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ABSTRACT

The United States has been known for its isolationist, neutrality and noninterventionist
tendencies since independence as a result of the caution sounded by its founding fathers, such
as George Washington, that future foreign policy makers should ensure they do not involve
the state in any permanently entangling alliances. Things, however, changed after World War
Il when the US saw the need to exert its influence on the world stage to advance its interest
by spreading their values through a multilateral system. The US has been accorded the
founder of the current multilateral system after leading the creation of the United Nations and
its agencies through funding and provision of leadership since 1945. The expectation is that
being the founders of the present multilateral system, the US, as a leader, will always stick to
a multilateral approach to world problems. This has often not been the case as a lot of the
presidents have either resorted to unilateralism or multilateralism or both in tackling world
problems. The September 11 attack on the World Trade Centre and the Pentagon presents an
era where America’s power has been tested by terrorists and what everyone looks out for is
how her leaders will approach the issue. This research studies how the first two presidents,
George Bush Jr. and Barack Obama, who came after the September 11 attack, approached the
challenge in the context of going it alone or involving alliances. What the researcher realised
is that generally, analysts are divided, up to date, as to which of the two leaders was
unilaterally or multilaterally oriented. Basing on related literature about the issues and
inferring from face-to-face interviews, the researcher discovered that the policies and
approaches of these leaders were determined by factors such as level of relationship between
the president and Congress, War on Terror, personal attributes of the leaders, national interest
among others. These determinants to a large extent influenced how Bush Jr. and Barack
Obama accepted or shunned unilateralism or multilateralism in executing their policies. After
careful analysis, the study revealed that President Barack Obama firmly embraced
multilateral approach to solving world problems while Bush Jr. preferred unilateralism on the
average. It is recommended that, in spite of achieving the national interest, the US might
show considerable commitment to multilateral agreements as an example of leadership for
others to emulate. It is also recommended that Congress and the Executive be encouraged to
maintain bipartisanship to promote programmes and policies of international interest.
Finally, the US might consider increasing aid to terror prone regions since terrorism, in part,
emanates from economic deprivation.



CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

1.1 Background

The growing interconnectedness and interdependence of states have brought about the
development of several concepts by International Relations (IR) scholars to define the
relationships, interactions and actions that are undertaken by actors in the international
system. Prominent among these concepts are unilateralism, bilateralism and multilateralism.
The approaches for implementing foreign policies of countries in the international system are
particularly measured by these three terms. Thus, implementation of foreign policies of

countries can be described as unilateral, bilateral or multilateral.

Unilateralism is an International Relations concept which connotes the situation where a
single country attempts to undertake a course of action without regard for norms and
principles set by multilateral international agreements. It is always a one sided action by one
country and has the tendency to disregard the plight of other countries. Usually, powerful
countries with enough resources are those who engage in unilateral foreign policies around
the world. The United States (US) attack on Iraq against the stance of the United Nations
(UN) is a typical example. Mr Kofi Annan, the then UN Secretary General in an interview
with the Guardian newspaper reportedly reiterated that the US invasion of Irag, which lasted

for one month fourteen days, was illegal and a breach of the UN charter.

Bilateralism or bilateral cooperation in the international system connotes an agreement
between two countries based on mutual benefits. Agreements set out in bilateral cooperation
are binding on only the two states involved. The US, for example, had a bilateral agreement

with Ghana before the sending of the two Guantanamo Bay detainees, (Mohammed Bin Atef



and Mohammed Salih al- Dhuby), to Ghana. Bilateralism continues to exist and is employed

by countries to achieve mutual benefits.

Multilateralism is a concept in International Relations which denotes cooperation among
several countries to achieve a common objective in the international system. Although the
concept was active during the concert of Europe, it became prominent with the formation of
the United Nations Organization (UNO) on 24" October, 1945. The US is said to be the
originator of multilateral cooperation after World War Two (WWII) when the UNO was

formed.

The foreign policies of countries have mostly been determined by their leaders. The decision
to take an action in the international system unilaterally, bilaterally or multilaterally usually
lies in the bosom of the foreign policy makers, especially the leader. The Foreign Policy
Decision (FPD) usually taken by these leaders are viewed through these three conceptual
spectacles. Thus, based on the process involved, foreign policy analysts are able to say

whether ones action in the international system is unilateral, bilateral or multilateral.

Foreign policy analysts often attempt to align with one of these three concepts. The choice is
usually based on the prevailing national and international attributes. While it is common to
find states with strong military and economic might pursuing unilateral decisions at the
expense of laid down multilateral principles, countries with weaker military and economic

might most often depend on multilateral principles and protocols to settle their impasses.

Joseph Nye, in his article “America Can’t Go It Alone”, opines that certain classical issues
are predominantly multilateral and to manage those issues inherently requires multilateral.t
He, however, hastened to add that not all multilateral agreements are feasible and therefore

emphasized that, countries could resort to unilateralism occasionally.? Nye went further to



assert that unilateral tactics sometimes lead to compromises which has the tendency to

promote multilateral interest.’

International organizations such as the United Nations (UN), the International Bank for
Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), International Monetary Fund (IMF), etc. whose
interests are tied around building a just and an equitable international system, have been
major advocates of multilateralism. In an article published by the Centre for Strategic and
International Studies (CSIS), Cohen, Nye and Armitage emphasized that it is better for the
US to invest in multilateral organizations than to undertake unilateral military actions in
remote countries. The opinion of the authors of the report was that multilateral cooperation
attracts many different countries to global projects and that will result in a balanced

redistribution of global resources to achieve global action.*

The United States foreign policy decision making has been characterized by two of these
three contending concepts: unilateralism and multilateralism. These two concepts have
dominated US foreign policy decision making, and it is primarily based on the leadership that
prevails at a particular period as well as the dominating domestic and international
phenomenon. The prevalence of unilateralism and multilateralism in US foreign policy issues

has conspicuous historical antecedents.

Firstly, ever since, George Washington, the first president of the US cautioned future US
foreign policy decision makers to avoid any permanently entangling foreign alliances, both
the citizens and the leadership of US foreign policy making abided by the warning. For
almost two centuries (1776 to 1945), the foreign policy of the US was purely isolationism and
neutrality in the international system. The US acting solitary in the international milieu is

what has been tagged in the US foreign policy decision making history as unilateralism. It



was the Spanish American war that marked the first stage where the US decided to enter into

the broader world stage to exert her influence in the international system.®

At any given moment, whether the decision makers of the day will choose unilateralism or
multilateralism will depend upon what foreign policy objective they intend to achieve and the
prevailing circumstances affecting the national interest of the state. Foreign policies are
designed to achieve the national interest which means that for most countries they are
prepared to forgo international multilateral norms if that could be a stumbling block on their
way to achieving the national interest. For instance, John lkenberry argues that every
hegemon, after assuming victory, will do everything possible to exercise a unilateral
leadership to exert its world order.® Nye also posits that countries which develop buoyant
economies are more likely to undertake unilateral decisions. His argument was based on the
premise that developed countries have all the military and economic capabilities which are

able to assist them to enforce their foreign policy interests.’

Holsti defined foreign policy as “ideas or actions designed by policy makers to solve a
problem or promote some change in policies, attitudes, actions of another state or states,

individual or non-state actors”.®

This definition is an indication that foreign policy is usually geared towards desire for change
in policy of the state involved and the ability to influence the policies of other international

actors.

In foreign policy decision making in the US, presidents are much more likely to be tagged
unilateralist or multilateralist based on the modus operandi for achieving foreign policy
objectives. In a post 9/11 era, two leaders have both successfully served two terms of eight
years: George Bush Jr. and Barrack Obama. There is a growing contention as to which of

these two adopted a unilateral or multilateral approach in their foreign policies. While a



greater number of foreign policy analysts believe that Bush Jr. was more of a unilateralist
compared to Obama, others beg to differ by stating that Obama’s approach had no much

variation from that of Bush Jr.

For instance, Lindsay contributed to the argument by emphasising that Bush Jr. was an
undoubted unilateralist who held the belief that the best way to achieve the national interest
was through a unilateral exercise of US powers. He buttressed his claim by citing the
withdrawal of US from several multilateral agreements such as the Kyoto Protocol, the Anti-
Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty among others.® Tom Farer also described the Bush Doctrine
as a unilateral action.!® On the contrary, John Lyman’s article in the International Policy
Digest*! clearly backed the fact that Obama favoured multilateralism when he referred to

Obama’s 2009 UN General Assembly address.*?

1.2 Statement of the Research Problem

The UN was formed to bring different countries together to fight for a common objective
with the aim of providing solutions in a multilateral approach to world problems.*® The role
of the US in leading the formation of the UN, however, marked a diversion from George

Washington’s preferred isolationism and neutrality.'*

In American domestic political discourse, one major interesting element is the making and
administration of the foreign policy of the state. A very prominent individual who comes to
mind accordingly is the president. A consisted foreign policy principles of the president is
often called a doctrine.’® In spite of the fact that there are legal structures responsible for the
making of US foreign policies, yet it becomes imperative that at a certain point in time, the

president is given the discretion to adopt a certain foreign policy approach to deal with



international problems.*® This shows that the ideologies, beliefs, statements, conduct, choices,

etc., of the president are vital in US foreign policy administration.

On Tuesday morning of September 11 2001, the US experienced an extremely shocking
crack in their homeland security. A group of terrorists, made up of nineteen young men, had
managed to high jack four commercial planes of which two crashed into the historic and
magnificent World Trade Center, one crashing into the Pentagon and the fourth high jacked
plane, United Airlines Flight 93, crashed into a field in Somerset County, Pennsylvania.'’
The incident, nonetheless, brought major changes in the foreign policy approach of the US
towards the rest of the world. Laws on immigration were made tighter and the US went into

war in Afghanistan, etc.'®

In a post 9/11 era, two presidents have both successfully served their two terms of eight years
each and International Relations scholars are interested in knowing which approach was
adopted by each of the president. In the Grand Strategy roundtable analysis, John
Mearsheimer of the University of Chicago opined that the second term of Bush’s
administration and the entire presidency of Obama followed a massive continuity with same

basic goals.*®

On the other hand, Lindsay argued that there were astronomic differences in the foreign
policy perception of Bush Jr. and Obama.?’ To his understanding, Bush had terrorism as his
main agenda and rubbished the notion that allies and international institutions should limit
America’s quest for freedom to wage war on terror. Obama, according to Lindsay, saw

terrorism as a trans-national canker that needed cooperation from other countries to fight it.

Several comparative studies have been done extensively between Bush Jr. and Barack Obama
on foreign policies towards areas like Africa, Middle East, War on Terror, Defence, etc.

However, there is a lack of adequate literature that tends to extensively discuss unilateralism



and multilateralism as major concepts in a post 9/11 US foreign policy and how these choices
played key roles in tackling the world problems that Americans faced. Yet, the issue of
unilateralism and multilateralism continue to be relevant as to which of these two leaders
adopted either of the concepts as his strategy. While some scholars believe Bush Jr. favoured
a unilateralist foreign policy approach, others believe Obama preferred a multilateral
approach. There are others who also believe there were no significant changes in the

approaches adopted by either of the two presidents.

The aim of this research is to provide a post 9/11 comparative study of US foreign policies of
George Bush Jr. and Barrack Obama in the area of unilateral and multilateral approaches to

world problems.

1.3 Research Questions
1. What factors determined the foreign policies of Bush Jr. after 9/11?

2. To what extent did unilateralism or multilateralism affect the foreign policy
orientation of Bush Jr.?

3. What factors determined the foreign policy of Barack Obama?

4. To what extent did unilateralism or multilateralism affect the foreign policy

orientation of Barack Obama?

1.4 Research Objectives

The general objective of this research is to provide an insight into the foreign policy approach
of Bush Jr. and Barack Obama through a comparative study. However, the following are the

specific objectives of the study.



1. To determine the factors which underpinned the foreign policies of Bush Jr. after
9/11;

2. To understand the extent to which unilateralism or multilateralism affected the foreign
policy orientation of Bush Jr.;

3. To discover the factors which determined the foreign policies of Barack Obama,;

4. To understand the extent to which unilateralism or multilateralism affected the foreign

policy orientation of Barrack Obama.

1.5 Scope of the Study

The research is basically a comparative study of Bush Jr. and Barrack Obama in their
foreign policy approaches in the areas of unilateralism and multilateralism. The study
examines the extent to which these approaches played key roles in the foreign policy
administration of the two past presidents. The period covered the events after the 9/11
attack through to the end of the Barrack Obama regime. Nonetheless, the research draws
some lessons from pre 9/11 era and makes references to extra US foreign illustrations
where necessary. The post-Bush Jr. and Obama era foreign policy issues under Trump are

also considered for the purpose of comparison, where applicable

1.6 Rationale of the Study

The foreign policy administration of Bush Jr. and Barack Obama has generated ideological
discrepancies among notable scholars like John Measheimer, Lindsey, and a host of others
who are divided between the foreign policy approaches of these two leaders. While some
think the approaches were not the same, others feel they were the same. This contention has
created a leeway for students of foreign policy to undertake a research to examine

comparatively the foreign policy approach of these two distinguished leaders in order to



discover who was a unilateralist or a multilateralist by examining the actions of these leaders

and the various arguments churned by some of the already mentioned scholars.

The research is also significant given the fact that these two leaders are the first to
successfully complete their full tenures after 9/11 and so it is apt to examine their foreign

policies to understand how each of them delivered his policies.

In addition, this research is an opportunity to add up to the literature since there are woefully
inadequate literature that tends to provide a comparative study of these leaders in terms of

their unilateral or multilateral engagement with the rest of the world.

Moreover, the research gives an insight into the relevance and challenges of multilateralism

and unilateralism in foreign policy implementation.

1.7 Hypothesis

The foreign policy approach of President George Bush Jr. was, to a larger extent, unilateral,

whereas that of President Barrack Obama was, to a larger extent, multilateral.

1.8 Theoretical Framework

The Rational Actor Model (RAM) constitutes the theoretical framework for the research. The
model was developed by Graham T. Allison, an American political scientist, a professor and
founding dean of the Kennedy School of Government, and an Assistant Secretary of Defence
for Policy and Plans during the Clinton Administration.?! The model was developed in 1971
to explain rational decision taken by the US foreign policy leaders during the Cuban Missile

Crisis that existed between the US under President J.F Kennedy and the Union of Soviet



Socialist Republics (USSR) under Chairman Nikita Khrushchev in 1962 in his book, “The

Essence of Decision”.?2

In his work, Allison asserts that the behaviour of the state is synonymous with any perfect
individual. According to him, an individual is ordinarily assumed to possess inherent
situational knowledge about things around him and he is, thus, assumed to know what is good
and what is bad, what he wants and what he does not want and so in any given situation, the
individual will analyse the impact of his choice before he makes a decision. According to

Allison, the individual will always make the choice with maximum utility or benefit.

The conduct of states in the international arena is based on the assumption that states consider
all options available and act rationally to increase their profit by choosing that which is more
beneficial. The assumptions of the Rational Actor Model include: Firstly, the state
(represented by government) is the principal and unitary actor in the international system,
secondly, the government analyses a set of values, assesses them according to their costs and
benefits and rank them in order of preferences and, lastly, chooses the option with the

greatest benefits.?3

According to Tulasi, the model provides an avenue for explaining actions of states in the
international system by recounting the objectives and calculations made by the states
concerned.?* In this case, rationality is based on the goals and objectives of the actor and not

necessarily the standards set by other body or bodies.

Allison expands his arguments by emphasizing that actions of the unitary actor is primarily
based on rational choice and this rational choice has four components: Goals and Objectives,
Options, Consequences and Choice.?® The Goals and Objectives represent the ideas and
desired results that the actor hopes to attain. Allison posits that issues of national security and

national interest comprise the prominent categories in which the goals and objectives

10



originate. He buttresses his point by stressing that states seek security first before a host of

other objectives.?®

A second characteristic of the rational choice has to do with option. This refers to the
available methods, techniques, etc., through which an actor employs to achieve his goals.
Option is an indication that there are several opportunities out of which the individual can
choose from. The individual organizes his options in order of degree and choose the choice

which is most beneficial.

A third characteristic of a rational choice is consequences. It connotes the evaluation of the
alternative courses of action, one after the other, to see the option with the greatest utility. In
the views of Allison, evaluation of each alternative course of action generates a number of
consequences. The most appropriate consequence is made up of benefits and costs relevant to

strategic goals and objectives.?’

The fourth and final characteristic is choice. According to Allison, choice constitutes value
maximization. After considering all the alternative course of actions and their effects, the
rational actor selects the option whose consequences rank highest in relation to his goals and
objectives.?® The rational actor has the advantage of resorting to the next option with the

highest rank should the first choice backfire.?®

In short, the rational choice of the rational actor, according to Allison, stems from strategic
goals and values, perceived alternative courses of action, an estimation of varied
consequences of the alternative options and a deductive evaluation of the consequences to

enable the actor make a choice.®°

In the event of the Cuban Missile Crisis (CMC), President, J F Kennedy was shown a

photograph as evidence that the Soviets were erecting forty (40) ballistic missile sites in

11



Cuba. A strike of a missile could easily reach the US and capable of hitting places like
Washington D.C, Mexico City and even Canada, therefore, threatening US security. The US,

as a result, conceived the goal to ensure that the missile based is evacuated. 3!

Kennedy and his security advisors met to discuss the issue and came out with three courses of
action to achieve their goal. The three options were to dialogue with the Soviets to do away
with the missile site in Cuba; to utterly bomb the site in Cuba; or lastly, to block the Island
with the US navy. Finally, the US resorted to blockade of the Island. Kennedy had the

alternative plan of bombing the site should the first option fail.?

Allison developed the Model in 1969 after critically examining the circumstances and
decision making process of Kennedy in the CMC. The US was represented by a unified
national actor, the president and his government, who understood the problems; sought for
options as course of dealing with the situation; calculated and ranked the consequences of

each of the three options and finally settling on the option with the maximum value.

The assumptions of the model, wittingly or unwittingly, conform to the realists’ position on
the behaviour of states in the international system. Realists profess four major assumptions

among others, and these are briefly discussed below.

The first assumption is that the state is a principal and major actor in the international system.
States®® are the key unit of analysis. This therefore makes the realist define the study of
international relations as study of interaction among states. Realists put emphasis on the state
because they posit that the state is the only entity, as a result of its sovereignty, vested with
the monopoly of legitimate use of force to settle conflict within its territory and between itself
and other states and international actors. Realists admit the existence of international
organizations and other individual actors but they are considered less important. They put the

state higher above all other bodies in the international system.

12



The second assumption is that the state is a unitary actor just as a single individual which
speaks with one voice.>* Government is the agent of the state with one policy and one voice

for the entire state.

Thirdly, realists posit that the state is a rational actor with goals and objectives.® The state
searches for the means to achieve its goals and objectives through a cost benefit analysis. The

preference with the maximum benefit to attain the goal is chosen.

Final assumption is that the international system is anarchical.® This refers to lack of central
government, in the international system, to enforce law and order between and among states.
In an anarchical international system, states act to advance their national interest without
recourse to multilateral international norms. They hold the belief that due to the anarchical

nature, every state must employ its own survival methods.

Idealists argue that rational choice arrived at by the unitary actor is by no means better that
the rational choice chosen by international organizations or multilateral entities. ldealist
elaborate their stance to indicate that several countries come together to form a multilateral
organization and these organizations follow a rational choice approach to make a decision.
The rational decision made by multilateral organizations is what idealists’ belief is much

better than that of the individual actor.
The strengths of the model include but not limited to the following:

The decision that the state will arrive at is consistent and with high quality due to the fact that
the model employs scientific method of investigation. Moreover, one understands the
rationale behind the actions of states in the international system. For example, it helps the
researcher to know why a government decides to undertake unilateral actions or cooperate

with multilateral organizations.®’
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The model has received multimillion backlashes from critics. The theory has been criticized
on the basis that in most cases the person who makes the decision differs from the one who
implements the decision and so where the preferences of the decision maker and the

implementer differ the intended goals might not be achieved.

Moreover, the rational decision approach requires careful consideration of facts and figures

and this may take time thereby delaying decision making.

Over reliance on scientific facts and figures without paying particular emphasis on the

environment and sensitive human relationships and values have no place in rationality.

The Rational Actor Model is relevant to the study of the foreign policies of Bush Jr. and
Barrack Obama in the sense that until 1945, US had unilaterally conducted its foreign policy
through George Washington’s policy of isolationism and neutrality. Isolationism meant that

the US should not be involved in any permanent alliance that will entangle the state.®®

The US changed its foreign policy approach by playing leading role to form the United
Nations Organization in 1945, and other multilateral organizations such as the IMF, IBRD
etc., after WWII. After 1945, US commitment to multilateral institutions such as the UN has
received uproar.®® This model will help to understand why US foreign policy leaders continue
to shift attention between unilateralism and multilateralism with particular reference to

foreign policies of two past foreign policy leaders: Bush Jr. and Barrack Obama.

1.9 Literature Review

There are numerous literatures on the concepts of unilateralism and multilateralism as two
opposing foreign policy approaches and how they affect decisions of leaders. Besides, in an

attempt to understand the policy approaches of Bush Jr. and Barack Obama, various scholars
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have written extensively to illustrate their view on how these two leaders conducted their

foreign policies.
Multilateralism, bilateralism and unilateralism in foreign policy

Atsushi Tago is a professor of international Relations at the school of Political Science and
Economics at the University of Waseda who has contributed immensely towards defining the
interactions that exist among countries in their foreign policy making and administration.*°
Tago posits that international relations scholars have been working around the clock to
demonstrate how diplomatic relations between and among countries may be understood by
distinguishing their foreign policy interactions based on unilateralism, bilateralism and

multilateralism.*!

Tago underscores two approaches used by scholars to explain the relationship among states:
the quantity-based and the quality based. He emphasises that the quantity criterion is based
on numbers and where the number of states involved are three or more the relationship is
multilateral. This makes all the institutions constituted at the end of the WWII multilateral.
Examples of such organizations include UN, IMF, IBRD, among others. Interactions between
only two states are bilateral; making the Cold War interaction between the US and Russia a

typical example, and the situation where only one state is involved is unilateral.*?

The quality based approach involves following international principles, protocols and paying
more attention to international bodies. Under the quality based approach, countries which pay
attention and respect to international norms are regarded as multilateral, and where a single
country bye-passes internationally accepted regulations and conducts its activities is termed
unilateral. The quality based classifies states foreign policy approaches into either multilateral

or unilateral.*®
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The contribution of Tago indicates that unilateralism and multilateralism are defined in
various ways just as they may be applied differently in international relations. In other words,

multilateralism is has no monolithic meaning.

American Exceptionalism at Crossroads

Seogjong Song in his work titled, “American Exceptionalism at Crossroads” sets to
contribute towards understanding the case of unilateral and multilateral foreign policy
approaches in US foreign policy. His work provides insight into how the phrase American
Exceptionalism serves as a major force underpinning US foreign policy. His work looks at
how the phrase has evolved over time in almost every administration in the US. In other
words, different administrations use the term to imply different things.** The author indicates
that American exceptionalism has been applied differently by different leaders in foreign

policy to achieve their goals.

Seongjong provides a scholarly definition based on the work of Tomes. He described
American Exceptionalism as a term adopted by authors and historians to signify the
uniqueness of American society and their role in the world.*® Generally, Seonjgon defined
American Exceptionalism as a conception that America is qualitatively different from all
other nations. The term is just more than one monolithic ideology as it in cooperates issues
ranging from religious liberty and political freedom to justice, economic prosperity, social
mobility, equality before the law, egalitarianism, democracy, individuality, etc. The term has
now developed into three other narratives namely: examplarism, expansionism and

exemptionalism.*®

John Winthrop’s “a City upon a Hill” sermon in 1630 is an early example of American
Exceptionalism. His sermon admonishes Americans to be an example in charity, affection
and unity to the world.*
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Alexis de Tocqueville in his book, “Democracy in America” described the US as exceptional,
thus they are qualitatively unique from all other nations based on their democracy.

Democracy is the centre of American exceptionalism.*®

Joseph Stalin of the Soviet Union also used the term differently when he received the news
that the leader of America’s Communist party, Jay Lovestone, had refused to lead the
ploretariat into a political revolution like the rest of Europe, calling on Lovestone to put an

end to this “heresy of American exceptionalism”*°

Speeches of early fathers such as George Washington, John Adams and James Monroe
emphasised American exceptionalism. Expressions such as: we are chosen people; we are
blessed not to be like other countries, etc. sowed some seed for future leaders to feel

exceptional and made the attempt to expand their values across the continents.*

Finally, American exceptionalism, according to Seogjong has become a campaign tool for
showing a sense of patriotism from the 1980s to date and the most dramatic is in the times of

Bush Jr. and Barrack Obama.

American exceptionalism was the driving force for the Bush Doctrine: Pre-emptive strikes,
war on terror, spread of democracy, taking unilateral measures, withdrawing from
international protocols etc. Bush tells the US he has a direct mission from God to be president
and he is prepared to lead the world unilaterally into a dawn of a new era.! Barrack Obama,
after several accusations and counter accusations from his political opponents that he is an
unpatriotic American because he has abandoned American exceptionalism, finally admits he
believes in American exceptionalism just as Greeks believe in Greek exceptionalism and
British believe in British exceptionalism. President Obama takes the exceptionalism mantra

to another level by emphasising that America cannot exempt itself from rules that apply to
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everyone. Obama indicates that US demand for exemption from common multilateral norms

amounts to retreat not leadership.®2

In short American exceptionalism is applied and has come to assume different understanding
by different administrations and that determines whether the leader’s foreign policy approach

will be unilateralist or multilatralist.

Is American Multilateralism In Decline?

John Ikenberry, a renowned professor of International Relation and US Foreign Policy at the
Woodrow Wilson School of Public and International Affairs at Princeton University, wrote
about the foreign policy approach of Bush Jr. about five years later before the coming of
Obama as a president. His work is entitled, “Is American Multilateralism in Decline?”
Ikenberry is one of the earliest analysts who posit that US foreign policy under Bush Jr. took

a unilateral turn.%?

Ikenberry, in developing his thesis, recounts the history and success of the US in the growth
and development of multilateralism after WWII, more than half a century. He contends that
the US led in building an international order arranged around multilateral organizations, rule-
based treaties and alliance partnerships and these successes, he claims, were giving way
under Bush Jr. to an assertive unilateralism. The central idea of his argument is that the US is
never doomed when it decides to undertake unilateral stance, due to the unipolar power it has
attained after the Cold War and its opportunities which makes it easy for the US to act
unilaterally. He, however, was quick to point out that given the cost and burden that acting
alone will bring upon the US, it is more desirable and better for the US to maintain its

multilateral predisposition built over the years.%*
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Ikenberry did not mince words to describe Bush Jr. as a defiant unilateralist who is sceptical
about multilateralism, leading to the rejection and withdrawal of the US from several
international protocols and agreements. He mentions the Rome Status of the International
Criminal Court (ICC), the Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change and the unilateral withdrawal

from the 1970s Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty as some few examples.*®

He posits, among many other revelations, that the US under Bush Jr. was particularly severe
when it came to matters of security. According him, Bush did not hide his unilateralist
emotions towards the rest of the world emphasizing that when it comes to the matters of US

security no state can dictate for the US.%®

Ikenberry concludes that the rise to unipolarity and a hegemon is not enough reason for US
recent adoption of unilateralism in its foreign policy nor is the US doomed to shed its
multilateral beliefs. He maintains that the position of US as world’s most powerful state
creates the opportunity for the US undertake unilateral policies but he suggests that looking at
the cost involved in unilateral actions, it will be better for the US to always embrace

multilateralism so others can share the cost involved.

The Bush Revolution: Remaking of America’s Foreign Policy

The Bush revolution: Remaking of America’s Foreign Policy, by Professors Ivo H. Daalder,
President of Chicago Council on Global Affairs and James M. Lindsay, Senior Vice President
and Director of Studies for the Council of Foreign Relations,®" put emphasis on the various
changes that take place during the Bush Jr. administration, ranging from his foreign policy
approach, his attitude towards foreign policy to war on terror, among others. Based on his
attitude and knowledge towards foreign policy, for example, a lot of pundits, according to
Lindsay and Daalder, hold the view that he was naive about foreign policy issues and that his
appointees treated him as a pawn when it came to foreign policy; what even confirms this
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belief was the appointment of Condoleezza Rice, who had been an advisor on Soviet Union
to Bush Sr., together with seven other Republican experts on foreign affairs who were
popularly called the Vulcans. This opinion turns out to be flawed as his own foreign policy
appointees admitted that Bush Jr. really knew what he was about when it came to foreign

affairs.

The campaign message of Bush Jr., prior to his election sought to cast slur on Clinton’s
involvement of US in foreign affairs. Bush unequivocally expressed the worries that Clinton
had overextended US presence abroad, a situation that many thought would resort to
isolationism and keep to his campaign promise that he would concentrate on domestic affairs.
This also turned out to be the reverse since his administration focused mostly on international
affairs to the extent of seeking Senate approval to increase military funding for the War on
Terror in 2001.%8 As a president, Bush admits that he was not against Clinton’s involvement

in world affairs only that he was against involving the US in secondary matters.>®

On their specificity about his foreign policy approach, Daalder and Lindsay rightly
hammered how US foreign policy was revolutionised under Bush Jr. from multilateralism to
unilateral tendencies. In a similar thinking with Ikenberry,®® Daalder and Lindsay also
recounts America’s effort in building a multilateral world order after WWII with the
establishment of NATO and WTO, among others. They claim that instead of the Bush Jr.
administration riding on the benefits of these institutions, he abandoned multilateral

engagements due to the 9/11 attack.

Finally, Daalder and Lindsay’s position on unilateral foreign policy by Bush is seen in the
controversial ideological differences that existed between Bush Jr. and his Secretary of State,
Colin Powel. They indicate that the president and his appointee held a sharp difference on the

best way to pursue US interests abroad. The authors posit that while Bush preferred to go it
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alone, Powel preferred to working closely with international institutions. The attitude of
Colin Powel led to Bush Jr. declaring that Colin Powell is an advisor to his biography and not
his foreign policy.®* It cannot be misplaced to say that Bush Jr. was not interested in broader
consultation which is a key feature of multilateralism. The differences in ideology led to
Colin Powel resigning as Secretary of State and being replaced by Condoleezza Rice whose
attitude toward multilateral institutions in relation to the US and its foreign policies is like

Bush Jr.
Obama Presidency and US Foreign Policy: Where is the multilateralism?

Another related literature worthy of reviewing is the work of David Skidmore, professor of
political science at Drake University, whose areas of concentration include international
political economy, US foreign policy and international relations theory.%? In his work: The
Obama Presidency and US Foreign Policy: Where is the Multilateralism? Skidmore begins
his argument by indicating that if anyone was expecting Barrack Obama’s administration to
produce a multilateral curve from the unilateral approach of Bush Jr. that hope would be
misplaced. He posits that in a post-Cold War era, the environment is strategically designed to
put structural challenges on any US president, regardless of ones ideology and objectives, to

undertake regular pattern in multilateral foreign policy.%

Skidmore underscores that it is not easy for any US president to achieve a consistent
multilateral foreign policy laurels even if the person so wishes. His reasons are that both the
local and international determinants which favoured US multilateral engagements have

changed considerably.5

Skidmore maintains that at the international level, countries depended upon the US for varied
assistance and cooperation which the US used to favour its hegemonic interest during the
Cold War against the Soviets through structured multilateral institutions. However, in a post-
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Cold War era, Skidmore maintains that these same states US assisted are calling for equal
measure of respect for all members in the multilateral institutions. This development,
according to Skidmore, has made multilateral engagements unattractive to US presidents who
usually prefer to manoeuvre their way out to accomplish their mission on the international

stage.

At the local level, Skidmore emphasised that US presidents used to have rapid and regular
support from the US Congress, interest groups, among others to pursue their foreign policies
due to the presence of the Soviet Union whom Americans saw as a common enemy.
Skidmore emphasizes that with the end of the Cold War, Congress and other foreign policy
actors do not see the need to rubber stamp any multilateral policy presented by any president.
He stresses on the multiplicity of interests that have arisen among the various foreign policy
actors to the extent that a president has to lobby his way out before his multilateral policy can
be accepted.®® All that Skidmore implies is that the factors which enabled both local and
multilateral members to succumb to the demand of US president have changed thereby

ceasing any leeway the US presidents used to enjoy.

Skidmore underscores the fact that he was not stunned to see Barrack Obama struggle to
achieve his multilateral campaign rhetoric. He said Obama faced opposition from the
European Union (EU), for example, as the EU leadership saw Barrack Obama’s multilateral
intent as a ploy to exert US hegemonic influence on the EU. He also indicated that the Obama
administration continuously disregarded several examples of UN protocols, citing the cases
of Omar Ahmed Sayid Khadar, a Canadian child soldier captured in Afghanistan,
involvement of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in unilateral drone strikes in
Afghanistan and Pakistan, describing the UN as an imperfect institution which needed

reforms, among others, which questions the Obama administration’s commitment to
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multilateral engagements. He admitted that if Obama achieved any multilateral laurels, those

were through ad hoc multilateral arrangements instead of a consistent one.®

In short, Professor Skidmore opines that, expectations that President Obama would break the
US from unilateral approach of Bush Jr., was never fulfilled. He posits that one has to
marshal convincing initiatives in order to mobilize multilateral support from the various

interest groups, anything short of which will amount to opposition.

1.10. Sources of Data

Both primary and secondary sources were explored to gather data. Primary data was based on
semi-structured interviews. The following people were consulted: Ambassador Kwabena
Baah-Duodu, former Ambassador and Ghana’s Permanent Representative to the UN, current
Resident Ambassador at the Legon Centre for International Affairs and Diplomacy
(LECIAD), a lecturer of Diplomacy and Ghana’s Foreign Policy. The Ambassador was
chosen and interviewed based on his professional credentials and his knowledge on UN
multilateral relations with member states. Honourable Samuel Okudzeto Ablakwa, MP and
ranking member of the Parliamentary Select Committee on Foreign Affairs and Regional
Integration. The astute legislator was chosen and interviewed for his practical knowledge on
relationships existing between and among nations as well as his understanding of policies
churned out by other country leaders. Professor Fredoline Anunobi, Dean of International
Education at the Georgia State University, USA, was also chosen for his professional
credentials as US based lecturer in International Economics. He also has experience in
teaching in Government and Political Science. Last but not least interviewee is Dr. Vladimir

Antwi Danso, Dean of Academic Affairs at the Ghana Armed Forces Command and Staff
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College (GAFCSC). The expert in International Relations was chosen for his knowledge as a

former lecturer of US Foreign Policy at the LECIAD.

Secondary data was collected from peer reviewed journal articles, reports, books, and online
sources, etc., from the University of Ghana (UG) Balme Library, LECIAD library, American
Corner. The online sources of data will form a key component of this research with special
emphasised on internationally based media such as British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC),
Cable Network News (CNN), the Guardian, Washington Post, New York Times and a host of
others. These are sources which deal with raw data. There will be a content analysis of
speeches delivered by these two presidents and any other president where applicable such as
State of Union Address, National Security Strategy (NSS) and Speeches Addressed at United

Nations General Assembly (UNGA).

1.11 Research Methodology

Qualitative research methodology is used in the conduct of the study. Qualitative methods
have several techniques including focus group discussions, unstructured interviews among
others. The qualitative research methodology is often contrasted with quantitative research
methodology which involves the collection and interpretation of data using figures or
numbers. Quantitative methodology covers a large number of respondents and can therefore
form a basis for generalization. It is relevance is reaffirmed since it uses date derived from
statistical findings. It is however unsuitable for measuring behaviour and attitude because
these variables cannot be expressed in terms of figures or quantity and they can change at any

given time under different conditions.

Strauss and Corbin®’ defined qualitative research methodology as a kind of research method

that produces results not arrived at by virtue of statistics or any other form of quantification.
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The scholars posit that qualitative research study deals with the analysis of non-mathematical

deliberative procedures resulting in findings derived from data gathered.

Qualitative methodology was found suitable for the study since the motive of the study is to
analyse the foreign policies of the two US presidents. This methodology is relevant on the
accounts that it provides in-depth details about how an action occurred and why it occurred.
The researcher undertook semi-structure interviews to seek the opinions of the relevant
experts in the field under consideration. Content analysis was utilized with all of the collected
data. Major themes were developed based on the responses of the research participants to

offer a clear depiction of all the findings.

In studying the policy approaches of Bush Jr. and Barack Obama, the researcher will use
unstructured interviews and content analysis of articles and documents to understand the

approaches adopted by these leaders in a unilateral or multilateral pattern.

1.12 Arrangement of Chapters

The research consists of four chapters. Chapter one constitutes the research design which is
composed of the following: Background to the study, statement of the research problem,
research questions, research objectives, scope of the study, rational of the study, hypothesis,
and theoretical framework, and literature review, sources of data, methodology and

arrangement of chapters.

Chapter two presents an overview of US foreign policy: domestic and international
determinants/sources, national interest, etc. The chapter also looks at evolution of

unilateralism and multilateralism in US foreign policy prior to 9/11. Etc.
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Chapter three focuses on comparative study of foreign policies under Bush Jr., and Barrack
Obama: the determinants, foreign policies, doctrines/strategies, etc. in policy implementation.
Chapter four focuses on summary of the research findings, conclusions and

recommendations.
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CHAPTER TWO

AN OVERVIEW OF US FOREIGN POLICY
2.1 Introduction
Chapter two explores issues regarding foreign policy making in the US, the institutional
dynamics, objectives, attributes, domestic and international determinants and the national

interest.

2.2 Understanding the Concept of Foreign Policy

There exists a great deal of relationship between domestic policies and foreign policies. It is
assumed that foreign policy is the continuation of a state’s domestic policies abroad. The
rational relationships and interactions which occur between and among states are shaped by
the foreign policies of the states involved in the interactions. Foreign policy is the pith and
core of international relations and international politics. The term foreign policy defies a
single definition. It has been defined in several ways by several scholars from different point
of views.

George Modelski, Professor Emeritus at the Washington University, defines foreign policy as
a set of interrelated activities undertaken by communities to change the behaviour of other
states and to adjust its own actions in the international system.'Modelski’s definition stresses
on the part of foreign policies that aims at a change in actions of states in the international
arena. The definition is limited as it ignores certain useful aspects of foreign policy that
bothers on continuity. Thus, some states conduct their foreign policy in such a way to ensure
that the states they interact with maintain their policies so long as they serve the interest of

the state.
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Northedge Frederick Samuel, a British Professor of International Relations at the London
School of Economics, posits that foreign policy involves the use of political power to
persuade other states to apply their law making powers in patterns desired by the state
involved. It is a relationship that arises from forces working outside the borders of the
country and those within the country.? This definition suggests that what becomes a foreign
policy of a particular state is determined by either external factors or internal factors or both.
For example, when President Barack Obama wanted to release the Guantanamo detainees as
he had promised the world, he persuaded the government of Ghana to accept two of the
inmates, while a section of the Ghanaian populace asked the government to return them on
grounds that the deal did not go through parliament and also poses a national security threat,
the government heeded to those who supported their stay on humanitarian grounds.®

An American diplomat by name Hugh S. Gibson in his book titled, “ The Road of Foreign
Policy,” posits that, foreign policy is a complete comprehensive plan grounded on knowledge
and experience for steering government business with the entire world. Gibson explains
further by indicating that the foreign policy of the state is geared towards the promotion and
protection of the national interest.*

Generally, foreign policy is an embodiment of principles, objectives, interests and actions
which states formulate and apply in the conduct of their relations with other states. It is also
obvious from the various definitions that formulation and implementation of foreign policies
are governed by self-interest of states. These interests are also chosen based on careful

calculations by rational actors who are agent of the state such as presidents.

2.3 US Foreign Policy Making and Implementation: Actors and Process
The constitution of the US Article Il Sub-section 2(11) identifies the President as the principal

and chief actor in foreign policy.®> Other major actors who influence US foreign policy
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include but not limited to: congress, political parties, the judiciary, the media, interest groups,

and trade associations.®

The President is required by the Constitution to appoint a host of actors to assist in
formulation and implementation of his policies. Among the actors and institutions which
work to support the president towards his foreign policy objectives include: the Secretary of
State, representing the State Department, the National Security Coordinator, ambassadors
representing US Embassies, etc.”All other actors and institutions are equally expected to work

in support of the president.

Michael Foley’s work on, “US Foreign Policy: Institutions and Process”, as captured by
Michael Cox and Doug Stokes, indicates that, the Executive branch, headed by the president,
and the Congress are the two key institutions which have demonstrated some amount of
tension in the US foreign policy but maintains that very often the former prevails over the

latter. The Executive is certainly dominant in US foreign policy decision making process.®

The pre-eminence of the president is very outstanding as he is not bound by only the
provisions in the constitution in his foreign policy decisions due to changing conditions in the
international system. He is expected to take on other responsibilities which are deemed fit
even if they are not stipulated in the constitution provided they are in the interest of the state.®
In spite of the lee-way accorded the president by the constitution framers, the Executive is
usually checked by the Congress based on the principle of checks and balances. The president
circumvents the congressional delays often by relying on phrases such as national interest,
popular will, public safety and social stability to achieve his goals and objectives. More
importantly, Foley underscores that the president succeeds in canvassing for popular support
to accomplish their goals. To Foley, US foreign policy process is executive centred.'”

Congress ensures that the Executive follows the traditional process of getting government
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foreign policies approved by Congress before the policies can be implement them; this can
lead to delay in decision making. The president, to overcome such situations especially in
emergency, possesses prerogative powers granted by the constitution to undertake foreign
policy action without having to be approved by Congress. Presidential prerogative was
incorporated into the US constitution by the Supreme Court due to threat of war that had

characterised the international system during the early stages of the Cold War.*

During the Cold War, Congress and other institutions which influence the foreign policy of
US hardly challenged the decisions of the president; rather, they supported the executive in
almost every decision. The massive support given to the executive by the Congress was due
to the fact that the quantum of information which was available to the president superseded
that of the Congress. The president was furnished with ample information about the
international system by US Intelligence Agencies and other foreign policy actors which were
not available to Congress after WWII. The lack of access to information limited the ability of
Congress to oppose presidential foreign policy decisions in the post WWII era. Moreover, the
US intention to assume hegemony in the International System during the Cold war resulted in

a range of support from Congress to the Executive.?

With the end of the Cold War, the various actors and institutions outside the executive have
consistently checked the presidents and criticised their policy approaches, especially in areas
of unilateral and multilateral tendencies. This is partly due to the fact that the US after the
Cold War had attained a hegemonic and unipolar position in the International system and the
interest of the various actors have grown considerably to conflict with that of the presidents.
Congress, for example, strives to be on equal level with the presidency in matters of foreign
policy. Congress maintains a paramount role by resorting to the constitution and rule of law

to control foreign policy actions of the president.*®
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2.4 US Foreign Policy Objectives and National Interest

The Constitution of the US unequivocally requires the president of the day to promote and
protect the national interest of the US. The interest of the US is embodied in a set of foreign
policy goals and objectives which have been rationally carved to meet the needs of the
domestic setting.'* The objectives of US foreign policy may differ from president to president
based on the prevailing domestic and international factors. For example, one of the foreign
policy objectives prior to WWII was isolationism. During the Cold War, the objectives of US
foreign policy were fight for unipolar hegemony, triumph of capitalism, democracy and
democratic practices. After the 9/11 attack, war on terror assumed a major policy objective of

the US.1°

Three basic goals of US foreign policy have been identified to be common to all
administrations. These include: national security, economic prosperity of citizens and
promotion of American values to create a better world. The security of US concern protection
of territorial integrity, protection of individuals among others. The economic prosperity is
implemented through trade policy and creation of employment opportunities, promoting
investment opportunities in the US. Creation of a better world involves the expansion of
American values such as human right protection, rule of law, democracy and democratic

processes etc.®

Defining the national interest is subjective due to the relative nature of the term. It serves as a
measuring rod for evaluating and describing the imperativeness of a state’s foreign policy.!’
It can be a basis for accepting or rejecting certain foreign policy of government.*® It is viewed
as consisting of what is regarded as the ‘general good’ and, as a result, the state finds it most

essential in its foreign policy agenda.
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An article by Hillary 1. Ekenam in the International Journal of Information Research and
Review (IJIRR) titled “Propaganda, National Interest, And Foreign Policy: A Case Study of
Russo-American Contending Dispositions To The Conflict In Kosovo,” cites the definition of
national interest, as stated by Professor Paul Seabury, as “those purposes, which the nation
through its leadership, appear to pursue persistently through time”*° Ikenam postulates that it
is an undoubted truth among international relation scholars that, at the centre of every
national interest is preservation or survival of the state.?° National interest depends greatly on
the decision of the rational individual actor. It can be expressed in terms of power, 'that is,
economic, political or military. The most consistent national interest of the US as explain in
the objectives among other things include: national security issues, economic wellbeing of
citizens and spread of American values such as democracy, liberal capitalism, human right

protection.

The approach favoured by leaders to achieve the national interest may be fashioned out
rationally to be in collaboration with other states, such as in a multilateral endeavour, or

preference will be to unilaterally execute the goal with or without help of other states.??

2.5 Determinants of US Foreign Policy

No state is an island and, as a result, states continue to interact in the international system;
this has contributed to a state of influencing or being influenced. What prompts foreign
policy makers to undertake certain calculated steps is as a result of the environment and
season in which they operate. The factors which affect foreign policy decision making in all
states are often similar. The type of policy as well as the approach to be adopted depends

heavily on the prevailing environment.
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James N. Rosenau, a popular political scientist, according to Cox and Stokes, classify the
determinants of foreign policies of a state in five main sources and these are: external
environment (international system), domestic factors, structure of government which
determines the policy formulation process, the bureaucratic roles occupied by individuals and
lastly, the personality features and ideologies of the individual foreign policy officials and

government experts.??

Cox and Stokes indicates that the international determinants draw attention to the fact that US
foreign policy cannot be created without considering the multiplicity of events that take place
in international politics. The US is therefore required to take note of and respond
appropriately to the events that happen in international politics through foreign policy
formulation. For example, the war on terror which begins in 2001 was a response to the event
which led to the collapse of the WTC and part of the Pentagon in 2001. Similarly, Cox and
Stokes posit that the external sources also determine the distribution of power among

countries in the international system and its significance to US foreign policy.?

Cox and Stokes stress that the framework opined by Rosenau fails to demonstrate how the
stated sources of foreign policy tend to influence foreign policy of a state. They reveal that
analysts are divided over domestic and international sources of foreign policy as to which is
more important than the other in terms of determining the foreign policy of a country. The
authors were emphatic that many analysts insist that domestic sources are more relevant than
external sources. He elaborates that the sources from the society which accentuate the non-
governmental part of the society’s contribution to foreign policy, the national character and
value orientation of the state are too relevant to be ignored in framing a foreign policy of a
state.?®> Cox and Stokes cite, for example, that the desire by US to wage war on Iraq was

allegedly motivated by their wish to spread democracy and liberty to the Middle East.
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Cox and Stokes elaborate on the bureaucratic sources which determine foreign policy of the
US. The astute authors recount the provisions of the US constitution which requires several
other bureaucratic institutions of the state, apart from the Executive and the Congress, to
contribute to foreign policy process in the US. They argue that the president of the US works
in close relations with the personalities such as: Secretary of State (SOS), Secretary of
Defence (SOD), Secretary of Commerce (SOC), National Security Advisor (NSA), Director
of Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), lobbyist, both domestic and international, and interest
groups. The views of these individuals, as the authors express, do not reflect their individual

preferences rather they represent the bureaucratic institutions which they represent. 2

The fifth source opined by Rosenau which Cox and Stokes elaborate is the personal
idiosyncrasies of the president. In the US co