake are a number of core US foreign policy goals: the promotion of democracy, 
the preservation of US credibility, loyalty to traditional allies and friends, the 
engagement and integration of an emerging power into the international system, and 
the maintenance of peace and stability in Asia as a whole. Perhaps nowhere else on 
the globe is the situation so seemingly intractable and the prospect of a major war 
involving the United States so real.” 44 

 
In an attempt to ease the conflict, the US has tried to encourage both sides to 
contemplate a wide range of measures to build trust and improve 
communication. However, even though the Taiwan Strait is one of the few 
places in the world where US forces may be drawn into a major conflict at a 
moment’s notice, Washington has refrained from actively helping to ease 
tensions or to facilitate a resolution of the dispute.45 
 
With a new era of political leadership in China from 2003, it could be 
anticipated that a political liberalization is under way. But according to George 
Gilboy and Eric Heginbotham, this does not imply that China soon will become 
a Western-like democracy. However, this coming political reformation has 
critical implications for Sino-US relations. “The event most likely to disrupt the 
coming reform effort would be the emergence of a clearly adversarial 
relationship between the United States and China – a new cold war.”46 Such a 
development would reinforce the position of Chinese conservatives and 
militarists and weaken the forces that are currently driving change. According to 
Gilboy and Heginbotham, US policy should therefore be restrained and carefully 
calibrated to maintain regional security while encouraging continued reform and 
liberalization in China.  
 
 
 
                                                 
43 Shambaugh, “Tensions with China”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 1, p 59 
44 Campbell & Mitchell, “Crisis in the Taiwan Strait?”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 4, p 14f 
45 ibid, p 21 
46 Gilboy  & Heginbotham, “China’s Coming Transformation”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 4, p 27 
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3.2.1.2 US-Japan Relations 
 
Eric Heginbotham and Richard J. Samuels describe Japan’s quick declaration of 
solidarity with the US after the attacks on September 11. New legislation was 
rapidly passed, allowing for the dispatch of naval vessels nearly 3 500 miles 
away in the Indian Ocean. However, Japan ended up contributing very little 
militarily to the Afghan war. Even in the future, it is unlikely according to 
Heginbotham and Samuels that Japan is any more supportive of active military 
cooperation with the US, either globally or in East Asia on issues beyond its 
own defense.47  
 
The reasons are claimed to be strategic: Japan’s leaders are pragmatists, for 
whom economic and military security are equally important. The doctrine of 
comprehensive security has been well established for nearly half a century now 
and is manifest in an evolving strategy called “double hedging”. “On the one 
hand, Japan has relied on its alliance with the United States as a hedge against 
military threats. On the other hand, Japan has cultivated different partners – 
including some the Untied States identifies as present or potential security 
threats – to hedge against economic dangers.”48 Tokyo has to reassure 
Washington that it is acting as an active military partner, while at the same time 
reassuring others that it is not.  
 
Both Japan and the US have a stake in the political stability of the Asia-Pacific 
region. To further that objective, Japan invests heavily in multilateral regime 
building. Heginbotham and Samuels want to abandon the myths about Japan’s 
post-World War II pacifism as a primary inhibitor of the country’s action in 
international affairs. Instead, they believe that this is affected by the fear of 
damaging Japan’s economic interests.49  
 
In 1996, while the US and Japan were negotiating revisions of the guidelines for 
defense cooperation, Japanese officials visited Beijing to underscore that the 
revised guidelines would not change Japan’s constitutional restrictions on 
military matters.50 Of particular concern have been the reactions in the Muslim 
world, and most important in Iran. Japan’s Iranian deals are so big and well 
supported politically that they promise to provide Japan with strategic 
advantages in the Gulf far in excess of any it once enjoyed with Saudi Arabia.51  
 
Japan has moved closer to China after the Asian financial crisis in 1997. Many 
senior Japanese politicians and bureaucrats see strengthening regional ties as a 
                                                 
47 Heginbotham & Samuels, “Japan’s Dual Hedge”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, no 5, p 110f 
48 ibid, p 111 
49 ibid, p 112 
50 ibid, p 112f 
51 ibid, p 115 
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strategic measure to enhance Japan’s position vis-à-vis the US. Japan’s military 
today is larger, more legitimate, and more convincing than at any time since 
1945. But it is still unlikely that Japan will commit to use its armed forces in 
ways that harm its perceived economic security interests.52 
 
3.2.1.3 US-European Relations 
 
According to William Wallace, the US needs partners in global diplomacy. 
Europe remains the indispensable partner without which American global 
leadership becomes unilateral. Transatlantic relations in the last decade have 
focused on redefining the US-European partnership for the post-Cold War era. 
Wallace claims that the transatlantic relation is characterized by continuity, 
rather than change, despite American realist predictions that Europe would 
dissolve into anarchy without the two controlling superpowers.53  
 

“Unilateral decisions carry costs. Even if they are successfully imposed on foreign 
states, they build up resistance to cooperation in other areas where US interests are at 
stake. Multilateral leadership requires negotiation and compromise with partners who 
respect American leadership and whose contributions American policymakers 
respect.” 54  
 

The US now acknowledges the EU as an economic partner, but the idea of 
sharing leadership in political and military matters has yet to gain acceptance in 
Washington.55 Wallace is stressing that the US cannot continue to call on its 
allies to share the burdens unless it is prepared to share its decision-making as 
well. Transatlantic disputes over burden sharing follow from assumptions in the 
United States that its allies should naturally share its values and objectives.56 
Wallace mentions that American complaints over unequal burden sharing ignore 
Europe’s far greater contributions to the United Nations budget as well as 
development assistance in Africa and Asia.  
 
Antony J. Blinken is relating to the anti-Americanism that is evolving in Europe 
over issues like the US reluctance to join the global land-mines ban, the 
International Criminal Court, the Kyoto Protocol on global warming and other 
issues that are apprehended as selfish unilateralism. However, he believes that 
“a closer look shows that, far from diverging, the United States and Europe are 
converging culturally, economically, and with some effort, strategically.”57 And 
according to Blinken both sides should acknowledge that, when it comes to 
globalization, the United States and Europe share anxieties and opportunities 

                                                 
52 Heginbotham & Samuels, “Japan’s Dual Hedge”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 81, no 5, pp 114-121  
53 Worth noting is that this article was written in the spring of 2001 (which is also the case with the next article).  
54 Wallace, “Europe, the Necessary Partner”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 3, p 16 
55 ibid, p 20 
56 ibid, p 21 
57 Blinken, “The False Crisis Over the Atlantic”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 3, p 36 
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that far outweigh their differences.58 The Europeans have finally answered 
Henry Kissinger’s famous gibe about there being no “Europe” for America to 
call in a crisis. The ongoing construction of Europe’s identity is giving the 
United States an increasingly valuable partner. “With no other region of the 
world does the United States work so closely and so constantly to meet 
challenges within and beyond their borders.”59 Blinken claims that US and 
Europe are converging with respect to both values and interests.  
 
3.2.1.4 US-Russian and Central Asian Relations 
 
Timothy J. Colton and Michael McFaul wrote their article after the terrorist 
attacks on the World Trade Center and they are mentioning that “just as 
America’s competition with the Soviet Union defined the second half of the last 
century, so will its new relationship with Russia help determine the contours of 
the new one.”60 Russia gave a vigorous support to its former adversary in the 
aftermath of September 11, 2001. 
 
According to Colton and McFaul, Russian foreign policy has remained focused 
on incorporating the country into Western and global institutions rather than 
undermining or counterbalancing the West. Russia has weakened economically 
and militarily, but has undergone a democratic development. However, the 
democratic institutions are fragile and after Putin has come to power, Russia is 
said to be less democratic (regarding e.g. the academics’ intellectual freedom 
and the independent media). According to Colton and McFaul, the United States 
must not forget how important it is to support democracy in Russia. Backsliding 
in Moscow is still a danger that could pit Russia against the United States. Bush 
and his team should refrain from lecturing Putin about America’s superior 
political system.61 
 
Instead, more Russians have to be exposed to the best that the United States has 
to offer. Washington should mind lessons from the Cold War. “True peace 
arrived only after the Soviet regime fell and democratic values began to emerge 
throughout Russia. That process is still not complete, however, and with the 
United States in new need of allies, it has become more important than ever.”62 
 
Pauline Jones Luong and Erika Weinthal relate to the US policy toward Central 
Asia and the focus on supporting political and economic stability among 
Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, and Uzbekistan. However, 
the US has needed Uzbek bases and transit links to wage war on terrorism in 
                                                 
58 Blinken, “The False Crisis Over the Atlantic”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 80, no 3, p 40 
59 ibid,  p 45 
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Afghanistan, which has promoted Uzbekistan as a regional hegemon. This might 
in turn worsen the very problems that Washington needs to tackle. Jones Luong 
and Weinthal raise a warning for letting a temporary solution grow into an 
enduring policy shift. This could turn into a  
 

“domestic political repression that fosters the radicalisation of Islamist movements 
and galvanizes popular support behind them. Moreover, viewing the Islamist threat as 
primarily a military problem requiring a local strongman will not mitigate the various 
transnational concerns – including water-sharing disputes and the flow of drugs, 
refugees, and weapons – that plague the region.”63 

 
Giving Uzbekistan uncritical support and privileging it as a regional hegemon 
will embolden the Karimov regime to continue repressing its political opponents 
and carrying this repression across its neighbours’ boarders. “And by signalling 
to Uzbekistan’s neighbours that they are being sidelined, this policy could 
further destabilize the already shaky relations among the Central Asian states.”64 
According to Jones Luong and Weinthal, the US must promote e.g. multilateral 
institutions that address a wide range of military, economic and environmental 
issues. Targeting this high-risk area could provide an important victory for a US 
policy designed to address the local and regional anarchy that allowed Al Qaeda 
to become such a problem in the first place.65 
 
3.2.1.5 US-Middle Eastern Relations 
 
Puneet Talwar relates to Iran’s strategic outlook. The country borders the fragile 
states of the Caucasus and of Central Asia, some of which have large untapped 
energy reserves. Iran’s neighbourhood also features oil-rich US allies as well as 
Iraq, Afghanistan, and a nuclear-armed Pakistan. “Most important, Iran’s 
potential for democratic development far outstrips that of many of its troubled 
neighbours. If encouraged, the country could become a stabilizing force in a 
region vital to American interests.”66 
 
The fate of Iran’s democratic movement remains uncertain and despite the 
popularity of the reformists, conservatives still dominate much of the 
government. Relatively minor changes could have dramatic repercussions inside 
Iran and American policy should therefore, according to Talwar, proceed very 
carefully. By slowly helping Teheran reintegrate into the world community 
through various multilateral arrangements, Washington can encourage and 
strengthen positive forces within Iran. This tactic could eventually lead to a 
rapprochement between the two long-time enemies.67  
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However, according to Talwar, both sides tend to downplay the importance of 
developing a new relationship. Iranians feel that US ties have grown less 
important because of Iran’s improving relations with Europe, Japan, Russia, 
China and regional players such as Saudi Arabia. Tehran is also convinced that 
Washington’s thirst for oil will eventually bring it around. The United States, on 
the other hand, seems to feel it has little reason to engage an intermittently 
hostile, medium-sized country. But Talwar claims that a moderate US 
engagement would encourage Iran’s collaboration with multilateral 
institutions.68 
 
According to Martin Indyk, the outcome of the Gulf War together with the 
collapse of the Soviet Union, have left the US in an unprecedented position of 
dominance in the Middle East region. But the Al Qaeda network, established by 
bin Laden and his associate Ayman al-Zawahiri, has made a strategic decision to 
strike at the United States (since the Saudi and Egyptian regimes that they 
wanted to overthrow, have become hardened targets with US support).69 Indyk is 
asking what new bargain should be struck with the Arab allies, with whom the 
US share common strategic interests but whose policies are compromising the 
US national security? One of the most important requirements will come in the 
battle for the hearts and minds of Muslims around the world. Here Washington 
needs the Egyptian and Saudi governments, as the most influential players in the 
Arab and Islamic world, to take the lead in legitimizing its assertion that it is not 
at war with Islam.70   
 

“Persuading Arab leaders to stop financing terrorism, promote tolerance in their 
societies, and cooperate with the United States in shutting down terrorist safe havens 
in the Middle East are conditions that Washington must insist on – the failure to do so 
will have a direct impact on US national security. If it allows another return to 
business as usual, as did after the Gulf War, it will sow the seeds of its own 
destruction in the Middle East – and that of its regional allies as well.”71 

 
According to Barry Rubin, the real roots of Arab anti-Americanism are not 
mainly responses to US foreign policy, but rather the manipulation of various, 
self-interested groups within Arab societies. “The United States is blamed for 
much that is bad in the Arab world, and it is used as an excuse for political and 
social oppression and economic stagnation.”72 And thus rather than pushing for 
privatisation, equality for women, democracy or other similar developments, the 
public focuses instead on hating the US.  
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Internal conflicts in the Arab world pose dilemmas for the US policymakers. 
When the US helps friendly governments such as Egypt or Saudi Arabia, it is 
accused of sabotaging revolutionary movements against them. But if 
Washington starts to pressure Arab governments into improving their positions 
on democracy and human rights, it is accused of acting in an imperialist manner. 
According to Rubin, Washington has tried to win the support of Arabs in 
particular and Muslims in general. US backing for Israel is the only exception 
from the rule of otherwise siding with Muslims and Arabs in different conflicts 
(and even here, the US goal has always been a mutually acceptable peace 
agreement between Arabs and Israelis).73   
 
Terrorism has always increased whenever it seemed that the pursuit of peace 
might succeed. “It is no accident that Middle Eastern anti-Americanism peaked 
at the very moment when the United States was proposing to support the 
creation of an independent Palestinian state with its capital in east Jerusalem.”74 
Rubin believes that anti-Americanism is encouraged by the belief that the US is 
weak and only a paper tiger. Hence, the best Washington can do is to show a 
steadfast support of its allies and interests.75  
 
3.2.1.6 US-Latin American Relations  
 
Peter Hakim wrote his article in advance of the summit of Free Trade Area of 
the Americas (FTAA) that was held in Quebec City in April 2001. He has 
stressed the need for the Bush administration to thoroughly listen to the Latin 
American countries, or else, the opportunities for American leadership in the 
hemisphere will diminish, along with hopes for an effective US-Latin American 
partnership.76  
 
The US goodwill has increased since the end of the Cold War and many of the 
Latin American countries have been sharing the same political and economic 
ideals. This has been true even with Brazil that otherwise clashes now and then 
with the US over specific issues. However, this cooperation is evaporating and 
the reform programs, known as “Washington consensus”, are definitely put into 
question. Many of these have yielded disappointing economic and social results, 
associated with insecurity and high unemployment. Hence, for many Latin 
American countries closer relations with the US only means more of the same 
and “opposition to these reforms could therefore easily turn into opposition to 
US leadership in general – and into antagonism toward the IMF and the World 
Bank, both of which are seen as US-dominated institutions” 77.  
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Hakim is adding that the United States most important relationship in Latin 
America is with Mexico. No other country in the world affects the lives of 
Americans as much. However, conflicts in US-Mexican relations are likely to 
arise over issues like illegal immigration, narcotics trafficking and economics.  
 
Felipe A.M. de la Balze is relating to the integration process in the Southern 
Cone with countries as Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Uruguay. He believes it is 
essential that the US ensures that these nations become fully democratic and 
market oriented allies of the US. The best way to achieve this is according to 
Balze by providing an expansion of the North American Free Trade Agreement 
(NAFTA) to the Southern Cone. He is criticizing the FTAA as being too far-
reaching and would like to start with a seven-state NAFTA instead of a 34-
countries FTAA. Balze believes that  
 

“the United States – pre-eminent but not hegemonic – cannot maintain its global 
leadership without the cooperation of like-minded nations in the hemisphere that 
share its interests and values. In fact, in the coming years, American pre-eminence 
will likely remain stable only in regions where the United States has signed 
agreements with countries that have congenial economic and socio-political systems.” 
78  

 
3.2.1.7 US-India Relations 
 
Dennis Kux describes the immediate Indian decision after September 11 to offer 
its full support for the US war on terrorism. In joining with Washington, New 
Delhi hoped to transform its past 50 years of Indo-Pakistani conflict into a part 
of the global war against terrorism.79  
 
Ties between the US and India have strengthened during the last few years and 
the Bush administration has continued this rapprochement. From an Indian 
perspective, the improved ties with the US is believed to help the country to 
attract foreign investment, assume a greater global role and ensure that the US 
policies do not jeopardize Indian interests in the conflict with Pakistan. The US 
in turn, regards India as an emerging great power and hence a strategic partner 
in Asia. The end of the Cold War has also helped ease the tension.  
 

“India’s friendly ties and large-scale military purchases from Russia no longer elicit 
American concerns the way they used to. From the Indian perspective, the rupture of 
the US-Pakistan security relationship in 1990 – following imposition of the US 
sanctions in response to Pakistan’s covert nuclear program – removed the principal 
barrier to improved ties with the United States.”80 
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The economically flourishing Indian-American community has also become a 
force for better relations as well as the eased export controls on so called dual-
use technology, which can serve both civilian and military purposes. The US 
and Indian armies, navies and air forces have also moved rapidly to agree on 
programs for joint exercises.81  
 
3.2.1.8 An Analysis of the Theoretical Influences  
 
As described in chapter 2, power as domination, national security, a state of war 
as well as a bipolar balance of power might be seen as important neorealist 
concepts. There are some interpretations where there tend to be indications of 
neorealist influences, e.g. where China is described as a rising power and the 
ideas of a potential cold war between China and the US. In one instance, where 
anarchy is predicted in Europe without the two controlling superpowers, the 
neorealist terminology seems to be used, but rather as an expression of an 
opinion opposed to the neorealist theory. The competitive elements between the 
US and other nations are in several cases being stressed, in what almost seems 
like a neorealist balance-of-power-logic. The security concept is used now and 
then, but in the sense of e.g. regional security, military security or economic 
security and not only in terms of comprehensive national security.  
 
Neoliberalism is also focusing on the power concept, but rather on a shared and 
soft power than as domination. Other important concepts are in this thesis 
described as international regimes, multilateralism and cooperation through 
negotiation. There is a quite frequent usage of this terminology with an 
emphasis on multilateral regime building, the American need of allies in global 
diplomacy, a rapprochement between long-time enemies through multilateral 
arrangements and that unilateral decisions carry costs, while multilateral 
leadership requires negotiation and compromise. There are also examples where 
there seems to be influences of the neoliberal focus on economic issues, e.g. 
where Japan’s quite minor military support to the US is explained as a 
consequence of the Japanese promotion of their economic security as much as 
the military security. 
 
The social constructivist terminology is defined as containing concepts such as 
ideas and opinions, a social and cultural context, legitimacy and identity. There 
are several examples that could indicate tendencies of social constructivist 
influences. A sharing of ideas to guide China and Russia in a more cooperative 
and liberal direction, a belief that the US allies should naturally share the 
American values and objectives, a focus on Europe’s identity and a battle for the 
hearts and minds of Muslims around the world, where the US needs the Arab 
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allies to take the lead in legitimizing its assertion that it is not at war with Islam 
and to constrain the Arab anti-Americanism.  
 
Gender is the core concept within feminist IR-theory and all the above concepts 
can in turn be analysed from a feminist perspective. However, there seems to be 
no evident influence of feminist IR-theory on the expressed foreign policy elite 
opinions, other than possibly a brief comment on women’s rights in a 
subordinate clause.  
 
3.2.1.9 An Analysis of the US Power Position  
 
The US-China relation is by quite many experts seen as America’s most 
important future relationship. If there is any single nation that could challenge 
the US power position, it is believed to be China. But a network of professional 
and personal bonds is also binding the two nations together. Here, it is worth 
mentioning what the CSIS fellows Kurt Campbell, Derek Mitchell and Bates 
Gill emphasized during a telephone conference on China. According to them, 
the Bush administration sees China as a major player in the post-9/11 
environment. As a mature partner, “China has taken a seat at the grown up-table 
with the US, EU, Russia and Japan”82. The Asian focus is said to be on a 
growing China rather than on the US, despite the American military and 
economic power.  
 
Another dimension with importance for the US power position, is that the 
American global leadership is believed to become unilateral unless the US 
maintains indispensable partnerships – seen by some as with Europe, by others 
with Latin America and yet others with Middle Eastern countries as Iran, Egypt 
and/or Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, the US is said to need new allies, e.g. Russia, 
and should hence support the Russian democratic development. There are also 
exhortations of the importance of multilateral initiatives and institutions to 
handle situations in e.g. Central Asia. Evolvement of local and regional anarchy 
that could otherwise foster terrorist platforms as the Al Qaeda, is seen as a 
continuous threat to the US power position.  
 
3.2.2 Geoeconomics  
 
David E. Sanger states that the Clinton administration reoriented the American 
foreign policy. “To spur a lagging economy, it put America’s commercial 
interests - promoting exports and opening markets – on par with the country’s 
traditional security interests.” 83 There is no doubt that the American economy 
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dominates for the moment. But if the Clinton term was about promoting 
American exports and stabilizing the rest of the globe from South America to 
Asia, the Bush administration has the challenge of preserving America’s place 
atop the world economy while defusing enormous resentments about US 
economic and military might.84  
 
According to Sanger, Bush must convince the rest of the world that the US has a 
vision far broader than simply using its diplomatic power to enhance the profits 
of American firms and that the WTO and other international financial 
institutions such as IMF are not tools of the US. Since the Asian financial crisis 
and the Seattle conference, it is accepted wisdom around the world that both 
institutions are US-dominated. Whether the complaints are valid or just stirred 
by politicians looking for a convenient scapegoat, the political backlash is real 
and growing.85 
 
Hence, Sanger is claiming that now is the time for a grand bargain between rich 
and poor and as a first step the US should fully open its markets for goods 
produced by the world’s poorest nations.  
 

“American hegemony will engender resentment around the world no matter what 
trade deals are struck, how much debt is forgiven, or how many reassuring statements 
the White House issues. Nations look out for their economic interests first and always 
will. But the political task of the next decade is to define those interests as broadly as 
possible. The global economic order will not work for the United States, Europe, and 
Japan unless it also works for India, Brazil, and South Africa.” 86  

 
C. Fred Bergsten is stating that since the end of the Cold War, the perceived 
threats to US security have been mainly from “rogue states” such as Iraq and 
North Korea – none of which are superpowers or likely allies of each other in 
confronting the US. “But the United States now faces the real possibility of 
economic conflict with both Europe and East Asia – the commercial and 
financial equivalent of two-front combat. In this domain, both potential rivals 
are superpowers”.87  
 
According to Bergsten, the outcome of the transatlantic conflict will affect the 
US foreign policy and the global stability since the nations not only are 
economic competitors but also security allies.88  The potential economic 
confrontation between the US and East Asia is quite different from the 
transatlantic one, since this region for the first time is creating its own economic 
bloc and even an Asian Monetary Fund (AMF). There have been fundamental 
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changes in trade policies among the major East Asian powers; Japan, South 
Korea and China. As with Europe, the new economic developments in Asia 
carry foreign policy and security implications as well. A truly united East Asia 
could sharply reduce the risk of conflict in the region and hence be very much in 
the US interest. On the other hand, a sense that America is being shunted aside 
by both Asia and Europe could reinforce isolationist tendencies within the 
United States.89 
 
There is an increasing multi-polarization of the global economy and both EU 
and East Asia have a considerable economic weight. As an experience from the 
Asian financial crisis in 1997-98 it has proved that Malaysia, without the IMF 
support that the rest of the Asian countries got, actually recovered more 
effectively. Under such circumstances, Asia’s under-representation in the IMF 
and other important international organizations has attained great attention. In 
sum, “Europe’s and East Asia’s achievement of rough economic parity with the 
United States, and the end of the Cold War – require a restructuring of global 
economic arrangements.” 90   
 
Bergsten claims that there is a need for a reinvigorated multilateral system that 
rests on an internationally shared vision of how to manage globalization. ”A 
useful adjunct to this strategy of renewed multilateralism would be cross-
regional free trade agreements (CRFTAs) that cut across East Asia, Europe and 
the Americas.” 91 There is also a need to guarantee East Asia more voting shares 
in the IMF to account for the increased economic weight, mostly at the expense 
of Europe that is over-represented. A US economic slowdown could be blamed 
on foreign competition and there will be pressure to retaliate against Europe and 
East Asia. Any new protectionist or unilateralist steps by the US will trigger 
parallel responses elsewhere.92  
 
3.2.2.1 An Analysis of the Theoretical Influences  
 
The neorealist terminology could possibly be seen as briefly represented through 
the description of international financial institutions where the US power is 
dominating, but in this context it is rather an expression of the need to avoid 
such a condition. Hence, it cannot be interpreted as a neorealist approach. 
Instead, the prevalent interpretations described in the two articles indicate an 
influence by neoliberalism. There is an accentuation of the economic 
competition as more urgent than what has traditionally been perceived as a 
threat to the US power position. The focus is also on multilateral organizations 
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and it is conceived necessary to convince the rest of the world that the US has an 
objective other than just strengthening American interests. The foreign policy 
elite representatives are thus emphasizing the need for enhanced legitimacy. 
This seems to resemble the neoliberal soft power, which as mentioned before 
also could be seen as influenced by social constructivism. Even though e.g. 
increased cooperation is regarded as desirable, there is no obvious influence on 
the interpretations of feminist IR-theory.  
 
3.2.2.2 An Analysis of the US Power Position 
 
There seems to be no doubt that the US economy dominates for the moment - 
although a threat to the American power is believed to be a two-front economic 
conflict with Europe and East Asia, that in this domain are superpowers. The 
outcome would affect the US foreign policy and the global stability since the 
nations not only are economic competitors but also security allies. As stated, a 
truly united East Asia could sharply reduce the risk of conflict in the region and 
hence be very much in the US interest. On the other hand, a sense that America 
is being put aside by Asia and Europe simultaneously, could reinforce 
isolationist tendencies within the United States (that in turn might affect the 
power position). 
 
To further pay attention to the challenges of the American economy, it is 
relevant to refer to the discussion with Edward Fried and Luciana Borio from 
the CFR. According to them, the US will continue to adapt its economy to 
whatever conditions are prevailing (as has always been the case) and hence they 
expect the US economic dominance to remain. However, they believe that 
unilateralism is not a sustainable US policy .93  
 
3.2.3 Military Strategy 
  
According to Ashton B. Carter, the proficiency of the US military is, in fact, 
unrivalled. The reliance on a technological edge has been essential to ensuring 
the US military capabilities. However, the long-term readiness of the national 
security establishment to face future threats remains in question. Carter 
apprehends the main problems as Pentagon’s persistence in many old habits 
regarding research and development (R&D) and weapons procurement as well 
as a management crisis. As a consequence, the US military is not fully 
exploiting or even staying abreast of the information revolution. Finally, 
transatlantic defense industry cooperation, important for efficiency and NATO 
cohesion, remains an unsolved problem for all allied governments.94 
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Carter is in favor of the so-called revolution in military affairs (RMA), where 
military capability improves dramatically when battlefield systems of tanks, 
ships, and airplanes are linked into a “system of systems”. This should be 
accomplished through an information network that allows all US forces to fully 
coordinate their operations and to know the precise location and disposition of 
enemy and friendly forces.95  
 
The US “offset strategy” – the Cold War notion of using superior technology to 
counter opponent’s advantages in numbers, geography, or willingness to risk 
causalities – has become the key to Washington’s way of waging war. The offset 
strategy rests on the Department of Defense, DOD’s ability to draw on a strong 
technology base and on a defense industry that uses such technology in new 
defense systems.96 
 
In 1980, the West spent a total of about 240 billion US dollars (BUSD) on 
scientific R&D. The US DOD contributed with about 40 BUSD, or one-sixth of 
the total. In 2000, by contrast, the corresponding total for R&D spending 
reached 360 BUSD, although DOD funding accounted for only one-twelfth of 
the total, i.e. half of its 1980 share. “Learning to integrate commercial 
technology faster than potential opponents can, will require the Pentagon to 
increase its R&D spending, as much to keep abreast of developing technology as 
to make its own contributions.”97  
 
Michael O’Hanlon is relating to the Bush administration’s wish of cutting back 
on overseas military deployments, particularly those involved in peacekeeping. 
O’Hanlon believes that National Security Adviser Condoleezza Rice is 
exaggerating when she claims that extended peacekeeping detracts from the US 
readiness to handle a showdown in the Persian Gulf, mount the kind of force 
that is needed to protect Saudi Arabia, and deter a crisis in the Taiwan Strait.98  
 
According to O’Hanlon the vast majority of American military personnel 
deployed abroad are not even participating in peacekeeping operations, but 
rather protecting the US’ core interests. “If the United States wishes to maintain 
its leadership of the NATO alliance, it must participate in difficult and 
dangerous European security operations such as the Balkan interventions.” 99 
O’Hanlon believes that a stabilizing force of foreign troops remains highly 
desirable, although it no longer needs to include as many Americans. He is also 
mentioning that the US should join the European allies on zones of conflict on 
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the continent, to be able to count on their support in missions related to other 
areas. Nevertheless, he is proposing that e.g. the number of marines on Okinawa 
could be reduced and that the proposed cuts could all together bring 25 000 out 
of 250 000 troops home.  
 
John Newhouse is making a statement on the National Missile Defense (NMD). 
The deployment decision should according to him not be driven by doctrine, the 
promise of a given technology, or the claim of affordability. The core question is 
whether Americans would be more secure and the world more stable if the 
United States deployed a NMD than if they did not? The Cold War may be over, 
but the world is far from having settled into a new era or a less threatening 
environment. According to Newhouse, the danger of a nuclear weapon going off 
somewhere is actually greater now than it was then. And the threat to the United 
States in particular – also greater than before – is less from the rogues than from 
the disrepair of Russian strategic forces.100 The greatest risk is posed by 
accidental launches and ”the threat from irrational forces with access to frightful 
weapons, including short- and medium-range missile systems.”101  
 
But Moscow, Beijing, and worried European capitals see in Bush’s design a 
quest for unilateralism by a power already in full possession of the relevant 
strategic advantages.102 Missile defense, by exceeding its political tolerance, will 
become the poster child for multiple complaints about American unilateralism 
and indifference to the concerns of others. Newhouse claims that NMD may 
breach some of technology’s frontiers, but it is unlikely to remove or contain the 
serious threats to stability and security. 103 
 
According to US Secretary of Defense, Donald H. Rumsfeld, the US threat 
perception has changed. The Cold War is now over and the Soviet Union is gone 
– and with it the familiar security environment to which US had grown 
accustomed. The challenges of the new century are not nearly as predictable as 
were those of the last.104 In the 2001 Quadrennial Defense Review a new 
strategy was outlined. The US has to move away from the old “threat-based” 
strategy to the new “capabilities-based” approach, which means that one focuses 
less on who might threaten the US, or where, and more on how the US might be 
threatened and what is needed to deter and defend against such threats. “Our 
goal is not simply to fight and win wars; it is to prevent them. To do so, we must 
find ways to influence the decision-making of potential adversaries.”105 
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Rumsfeld claims that important lessons for the future are that wars in the 
twenty-first century will increasingly require elements of national power: 
economic, diplomatic, financial, law enforcement, intelligence, and both overt 
and covert military operations. Also, broad partisan public support must be 
rooted in a bond of trust, understanding and common purpose.106  
 
3.2.3.1 An Analysis of the Theoretical Influences  
 
The concepts of national power and security (as well as the way to wage war or 
protect the US from potential military opponents) are frequently used by e.g. 
Rumsfeld and this can be seen as part of a neorealist terminology. Besides this, 
however, there tend to be no other obvious signs of neorealist influences. Instead 
of a balance-of-power-logic, the focus mainly seems to be on the importance of 
cooperation with close allies as to enhance global security - thus indications of a 
possible neoliberal approach. Parts of this could even be seen as influenced by 
social constructivism, with the conceived need of public support and a 
discussion about the idea of tolerance. As in the prior cases of interpretations, 
there seem to be no evident signs of influences by feminist IR-theory.  
 
3.2.3.2 An Analysis of the US Power Position  
 
At present, the dominance of the US military is claimed to be unrivalled. The 
reliance on a technological edge has been essential to ensure these US military 
capabilities. However, the long-term readiness of the national security 
establishment to face future threats is questioned. It is believed that the US 
needs to learn how to integrate commercial technology faster than potential 
opponents can, as well as that Pentagon will have to increase its R&D spending 
if the military proficiency shall remain. The vast majority of American military 
personnel deployed abroad are believed to be protecting the US core interests, 
rather than participating in peacekeeping-operations. However, it can be worth 
questioning whether there is an actual conflict between core interests and 
peacekeeping-operations? To broaden the support of the US power (as e.g. 
Rumsfeld is emphasising), it can well be claimed that peacekeeping-operations 
are as important as the so-called core operations.  
 
One of the intricate questions is claimed to be whether Americans will be more 
secure if the US deploys a NMD or not? It is conceived as unlikely to 
completely remove or contain the serious threats to stability and security. In 
addition, the NMD might cause a lot of harm by exceeding its political tolerance 
and by showing indifference to the concerns of others. Hence, it might in some 
respect rather undermine the US power position.  
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3.2.4 Resource Scarcity 
 
3.2.4.1 Natural Resources 
 
According to Michael T. Klare there has been a shift in US focus, from central 
and southeast Europe and the Far East (except the de-militarized zone between 
North and South Korea) to the Persian Gulf, the Caspian Sea basin and the 
South China Sea. Behind this shift in strategic geography is a new emphasis on 
the protection of supplies of vital resources, especially oil and natural gas. 
“Whereas Cold War-era divisions were created and alliances formed along 
ideological lines, economic competition now drives international relations – and 
competition over access to these vital economic assets has intensified 
accordingly.” 107 
 
President Bush is said to house a wish for oil and gas exploration in the US 
wilderness to reduce the dependence on foreign supplies. There are also 
initiatives of increasing the flow of energy from Mexico to the US. However, 
the protection of energy supplies is evident even for other large energy 
importers, such as China, Japan and European states.  
 
Although obtaining sufficient supplies of energy is becoming the foremost 
resource priority for e.g. the US, the pursuit of adequate water will be the central 
focus for others.108 Water supplies are already insufficient in many parts of the 
Middle East and Southwest Asia.  
 
International disputes over the allocation of existing supplies will also grow 
more intense as populations increase and the greenhouse process accelerates 
global warming. What makes this trend so worrisome is the fact that many 
important sources of vital materials are located in contested or chronically 
unstable areas.109  
 
Klare is asking for “multilateral initiatives specifically aimed at reducing the 
risk of violent conflict over the use of shared or contested sources of vital 
materials”. 110 For example, the world community should according to him bring 
pressure on the states bordering the Caspian and South China Seas to peacefully 
resolve all outstanding disputes over the ownership and development of offshore 
resources. International organizations and institutions could also urge that 
similar disputes around the Persian Gulf, the Red Sea, and the Gulf of Guinea be 
settled in this fashion.   
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According to Edward L. Morse and James Richard, a battle with significant 
long-term implications is ongoing, i.e. the contest for energy dominance 
between the world’s two largest oil exporters, Saudi Arabia and Russia. This 
battle will have fundamental consequences for the US energy security. After 
undergoing a tremendous transformation since the fall of the Soviet Union, 
Russian firms have arrived on the world stage. Russia’s oil revival has coincided 
with a downturn in the global economy and the first major reduction in the 
global demand for oil since the early 1980s. But Russia’s petroleum revival has 
also coincided with the terrorist attacks of September 11, which have provided 
Moscow a chance to displace OPEC as the key energy supplier to the West. 
“The new geopolitics of energy can help Moscow gain both economically and 
politically. In economic terms, energy production lets Russia integrate itself into 
the industrialized West. In political terms, energy resources can be used to 
buttress Moscow’s goal of becoming a key partner of the United States”.111 
 
Most of the oil supply required to meet the global demand must so far come 
from OPEC, since 63 % of the world proven oil reserves are in the Middle East 
(25 % in Saudi Arabia alone). Saudi has a spare capacity that is the centerpiece 
of the US-Saudi relationship. But total CIS exports from the former Soviet 
Union could equal Saudi exports within four years.112   
 
Until September 11, the US pursued two often conflicting goals: encouraging 
Russia to better protect US corporate investments in the Russian energy sector, 
and assisting the Caspian countries in developing and exporting their own 
hydrocarbons, thereby avoiding pipeline routes through Russia. Morse and 
Richard claim that Americans must help Russians and Kazakhs determine the 
most efficient export routes for Russian and Caspian oil and arrange financing 
for these capital-intensive projects. In an economy governed by market forces, 
Russian companies are poised to capture the lion’s share of growth in demand in 
China, India, and even the US, through joint ventures. “The time has come to 
recognize that September 11 has opened new vistas for Russia, the United 
States, and OPEC.”113 
 
3.2.4.2 Human Resources 
 
Nicholas Eberstadt states that the absence of a vaccine or a cure of HIV/AIDS 
epidemics might shift the center of global crisis from Africa to China, India and 
Russia. This in turn, threatens to derail economic prospects and alter the global 
military balance.114 
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In Russia there might be infection rates of one to two million carriers today, 
about two to three times that of the United States. The Russian Federation’s 
prison system is alarming in this respect. Since public health care is notably 
absent in the Russian penal system, prison camps are consequently virtual 
incubation places for diseases such as drug-resistant tuberculosis and HIV.115  
 
India might have between five and eight million HIV sufferers. There is an 
indication that the spread of the disease is mainly through commercial sex 
workers and commercial truckers. Furthermore, many monogamous women are 
being infected by husbands having extramarital affairs. Given the high levels of 
illiteracy among women, very little information seems to be available to India’s 
adult female population about HIV risks.116  
 
China is estimated to have between one and two million HIV carriers and the 
prevalence has been increasing by about 20-30 percent per year. What is 
particular to China is the spread of HIV infections through the sale of unsafe 
blood among the rural poor. Large at-risk groups may include the so-called 
floating population (the more than 100 million migrants from rural areas seeking 
opportunity in the Chinese urban life) and the “unmarriageable males” (the 
rising number of young men who, due to the country’s growing gender 
imbalance, have no realistic prospect of finding a bride).117 
 
These three countries face lower HIV risks than Africa, but distinctly higher 
than Europe do. “The HIV/AIDS epidemics could significantly alter population 
dynamics in these Euroasian countries and might substantially reduce the future 
size of certain economically important population cohorts.”118 The consequences 
of this will be less population growth, less labor supply and savings rates, which 
undermine the economic potential. From a geopolitical standpoint, a most 
important question is whether the HIV/AIDS crisis in China and India will be 
sufficiently powerful to alter the future economic and political balance between 
them. Balance of risks presently appears to weigh more heavily against India 
than against China, although, this depends on the constraints on anti-HIV 
policies.119 
 
3.2.4.3 An Analysis of the Theoretical Influences  
 
There is no evident occurrence of the defined neorealist concepts, but rather a 
focus on energy security and dominance. Seen as a consequence of a 
HIV/AIDS-crisis or natural resource scarcity, the focus on derailed economic 
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prospects and above all ensuing changes in the balance between the regional 
powers, could possibly be interpreted as influenced by neorealism. On the other 
hand, there tend to be indications of a neoliberal approach through the emphasis 
on the need for multilateral arrangements to reduce the risk of violent conflict 
over important natural resources. It is even possible that there are combined 
elements of neoliberalism and social constructivism in the expression that 
economic competition now drives international relations instead of the Cold War 
ideological differences. There tend to be no traces of feminist IR-theory. 
 
3.2.4.4 An Analysis of the US Power Position  
 
While some countries and regions will be suffering from water scarcity and/or 
HIV/AIDS epidemics, it is primarily the energy dependence that might affect the 
US power position. Because of this, a shift in US strategic focus to the Persian 
Gulf, the Caspian Sea basin and the South China Sea, is believed to have taken 
place. In addition, the Bush administration is trying to reduce the foreign 
dependence by exploring the American wilderness. The new geopolitics of 
energy might help Moscow gain in political terms, when energy resources can 
be used to make Russia a key partner of the United States. 
 
Once again it is relevant to pay attention to the discussion with Edward Fried 
and Luciana Borio from the CFR. The US ability to adapt to shifting conditions 
is according to them also valid for the energy security. When required, the 
American society will decrease the energy consumption and find new energy 
resources.120 As written in Fried’s book “Oil Security – Retrospect and 
Prospect”, it is not the growing dependence on imports or even a gradual rise in 
price over a longer period that is most alarming, but rather “the risk of a 
quantum jump in its price”121. The aim of US oil security policy should hence be 
to avoid a sudden, large interruption in the supply of oil and to mitigate the 
economic and political consequences should it occur.122 
 
China, India and Russia might be severely affected by the HIV/AIDS epidemics 
and this could alter the future economic and political balance between them. In 
turn, this might also have implications for their potential desire and possibility to 
challenge the US power position.  
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3.2.5 The US Power Position in General  
 
According to William Pfaff, the US enjoys a hegemonic position in these first 
years of the new century, in terms of both its military power and its economic 
weight.123 Pfaff is sure that the US will remain the superpower for a while, but 
he is questioning the legitimacy of the military bases and integrated alliances. 
“As in Europe, America’s status there [in Asia] risks being transformed from 
that of welcome defender to burdensome intruder. Washington does not seem to 
understand that its power can become a destabilizing force.” 124 
 
Pfaff wonders why the US is taken to be invulnerable and mentions the fall of a 
seemingly fulfilled and stable European society, the British Empire, in 1914. 
History has taught a few general lessons: hegemonic power invites opposition, 
political entities seek to aggrandize their power and wealth and that a power 
vacuum will be filled.125 
 
Pfaff claims that history also has shown that only when an advanced civilization 
controls backward ones, domination can endure for long periods. The challenge 
to the American hegemony will come from societies that are equally advanced 
and a revolt against even the limited international hegemony America now 
exercises is inevitable. Eventually a pluralism of power will re-establish itself, 
whether the United States resists it or not. “This could come in a constructive 
way, leading toward an international system in which the major powers 
recognize, define, and respect their differences of interest and look for equitable 
resolutions. Or it could come in conflict and bitterness, with unpredictable 
consequences.” 126 
 
According to John J. Mearsheimer, the central aim of American foreign policy 
has traditionally been to dominate the western hemisphere while not permitting 
another great power to dominate Europe or Northeast Asia. He is making a 
quotation from a Pentagon planning document from 1992: “Our first objective is 
to prevent the re-emergence of a new rival that poses a threat on the order of that 
posed formerly by the Soviet Union. Our strategy must now refocus on 
precluding the emergence of any potential future global competitor.“ 127  
 
The evolution of the power structure in Northeast Asia will depend on whether 
China’s rise continues. If China does not become a potential hegemon, the US is 
likely to pull its troops out of the area, thereby encouraging Japan to build up its 
military capability and become a great power once again. If China does emerge 
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as a potential hegemon, however, Northeast Asia will fall into unbalanced multi-
polarity and the US will move to contain the Chinese threat.128   
 
Three Northeast Asian States, China, Japan, and Russia, presently have 
sufficient population and wealth to qualify as potential great powers, but at the 
moment none is a potential hegemon.129 However, if China’s economy continues 
to expand over the next two decades and with its vast population, it has the 
potential to become even richer than the US in the long run. In that case, one 
should expect it to attempt to dominate Japan and South Korea, as well as other 
regional actors, by building military forces that are so powerful that those other 
states would not dare challenge it.130  
 
Of the potential great powers in Europe, Mearsheimer believes it is only 
Germany that has the possibility of becoming a future hegemon. It is the 
wealthiest of them, has the second-largest population and has the most powerful 
army in the region. However,  
 

“without the American pacifier, Europe is not guaranteed to remain peaceful. Indeed, 
intense security competition among the great powers would likely ensue because, 
upon American withdrawal, Europe would go from benign bipolarity to unbalanced 
multi-polarity, the most dangerous kind of power structure.” 131 

 
Europe is building a military force of its own that can operate independently of 
NATO. The US commitment to defend Europe and Northeast Asia is weakening 
at the same time as Europe and Japan are showing signs of independent 
behaviour. Mearsheimer supports a withdrawal of American troops to avoid 
quickening the Chinese development. ”But states occasionally ignore signals 
from the anarchic world in which they operate, choosing instead to pursue 
strategies that contradict straightforward balance-of-power logic. The United 
States is a good candidate for behaving in that way, because American political 
culture is deeply liberal and correspondingly hostile to realist ideas.” 132 
 
Stephen G. Brooks and William C. Wohlforth conceive that “if today’s American 
primacy does not constitute unipolarity, then nothing ever will. The only things 
left for dispute are how long it will last and what the implications are for 
American foreign policy.”133 In the military arena, the US will spend more on 
defense in 2003 than the next 15-20 biggest spenders combined. Regarding 
military R&D, the US spends three times more than the next six powers 
altogether. And the US withstands this pre-eminence with only 3,5 % of its 
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GDP. America’s economic dominance surpasses that of any great power in 
modern history and finally, the US military and economic dominance is rooted 
in the country’s position as the world’s leading technological power. Hence, the 
US has no rival in any critical dimension of power.134  
 
The main potential challengers to US unipolarity are according to Brooks and 
Wohlforth, China, Russia, Japan and Germany. However, they cannot enhance 
their military capabilities so as to balance the US without simultaneously 
becoming a threat to one another. US power is also at the command of one 
government, whereas the potential balancers would face major challenges in 
acting collectively to assemble and coordinate their military capabilities. In 
addition, several of the major powers have been closely allied with US for 
decades and derive substantial benefits from this. No country wants a situation 
in which it will have to contend with the focused enmity of the US.135  
 
Accordingly, the US is dominating within the three areas that have been 
mentioned and it is also a big and rich country. It will take at least a generation 
for today’s other big countries, such as India and China, to become rich, and 
given declining birth rates, the other rich powers are not about to get big in 
relative terms. If Brussels were to develop impressive military capabilities and 
use its latent collective power like a state, the EU would clearly constitute a 
competitor. But this is an enormous task with many obstacles, not least 
depending on sovereignty matters. China is probably the future peer competitor, 
although “the gaps in the two states’ power capabilities – technological, military 
and geographic – would remain”. 136 
 
The most reliable way to balance power is according to Brooks and Wohlforth 
to increase defense budgets. Since 1995, however, military spending by most 
major powers has been declining relative to GDP and in the majority of cases in 
absolute terms as well.  
 
Since there is a lack of hegemonic rivalry, the US does not have to be afraid of 
handling its hard power in a unilateral way, but it does not have to be a “global 
bully” either. If the US could help improve political, social and economic 
conditions, practically everybody would benefit.137  
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According to Michael Mandelbaum, the central feature of the world at the outset 
of the twenty-first century is the enormous US power.  
 

“This country possesses the most formidable military forces and the largest and most 
vibrant national economy on the planet. From within its borders emanate the social 
and cultural trends that exercise the greatest influence on other societies. The United 
States is no longer a mere superpower; it has ascended to the status of 
hyperpower”.138  

 
Mandelbaum claims that the central purpose of the US and its power is to 
defend, maintain and expand peace, democracy and free markets. But, according 
to him, the American power is not necessarily sufficient for sustaining the 
international institutions of security and economics as well as strengthening 
peaceful foreign policies, democratic policies and free markets where they are 
not securely rooted.  
 
The American presence reassures each NATO member that the others harbour 
no aggressive intentions. The same is true in East Asia, where the perpetuation 
of the US-Japan defense cooperation reassures other countries, most notably 
China, that Japan will not conduct an independent security policy. However, 
Mandelbaum believes that this policy might change. Peace in Europe and East 
Asia is more of an “international public good” where the consumers are 
sovereign states. Exercising a global leadership includes paying a 
disproportionate share of the costs of international public goods. Mandelbaum 
describes the limits of American power since a shift of a society’s prevailing 
values to a more democratic system cannot be changed by acts of official policy, 
not even by the foreign policy of the most powerful country on earth. It is 
instead an internal process of acquiring appropriate cultural underpinnings, 
which take a long time.139 
 
3.2.5.1 An Analysis of the Theoretical Influences  
 
These interpretations tend to be focused on the concepts of power as 
domination, hegemony, unipolarity and potential challengers to the US primacy. 
In this context, there seem to be indications of neorealist influences. In 
particular, Mearsheimer is obviously contradicting liberalism and defending 
realism as such through the balance-of-power-logic. Interesting is Pfaff’s 
opinion that the vacuum, due to the hegemonic power, invites opposition and 
that a pluralism of power will re-establish itself. The concepts seem to reveal a 
neorealist approach, although it is equally possible to interpret this as a 
multipolar, and not a bipolar, balance of power between the great nations. (For a 
further discussion on this, see chapter 4.) The emphasis on American social and 
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cultural impact, as well as the question of legitimacy of the military bases and 
alliances, could indicate a social constructivist approach or even an influence by 
neoliberalism. The last part expressed by Mandelbaum, could more specifically 
be interpreted as influenced by elements of Alexander Wendt’s ideas of how one 
culture is exchanged for another. There seem to be no direct influences of 
feminist IR-theory on the opinions. 
 
3.2.5.2 An Analysis of the US Power Position  
 
A common interpretation among these foreign policy elite representatives, 
seems to be that the US currently has no rival in any critical dimension. 
Nevertheless, the opinions on the expected power position in the near future are 
more diverging. As mentioned before, China is seen as a probable future 
competitor to the US, although there still is a considerable gap between the two 
countries’ power capabilities. Of the potential great powers within Europe, 
Germany is believed to be the only one that has the possibility of becoming a 
future hegemon. However, according to some experts, a security competition 
among the great powers will ensue without an American presence. The US 
strategy is also said to focus on precluding the emergence of any future global 
competitor, while another opinion is that a pluralism of power will re-establish 
itself, whether the United States resists it or not.  
 
Regarding the actual execution of the American power, the opinions are also 
differing. According to one interpretation, the US does not have to be afraid of 
handling its hard power in a unilateral way. Another interpretation suggests that 
the enormous US power not only include the military forces and a vibrant 
national economy, but also that the US social and cultural trends exercise the 
greatest influence on other societies. Nevertheless, the US power is not 
necessarily seen as sufficient for sustaining the international institutions and 
policies of security and economics where they are not securely rooted. 
According to this statement, a shift of a society’s prevailing values to a more 
democratic system cannot be changed by acts of official policy, not even by the 
foreign policy of the most powerful country on earth.  
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4. A CONCLUDING ANALYSIS  
 
This chapter consists of further remarks on the impact of four modern IR-
theories on the foreign policy elite interpretations, as well as of general 
conclusions on the US power position. Different theoretical influences could be 
determining for how the observers interpret the world order, with implications 
for their expectations of the US power position. However, it can also be asked 
whether the four theories are relevant at all for policy-orientated estimations.  
 
 

4.1 The Foreign Policy Elite Interpretations  
 
4.1.1 Theoretical Influences  
 
So forth, the analysis of interpretations of the US power position indicates at 
least some impact of the theories of neorealism, neoliberalism and social 
constructivism. There tend to be no evident influence of feminist IR-theory. To 
trace these separate theoretical approaches of the elite, the focus has been on key 
concepts, specified for each theory, in combination with a contextual analysis. 
Despite indications of certain theoretical influences, it is nevertheless important 
to further analyse the result. Is it accurate to claim that the modern IR-theories 
are relevant for foreign policy estimations – and in the next step for policy 
making?  
 
4.1.1.1 Indications of Some Impact of Modern IR-theories 
 
There are some cases with clear indications of specific theoretical influences. 
There tend to be an impact of neorealism where e.g. the competitive elements 
between the US and other nations are being stressed as well as where the power 
relations are shifting due to the bipolar balance-of-power-logic. The same can be 
said about neoliberal influences since there are quite a few representatives 
emphasizing the importance of multilateral arrangements and a wish for 
rapprochement and negotiations between countries. Even indications of social 
constructivist approaches occur, with a focus on the importance of legitimacy, 
connecting networks of bonds and shared ideas.  
 
What is obvious is that there tend to be no influence of feminist IR-theory, other 
than perhaps the brief mentioning of women’s rights, which could possibly be 
seen as part of this (but at the same time, there is not necessarily a feminist 
perspective just because women are involved or mentioned). This is not totally 
unexpected due to the broad realist tradition established in the academic field of 
international politics and that, traditionally, a gender perspective has been 
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missing in the analysis. As mentioned in chapter 1.3.2, the chosen driving 
factors of power relations are also excluding gender as a factor itself.   
 
Feminist IR-theory is perhaps a bit different from the other three theories since 
gender analysis is relevant for all concepts and crosses through every other 
theory. Without influences of feminist IR-theory and if the basic units of 
political experience predominantly are constructed on a male basis, it can be 
expected that certain important parts are being left out. Hence, it deserves some 
further attention. 
  
New issues could be brought onto the agenda with a gender perspective. 
Subsequently e.g. women’s rights and enhanced influence might be treated as an 
important prerequisite for a sustainable power position and national security. 
The legitimacy of the US unilateral behaviour as well as reasons for war might 
also be seen from a different angel with a feminist IR-theory approach. 
Influences of this theory could lead to questions about under what conditions 
human beings are able to act in concert, across state boundaries, to create 
networks that achieve common purposes. In this respect, the subordinate clause 
about women’s rights is important – even though feminism is of course about 
both women’s and men’s rights.  
 
Further indications of at least some impact of the three other IR-theories derive 
from how the foreign policy elite representatives use the power concept. Some 
interpretations are much in accordance with the neoliberal (and at the same time 
possibly social constructivist) ideas of a soft power and the need to convince the 
rest of the world that the US has a vision far beyond strengthening American 
interests. According to this, it is more important for the US to set the global 
agenda and attract others to American values and ideas, than it is to compel the 
change through the threat of use of military or economic force. Nevertheless, in 
most other cases where the power concept is used, the interpretations could be 
considered as adhering to the belief of one nation’s ability to control and 
influence another nation far more than the other way around, as described by 
e.g. neorealists. It cannot be denied that power as domination is a pervasive 
reality in international relations and hence, this result is not surprising.  
 
With the initial concept analysis for each theory and with a quite frequent usage 
of that terminology (except for the gender concept), this might indicate at least 
some influence of the different theories (onwards, only neorealism, 
neoliberalism and social constructivism will be referred to as “theories”) and 
hence that it is possible to claim that these currently are relevant for foreign 
policy estimations.  
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4.1.1.2 No Distinctive Theoretical Differences  
 
Given a more critical analysis of the indications of theoretical influence, it is 
possible to assert a revised view. As has been mentioned before, the differences 
between the theoretical assumptions are not always obvious and there is a broad 
realist tradition established in the academic field that the other theories are partly 
related to. Quite often, the opinions expressed by one and the same person tend 
to be influenced by all of the theories. From this, it is legitimate to ask if the 
theories differ profoundly from the mainstream realist academic tradition. 
 
The interpretations are generally not showing any distinctive or extreme 
differences in theoretical influence, while at the same time the similarities 
should not be exaggerated. The terminology being used is, despite different 
central concepts and clear deviations, quite uniform with potential influences by 
the realist field of academics with the emphasis on factors that affect the 
national security, the risk of war and what might make a country powerful or 
not. E.g. the power concept is frequently used within almost all theoretical 
schools and it can hence not be claimed that every time power as domination is 
mentioned it is necessarily influenced by neorealism. This could be seen as an 
indication that over all, the basic framework of ideas is quite similar. The broad 
notion of realism seems to be widely spread and might diminish the influence of 
the separate modern IR-theories on the elite when expressing their opinions in 
the official policy debate. From this, nor can extreme theoretical differences be 
confirmed, neither can the differences earlier described be disregarded. The 
shown nuances are still interesting.  
 
4.1.2 Interpretations of the US Power Position  
 
A majority of the foreign policy elite representatives describe the present US 
position as unrivalled in all critical dimensions, with an unsurpassed military, 
economic, technological and cultural power. But do the interpretations reveal 
continuity or change? The opinions on the expected power position in the near 
future are diverging and the following might suggest different courses of 
development. 
 
4.1.2.1 A Continued US Primacy 
 
What supports an enduring American pre-eminence is an abundance of 
expressed interpretations. The US does not have any close neighbours that are 
prospective balancers (which is the case in Europe and East Asia if any country 
would try to grow extensively). The American power is at the command of one 
government. Several of the other major powers have been closely allied with the 
US for decades and derive substantial benefits from that, which they are not 
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willing to risk. The US economic dominance surpasses that of any great power 
in modern history and the adaptation will continue to whatever conditions are 
prevailing to preserve the economic superiority.  
 
In the military arena, the US will spend more on defense in 2003 than the next 
15-20 biggest spenders combined and the defense expenditures are expected to 
increase further in the years to come. There is also a massive gap in spending on 
military R&D, on which the US still spends several times more than other 
powers.  
 
The US is both big and rich, compared to e.g. EU (that due to declining birth 
rates will have a problem to stay big140) and China (that still has a long way to 
go to become rich). The potential competitors, China, India and Russia, also 
have to deal with the growing HIV/AIDS crisis that is on a much larger scale 
than in the US. The American energy dependence will be handled through the 
continuous seeking of new allies, of which Russia is the most important. The US 
strategy is also explicitly said to focus on precluding the emergence of any 
potential future global competitor. 
 
Finally, but not least important, the cultural dominance and the promotion of 
values such as free markets and democracy for more than 100 years, contribute 
to the American precedence of interpretation and make US standards remain 
global within almost every important area.   
 
4.1.2.2 Changes Might Be Under Way 
 
Equally important are the interpretations of impediments to the US power 
position and some of these are in glaring contrast to what is claimed above. The 
US energy demand contributes to a vulnerable situation of international 
dependence. A simultaneous two-front economic conflict with Europe and East 
Asia could make the US not only losing economic ground but also security 
allies. The problems within the US military forces are profound, through e.g. a 
management crisis, decreased R&D spending and difficulties of staying ahead in 
the revolution of military affairs. A decision to deploy a NMD, as a proof of true 
unilateralism, might ultimately undermine the US power position.  
 
The hard power and anti-Americanism will strike back in several ways. 
Unilateral decisions carry costs. Even if they are successfully imposed on 
foreign states, they build up resistance to cooperation in other areas where US 
interests are at stake. The partnerships with the EU, Latin America and/or 
countries in the Middle East that are believed to be necessary for avoiding a 
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unilateral US, are now partly eroding. The US does not succeed in showing that 
its vision is broader than simply promoting American interests, which will lead 
to a decreasing legitimacy within multilateral institutions. American failures to 
deal with the evolvement of a local and regional anarchy in e.g. Central Asia 
could foster new terrorist platforms as the Al Qaeda. A shift of a society’s 
prevailing values to a more democratic system cannot be changed by acts of 
official policy, not even by the foreign policy of the most powerful country on 
earth.  
 
The rising powers are gaining momentum and e.g. China and the EU might 
eventually turn both big and rich. A pluralism of power will re-establish itself, 
whether the US resists it or not. Only when an advanced civilization controls 
backward ones, domination can endure for long periods and the challenge to the 
American hegemony will come from societies equally advanced.  
 

4.2 Conclusions and Further Research  
 
In addition to interpretations of the US power position, the question addressed 
has been whether there seem to be any impact of modern theories of 
international politics among the elite. The answers reveal two possible 
approaches, one indicating some impact of the different theories (and hence 
making them relevant for policy-orientated estimations) and the other leaning 
more towards a widespread realist academic tradition.  
 
Irrespective of which conclusion is the most accurate, the foreign policy elite 
representatives differ in their empirical understanding of the near future US 
power position. A more or less uniform theoretical approach might still result in 
different expectations of the world order in the years to come. This makes the 
relation between theoretical approach and the actual policy debate seemingly 
subtle with other factors also influencing the elite interpretations. The theoretical 
differences, seen as nuances or more, could still affect the result, but so might 
different personal backgrounds, professions, political party sympathies etc. 
However, a thorough analysis of this question is left for further research.  
 
With facts equally suggesting either a continuously strong or a weakening 
American power, it is quite difficult to predict the outcome – even with the help 
of an experienced foreign policy elite. The multipolar and bipolar world order of 
the past has for some time been superseded of a unipolar system, at least to a 
certain degree (see next page). Much now depends on how countries around the 
world deal with the new system and the key probably lies in the US awareness 
of its own power and how to shape a foreign policy to guide this power. With 
the global information revolution and transnational citizen movements, the 
importance of the constituting elements of power has partly shifted from hard 
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power, as economic and military strength, to power as a precedence of 
interpretation and global agenda setting. The reconstruction of Iraq and the 
gradual execution of the proposed Bush doctrine of pre-emption rather than 
containment could be seen as a test of how well the system works. With the 
National Security Strategy stating that the US will not only defend and preserve, 
but also extend the peace, it seems relevant to believe that how the presidential 
administration handles the power will be crucial for the result, especially if the 
so called “democratic imperialism” will become real.141  
  
Joseph Nye has made an interesting statement on the US power position, with 
elements from the National Security Strategy emphasis on the unparalleled US 
military strength and at the same time great, but not incomparable, economic 
and political influence. According to Nye, power in the 21st century is 
distributed differently in different areas and resembles a three-dimensional chess 
game. On the top board of military issues, the world is unipolar. It is likely to 
remain that way unless Europeans want to double their proportion of GDP spent 
on defense to equal US levels.  
 
The middle board of economic issues is in sharp contrast to the military board. 
Here the world has a multipolar balance of power. The US cannot achieve a 
global trade agreement without the agreement of Europe and others. The bottom 
board of the three-dimensional chess game consists of transnational issues that 
cross borders outside the control of governments, e.g. illegal migration, spread 
of infectious diseases, global climate change and terrorist networks. On this 
board, power is chaotically organised and it makes no sense to speak of 
unipolarity, hegemony or American empire. According to Nye, “US 
unilateralists should remember that those who focus on only one board in a 
three-dimensional game are likely to lose in the long run.”142  
 
As long as the US keeps the precedence of interpretation and attracts others to 
American values and ideas, in addition to a solid base of economic and military 
strength, the US power will most probably last for a foreseeable future.  
 

                                                 
141 During the presidential campaign, Bush spoke about the US foreign policy and emphasized that America’s 
standing in the rest of the world would depend on the way it behaved: “If we are an arrogant nation, they will 
resent us. If we are a humble nation, but strong, they will welcome us.” A highly consequential shift in US 
foreign policy seems to be taking place after 9/11. The US foreign policy doctrine emanating from the National 
Security Strategy is said to contain the virtues of pre-emption as a military and political strategy. This is seen as 
preferred by the neo-conservatives, such as Deputy Secretary of Defense, Paul Wolfowitz, who believes in the 
ability of America to transform the rest of the world and that the US will only find security in a world in which 
American values are widely held and spread. However, the policy is still seen as controversial since e.g. 
Secretary of State Colin Powell, who is considered to be a realist, is opposing this. (Fidler & Baker, “America’s 
Democratic Imperialists: How the Neo-conservatives Rose From Humility to Empire in Two Years”, Financial 
Times, March 6, 2003, p 11)   
142 Nye, “Europe Is Too Powerful to Be Ignored”, Financial Times, March 11, 2003, p 15 
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It would hence be interesting to further analyse to what extent there is an actual 
shift in US foreign policy doctrine and ensuing consequences for the power 
position of its execution.  
 
4.2.1 Final Remarks  
 
With diverging empirical understandings of the world order and the US power 
position among the elite, it is relevant to believe that different signals of policy 
estimations are being sent into the White House. However, does this broad range 
of ideas really correspond to the current US foreign policy, which should be the 
case if the influence on the policy making is real? This is an important question 
for further research, but it seems likely that the political leadership choose a 
specific foreign policy elite of their own, and the whole spectrum of ideas 
referred to in this thesis could possibly not be represented (and neither can all 
prevalent ideas be expected to be covered here143).  
 
With a firm position held by George W. Bush as well as by his most influential 
advisers within the administration, today e.g. the conservative think tank 
American Enterprise Institute, with Richard Perle as a prominent member, is 
considered to exercise a major influence.144 With a different political leadership 
than today, other foreign policy elite representatives and their interpretations 
would be more apparent and important for the policy making, probably with 
implications for the actual US power position.145 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
143 There is only a sample of the US foreign policy elite interpretations that are analysed in this thesis.  
144 Perle, a former Reagan administration official, was until the end of March also chairman of the Defense 
Policy Board, an advisory Board to the Pentagon. (Fidler & Baker, “America’s Democratic Imperialists: How 
the Neo-conservatives Rose From Humility to Empire in Two Years”, Financial Times, March 6, 2003, p 11) 
145 As an example: During a SIPRI conference (see appendix 3), former National Security Adviser to Clinton, 
Samuel R. Berger, expressed his opinions as clearly diverging from the current Bush administration. Berger used 
a terminology of an ongoing war of ideas and emphasized the US need of a broad international support to avoid 
an anti-American backlash. A unilateral approach is according to him an unsustainable policy alternative. These 
ideas are in accordance with the opinions of quite a few of the foreign policy elite representatives presented in 
this thesis.  
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APPENDIX 1 – ACRONYMS   
 
AIDS  Acquired Immunodeficiency Syndrome  

AMF  Asian Monetary Fund  

BUSD  Billion US Dollars 

CAP  Common Agricultural Policy 

CFR  Council on Foreign Relations 

CIS  Commonwealth of Independent States  

CRFTA  Cross Regional Free Trade Agreement   

CSIS   Center for Strategic and International Studies  

DOD  Department of Defense   

EU  European Union 

FDI  Foreign Direct Investment   

FTAA   Free Trade Area of the Americas  

GDP  Gross National Product 

HIV  Human Immunodeficiency Virus 

IMF  International Monetary Fund   

IR  International Relations 

IT  Information Technology    

MIT  Massachusetts Institute of Technology   

NAFTA  North American Free Trade Agreement   

NATO   North Atlantic Treaty Organization  

NIC   National Intelligence Council   

NMD  National Missile Defense     

NSC  National Security Council     

OPEC  Organization of the Petroleum Exporting Countries  

R&D  Research and Development   

RMA  Revolution in Military Affairs    

SIPRI  Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
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TPA  Trade Promotion Authority 

UN  United Nations 

US  United States  

WB  World Bank  

WTO  World Trade Organization 
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APPENDIX 3 –  
INTERVIEW AND MEETING SUMMARIES  
 
An informal interview about the US power position was carried out 
November 1, 2002, with the CFR members Edward R. Fried and Luciana 
Borio:  
 
According to Fried and Borio, neither China nor Russia or Japan, are seen as 
potential challengers to the US power position in the foreseeable future. If any, 
the EU is perceived as a potential peer competitor and especially Germany. The 
economic development is believed to be pivotal, and this is depending on the 
achievements of the Lisbon-agenda (aimed at making the EU the world’s most 
competitive market by 2010) and the Common Agricultural Policy (CAP). 
However, this process is not expected to become smooth and France in 
particular is seen as an impediment for a steady progress.  
 
Fried is criticizing the American Farm Bill and the steel agreements as 
protectionist measures and as a way only to secure the Trade Promotion 
Authority (TPA). He is in favor of the WTO free trade negotiations and of the 
Doha Development Agenda.   
 
Regarding the US national economic problems, Fried and Borio conceive that 
the US will continue to adapt its economy to whatever conditions are prevailing 
(as has always been the case) and hence they expect the US economic 
dominance to remain. This is according to them also valid for the energy 
security and demographic situation. When required, the American society will 
decrease the energy consumption and find new energy resources. However, they 
believe that unilateralism is not a sustainable US policy and that a multilateral 
system will eventually prevail.  
 
As a final comment, the CSIS is believed to play an important role influencing 
the current presidential administration. The CFR and Brookings Institution are 
said to mainly consist of Democrats.  
 
The development in China is said to be of major relevance for the US power 
position, and the following are comments from two telephone conferences 
with the CSIS fellows Kurt M. Campbell, Derek J. Mitchell and Bates Gill, 
January 28 and March 24, 2003: 
 
The Sino-US relation is seen as the best in a long time, even though it might 
have soured a bit due to the war in Iraq. China is dependent on Middle Eastern 
oil and dislikes the US principles of power politics and threats to sovereignty 
(with reference to the situation in Taiwan and Tibet). In the post-9/11 
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environment, the Bush-administration sees China as a major player “at the 
grown up-table” with the US, EU, Russia and Japan. In the Asian region, the 
focus is on a growing China (e.g. as the number one receiver of global FDI like 
Japan in the past) and not on the US, despite the American military and 
economic power. Asia is seen as a major theater for conflict while China at the 
same time wants to have a stable region to be able to grow.  
 
China has just witnessed a transition to a new set of leaders, in last November 
(for the party) and in March (for the government and parliament). Hu Jintao has 
become Party Secretary as well as President, while Jiang Zemin will remain 
Chairman of the Central Military Commission. His shadow is expected to persist 
over Hu Jintao. The nine-member Standing Committee of the Politbureau 
consists of technocrats, without education from abroad (compared to the 
previous leaders) and where most of them are from the highly developed coastal 
area and predominantly from Shanghai (also a reminder of Jiang’s continued 
influence).  
 
The economic development remains strong and according to the official figures, 
the economic growth has been 8-10 % annually during the last ten years. During 
the coming three years, it is expected to reach about 5-6 % annually. China 
relies on FDI, on foreign technology imports and input of foreign managerial 
expertise. The energy security is claimed to be of a paramount importance. 
Certain sectors will suffer, and suffers, from the WTO membership, e.g. the 
agricultural sector that employs 50-60 % of the Chinese population. Within the 
Chinese banking industry, 28 % of the loans are non-performing (and the real 
figure might be twice as high). The economic challenges are primarily to 
maintain the remarkable economic growth from past years and to absorb the 
redundant labor from closed state-owned sectors, as well as to handle a 
continued influence from the East coast within the top management. How will 
the other regions be developed? 
 
The socioeconomic challenges include the growing floating population, i.e. 120 
million people moving from the countryside to the urban cities (often ending up 
as employed on construction sites and in illegal occupations as commercial sex 
workers). The HIV/AIDS crisis in China is another acute challenge. It can be as 
much as 15 million people infected by the end of the decade (the official 
estimation is 10 million by 2010). This will place China as number one or two as 
the most infected country and the epidemics will flow into the mainstream 
society. The government is seen as incapable to solve this, grappling with other 
problems as unemployment, environmental degradation and the many old state 
companies.  
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Is an IT-revolution expected in China? The Chinese leadership is still blocking 
the free flow of information through internet. Nevertheless, China is glancing 
towards India and its IT-revolution since Asia did not rush into the 2000 bubble 
and is not hurt as bad as e.g. Europe and the US.  
 
Hence, many challenges are mentioned, but there are also major opportunities 
according to the CSIS fellows. “You got to be in China, a tremendous boom is 
expected.”  The Olympics 2008 are seen as contributing to this optimism and 
dynamism.  
 
Speech by Samuel R. Berger, former National Security Adviser, at a SIPRI 
conference in Stockholm, March 3, 2003, on the subject of “Iraq - the Day 
After and US-European Relations”:  
 
Berger is criticizing the war on Iraq as a US enterprise and sees a risk for 
turmoil in the Middle Eastern region as well as an anti-American backlash. The 
US needs according to him a broad international support and the transatlantic 
partnership is of major importance.  
 
Europe and the US have different threat perceptions at the moment. The EU has 
a growing integration and the security is increasing. The US is since 911 
experiencing a period of its greatest insecurity ever. The risks of inaction are 
seen as profound.  
 
After every major war, a new security system has been established, e.g. the 
League of Nations after World War I and UN, NATO and IMF after World War 
II. After 911 it is a world of disorder and there are prospects of a growing chaos. 
According to Berger it is better with a continued US power than with a power 
vacuum. The US and Europe need to work together in a world of disorder to 
build global peace. Berger sees an ongoing war of ideas of freedom, tolerance 
and democracy.  
 
According to Berger, the US is parting Europe for the war on Iraq, not for a 
longer period. But there should be personal meetings between the presidents to 
avoid a further drifting apart. Muscles are being flexed on both sides of the 
Atlantic Sea, and it is hard to back down from e.g. Schröder’s position since he 
has made a national policy issue of it.  
 
Berger claims that he is not a pacifist, but that it is rather an obligation to go to 
war where the situation is conceived as unjust. However, if the US participates 
in the war, there is also a tremendous obligation for the future: to secure the oil 
fields, give Iraq territorial integrity in the region, to solve the humanitarian task 
of 63 % of the Iraqi people receiving its food from the UN, stabilization, 
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reconstruction, some kind of representative governance – even though it is far to 
go to a full democracy.  
 
However, North Korea rather than Iraq is the real and urgent crisis. North Korea 
is on the verge of using a nuclear reactor and the only thing that (some) 
countries are willing to buy from North Korea is a nuclear weapons assembly 
line.  
 
In summon, Sandy Berger describes his view of the US agenda 20-25 years 
ahead, with a focus on the war on terrorism, environment, the gap between rich 
and poor countries and conflict solution in the Middle East. Historically the US 
has been rather isolationist and it is first during the second half of the 20th 
century that it has achieved a more dominant role. In all circumstances there is a 
need for allies. A unilateral approach to the world is not a sustainable approach.  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 




