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> Embassy Event

Forum at the American Center 
- June 17: Dr. Henry Nau Professor 
of Political Science and International 
Affairs, George Washington University. 
Dr. Nau is an expert in U.S. foreign 
policy and will talk about: “President 
Bush’s Classic Conservatism 
“Do Europeans Understand Red State 
America, and its Foreign Policy?”

> Biography 

Henry R. Nau 
Professor of Political 
Science and 
International Affairs 
Director, U.S.-Japan 
Economic Agenda 
Director, U.S.-Japan 
Legislative Exchange 

Program . Professor Nau was a senior 
staff member of the National Security 
Council in the White House during the 
Reagan administration, responsible 
for international economic affairs. 
Among other duties, he coordinated 
White House policy preparations for 
the Annual G-7 Economic Summits. 
Dr. Nau also served, in 1975-77, 
as Special Assistant to the Under 
Secretary for Economic Affairs in the 
Department of State.

America in Context

“President Bush’s Classic Conservatism:
Do Europeans Understand Red State 
America, and its Foreign Policy?”
This issue of America in Context focuses on President Bush’s brand of 
classic conservatism foreign policy.

> America in Context is intended to 
contribute to a constructive discussion 
of major issues about US society and 
values. Articles and other materials, 
therefore, should not be construed as 
an endorsement of the views contained 
therein.

America in Context is best viewed 
online at: www.uspolicy.be/context/. 
Recent issues:

Evaluating The Progress in the Global War 
Against Terrorist Financing (06/05/05)

Combating Human Trafficking: A U.S. 
Human Rights Perspective (05/10/05)

All articles and materials are available 
in full text format. To access some 
articles a password is required. Please 
use: AA2003. 

Readers interested in subscribing can 
register via our web site at: http:
//www.uspolicy.be/listen.htm.Readers 
can also unsubscribe using the same 
form.

Map of results by state of the 2004 U.S. presidential election, representing states as 
either red or blue.

Red states and blue states refer to those U.S. states having residents that 
predominantly vote for the Republican Party or the Democratic Party, respectively, in 
U.S. elections, especially U.S. presidential elections. Based on the 2004 presidential 
election, 31 U.S. states are currently “red” and 19 states are “blue”. Source: http:
//www.answers.com/topic/red-state-vs-blue-state-divide

Do Europeans understand President George W. Bush any better after his recent trip to 
Europe? They may. But they would be wrong to dismiss Bush’s previous diplomacy 
as aberrant.

Bush is unusual. He is a conservative internationalist. Europeans have heard of 
liberal internationalists, such as Bill Clinton. And they know about conservative 
nationalists such as Pat Buchanan or Ross Perot. But they have probably never heard 
of conservative internationalists. Indeed they might think, as many liberal Americans 
do, that the term is an oxymoron. 

Well, it’s not. Conservative internationalists exist in the American diplomatic 
tradition, and Europeans - as well as liberal Americans - should recognize this school 
of diplomacy even if they disagree with it.

Bushôs classic conservatism by Henry R. Nau. International Herald Tribune, March 
29, 2005, pp. more
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Bush draws on 
four features 
of conservative 
internationalism.

First he believes, like 
Thomas Jefferson, 
that freedom, not 
stability, is the 

essence of democracy. (...) Bush, like 
Jefferson, wants freedom to spread 
by commerce, not force. Both lowered 
defense expectations when they came 
into office. But then war came for both. 
(...)

Second, Bush, like Andrew Jackson, 
reacts to war fiercely and unilaterally. 
(...) After 9/11, Bush called the enemy 
evil and attacked him unilaterally without 
authorization from the United Nations. 
Unilateralism is not premeditated or 
mean-spirited; it’s instinctive and self-
protective.

Third, Bush, although an internationalist, 
is not Woodrow Wilson. He is 
not a strong believer in national 
administrations (of which Wilson was a 
student) or international institutions. He 
is very skeptical of the United Nations, 
where nondemocracies have veto power. 
His appointment of John Bolton as 
U.S. ambassador to the United Nations 
signals continued tough love for that 
institution. Even among democracies 
Bush is more comfortable with 
“coalitions of the willing” than decision-
making by NATO committees. He prefers 
NATO à la carte. For Europeans, of 
course, that’s NATO as a “tool kit” and 
unacceptable. 

Fourth, Bush, like Ronald Reagan, is 
a selective internationalist, not an 
institutional one. He sees negotiations as 
episodic not continuous. He often shuns 
or delays negotiations, as Reagan did, 
in order to alter the balance of forces on 
the ground and improve his bargaining 
position. more

Classic Conservatism 
and Red State America

The Many Faces of 
Conservatism

“Whereas to many critics all 
conservatives look alike, conservatives 
themselves disagree, sometimes 
sharply, about what it means to be a 
conservative and who is entitled to bear 
the name. To be sure, all conservatives 
agree that it means commitment to 
conserving moral and political goods that 
are in danger of being lost or degraded. 
But which goods? Is it traditional 
morality and religion that conservatives 
seek to conserve? Or is it rather 
the basic legal framework of a free 
society?Or is it the manners, mores, and 
principles of a self-governing people? 
And what are the most pressing dangers 
to which the American political order 
gives rise? The quest for unfettered 
personal autonomy? The trampling of 
rights of property and contract? The 

consumption of the moral capital on 
which freedom depends? These are the 
questions that divide conservatives in 
America today. The chapters in this book 
demonstrate the variety of answers 
put forwardby classical conservatives, 
libertarians, and neoconservatives.”

Source: Varieties of Conservatism in 
America. Editor: Peter Berkowitz. Hoover 
Press, 2004, 167p.

Conservatism and 
Foreign Policy: Bridging 
Conservative Divisions

In Europe American Conservatism 
appears to have one distinct semblance, 
but a number of factions exist within 
the conservative sector, making the 
policy-decision making a multi-faceted 
endeavor. Although there are a number 
of shared fundamental principles to 
conservatism, neo-conservatives, 
libertarians, and classical conservatives 
often have quite differing opinions in 
many subject areas that cause problems 
in engineering a common policy. 

Conservatism and foreign 
policy: the basic principles

Root principles: a conservative 
strategy for American foreign policy 
is based on four general principles:

• Individual and national liberty 
(freedom) count more than collective 
and universal equality

• Competition is a better engine of 
change and protector of liberty that 
institutional cooperation

• Military power takes precedence over 
economic, diplomatic or soft power 
because without military power, other 
forms of power are impotent;

• Legitimacy derives more from 
commitments to democracy than from 
universal participation in international 
institutions many of whose members 
are not democratic

Source: Nau, Henry R. No enemies 
on the right. Conservative Foreign 
Policy Factions Beyond Iraq. 
National Interest, Winter, 2004/05. Full 
text available via ProQuest

Nau, Henry R. No enemies on the 
right. Conservative Foreign Policy 
Factions Beyond Iraq. National 
Interest, Winter, 2004/05.

A conservative strategy for American 
foreign policy is based on four general 
principles. These principles encompass 
all conservatives--neoconservatives, 
conservative realists and nationalists-
-and reflect different choices that 
conservatives and liberals make 
when they face tradeoffs in real world 

situations. Nau discusses how to apply 
these principles to define a grand 
strategy for American foreign policy that 
integrates conservative views and avoids 
new conservative foreign policy wars. 
Full text available via ProQuest

Guelke, John. The Political Morality 
of the Neo-Conservatives: an 
Analysis. International Politics, March 
2005, pp. 97-115. 

“Neoconservatism as a doctrine has been 
subjected to a great deal of scrutiny due 
to its profound influence on American 
foreign policy. In particular, much 
has been made of the enthusiasm for 
strong-armed tactics. However, in recent 
scholarship the role of private ethics 
and social values in neo-conservative 
thought has been neglected, restricted in 
the main to considerations of the spread 
of democracy. This is unfortunate, as 
the means and ends of neo-conservative 
foreign policy may be strongly 
considered to derive from the domestic 
concerns of their moral philosophy. The 
increasingly widespread invocation of 
moral values, far from empty rhetoric, 
is key to understanding the rejection of 
realist restraints and objectives for an 
interventionism uninhibited by norms, 
treaties, multilateral institutions or 
law.” By John Guelke, Department of 
Government, International Politics and 
Philosophy, The University of Manchester. 
Full text available upon request 

Gvosdev, Nikolas K. The Value(s) of 
Realism. Sais Review, Winter-Spring 
2005, pp. 17-25. 

“Many of the foreign policy challenges 
facing United States seem new, with 
unseen enemies targeting its security 
and some reluctant populations bucking 
U.S. economic and military might. In this 
context, it is time to return to the realist 
tradition, which encompasses a more 
diverse collection of views than is often 
characterized by critics and accepts 
that values must be taken into account 
in formulating foreign policy, especially 
that the internal character of a state 
is relevant in determining what sort of 
relationship it will have with the United 
States.” Nikolas K. Gvosdev is executive 
editor of The National Interest. Full text 
available via ProQuest

Ikenberry, G. John. The End of the 
Neo-Conservative Moment. Survival, 
Spring 2004, pp. 7-22.

“In the past two years, a set of hard-
line, fundamentalist ideas have taken 
Washington by storm and provided 
the intellectual rationale for a radical 
post-11 September reorientation of 
American foreign policy. But this new 
fundamentalism has turned into a costly 
misadventure. As a grand strategic 
approach to global leadership, it has 
failed. It is hard to think of another 
instance in American diplomatic history 
where a strategic wrong turn has done 
so much damage to the country’s 
international position - its prestige, 
credibility, security partnerships and the 
goodwill of other countries - in such a 
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short time, with so little to show for it. 
A single-minded American campaign 
against terrorism and rogue states in 
which countries are either ‘with us or 
against us’ and bullied into support is not 
leadership but a geostrategic wrecking 
ball that will destroy America’s own half-
century old international architecture. 
Long after the new fundamentalist 
thinking fades away, American diplomats 
will be repairing the damaged relations 
and political disarray it wrought.”  Full 
text available upon request

Bacevich, Andrew J. and Elizabeth 
H. Prodromou. God is not Neutral: 
Religion and U.S. Foreign Policy 
After 9/11. Orbis, Winter 2003, var. 
pages.

The article explores “explore two 
themes that have emerged as points 
of sharp debate in characterizing the 
inputs and results of U.S. foreign 
policy in the post-9/11 world: first, the 
commitment of the administration of 
George W. Bush to a neo-conservative 
vision of a Pax Americana as the optimal 
means to ensure global stability in 
the 21st century; and second, the 
embrace of President Bush, as well 
as core actors within and around his 
administration, of religion as a relevant 
factor in the successful execution of 
American security strategy in this new 
millennium. The presentation aims to 
improve understanding of the patterns 
and processes by which religion has 
been utilized as a discursive and ethical 
instrument by US foreign policy leaders 
since the terrorist attacks against the 
United States on 11 September 2001.” 
Full text available upon request

The Bush Doctrine: A 
New Foreign Policy 
or Heir to a Long 
Conservative Tradition?

Over the course of his first term in office 
President G.W. Bush has solidified a 
foreign policy technique drawing mainly 
from foreign policy principles of former 
presidents such as Jefferson and Jackson  
Politicians along with academics have 
both criticized and commended this Bush 
Doctrine.  Often the Bush administration 
has asserted that this doctrine is 
imperative to national security in this 
post-Cold war and post-9-11 era; its 
two main functions being freedom and 
security.

President George W. Bush speaks at 
Concert Noble Ballroom in Brussels, 
Belgium, Monday, Feb. 21, 2005. 
“Speaking February 21 in Brussels, 
Belgium, President Bush cited the 
special role the alliance of the United 
States and Europe has to play in the 
world -- as the main pillar of security, 
the engine of the economy and a 
beacon of hope for poor and oppressed. 
“As past debates fade, as great duties 
become clear, let us begin a new 
era of transatlantic unity,” he said. 
The president said that the greatest 
opportunity and immediate goal for 
the alliance is peace in the Middle 
East, adding that a settlement of the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict is now “within 
reach.” more 

Spreading 
Democracy, 
Defending 
Freedom are 
Bush’s Goals 
President Bush’s 
foreign policy is 
guided by the belief 
that the spread 

of democracy leads to peace and that 
America’s power and purpose must 
be used to defend freedom, National 
Security Advisor Condoleezza Rice said 
February 26 in a lecture at the Ronald 
Reagan Library in Simi, California.

“Military power alone cannot protect us 
from the defining threats of this or any 
time. The War on Terror, like the Cold 
War, is as much a conflict of visions as 
a struggle of armed force,” she said, 
noting that all of the early heroes of the 
Cold War -- Truman, and Churchill, and 
Adenauer -- understood this.

President Bush, she said, “sees clearly 
that the terrorist ideology is the direct 
heir to communism, and Nazism, 
and fascism, and all the murderous 
ideologies of the 20th century.

“The struggle against terror is 
fundamentally a struggle of visions and 
values. The terrorists offer suicide, and 
death, and pseudo-religious tyranny. 
America and our allies seek to advance 
the cause of liberty and defend the 
dignity of every person. We seek, in 
President Bush’s words, ‘the advance of 
freedom, and the peace that freedom 
brings.’ That is why the United States is 
pursuing a forward strategy of freedom 
for the Middle East,” she said. more

The National 
Security 
Strategy of the 
United States, 
White House, 
September 
17, 2002. If 
nothing else, the 
Bush Doctrine, 
articulated by the 
president over 

the past eighteen months in a series 
of speeches and encapsulated in the 
new National Security Strategy paper 
released in September, represents a 
reversal of course from Clinton-era 

policies in regard to the uses of U.S. 
power and, especially, military force. 
So perhaps it is no surprise that many 
Americans--and others in the rest of the 
world as well--are struggling to keep 
up with the changes. Indeed, it often 
appears that many in the administration 
cannot keep up with the president. But 
in fact the Bush Doctrine represents 
a return to the first principles of 
American security strategy. The Bush 
Doctrine also represents the realities of 
international politics in the post-cold-
war, sole-superpower world. Further, 
the combination of these two factors--
America’s universal political principles 
and unprecedented global power and 
influence--make the Bush Doctrine a 
whole greater than the sum of its parts; 
it is likely to remain the basis for U.S. 
security strategy for decades to come. 
more

(White House Photo Paul Morse)

Skidmore, David. Understanding the 
Unilateralist Turn in U.S. Foreign 
Policy. Foreign Policy Analysis, July 
2005, pp. 207-228. 

How should we explain the recent 
unilateralist turn in U.S. foreign policy? 
Some accounts treat growing American 
unilateralism as a passing aberration 
attributable to the neoconservative 
ideology of the Bush administration. 
This paper, by contrast, traces U.S. 
unilateralism to the structural effects, 
at home and abroad, of the end of the 
Cold War. Internationally, the removal 
of the Soviet threat has undermined the 
“institutional bargain” that once guided 
relations between the U.S. and its major 
allies. Absent Cold War imperatives, the 
U.S. is less willing to provide collective 
goods through strong international 
institutions and other states are less 
likely to defer to U.S. demands for 
special privileges that exempt the U.S. 
from normal multilateral constraints. 
Domestically, the end of the Cold War 
has weakened the ability of presidents 
to resist the appeals of powerful veto 
players whose interests are threatened 
by multilateral commitments. These 
factors suggest that American 
unilateralism may have deeper roots and 
more staying power than many expect. 

Dueck, Colin. Hegemony on the 
Cheap: Liberal Internationalism 
from Wilson to Bush. World Policy 
Journal, Winter 2003/04, var. pages. 

“One of the conventional criticisms 
of the Bush administration’s foreign 
policy is that it is excessively and 
even disastrously unilateralist in 
approach. According to the critics, the 
administration has turned its back on a 
longstanding and admirable American 
tradition of liberal internationalism in 
foreign affairs, and in doing so has 
provoked resentment worldwide. But 
these criticisms misinterpret both the 
foreign policy of George W. Bush, as 
well as America’s liberal internationalist 
tradition. In reality, Bush’s foreign policy 
since 9/11 has been heavily influenced 
by traditional liberal internationalist 
assumptions--assumptions that all along 
have had a troubling impact on U.S. 
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foreign policy behavior and fed into the 
current situation in Iraq.” Colin Dueck is 
assistant professor of political science at 
the University of Colorado, Boulder. Full 
text available upon request

Daniel, Donald C. F. et al. The Bush 
Doctrine is Dead; Long live the Bush 
Doctrine? Orbis, Spring 2005, pp. 199-
212.

“Daniel, Dombrowski, and Payne argue 
that the fate of the Bush Doctrine is 
critical to the future of US foreign policy 
and to the evolution of the international 
security environment. To clarify the 
choices and encourage new thinking 
about their implications, they examine 
three stark policy alternatives the Bush 
administration must weigh in its second 
term, although they recognize that 
these issues are unlikely to be resolved 
in a neat fashion.” Donald C. F. Daniel 
is visiting professor and member of 
the core faculty in the Security Studies 
Program, School of Foreign Service, 
Georgetown University. Full text 
available upon request

Podhoretz, Norman et al. The Bush 
Doctrine: What the President Said 
and What It Means, Heritage Lecture 
#881, June 2, 2005.

Following the President’s soaring 
Inaugural speech, intense debate 
broke out here and abroad regarding 
his rhetoric and intentions. How can 
the Administration match its ambitions 
properly with the priorities of national 
interest and security? How will this 
doctrine affect tyrants and less than 
democratic allies of the United States? 
How will it be sold to our foreign allies, 
some of whom are already skeptical of 
American intentions, yet indispensable 
for this ambitious endeavor? We 
have with us today four distinguished 
commentators to analyze this vital 
foreign policy. Full text available from 
publisher web site

Kennedy, David D. What “W” Owes 
to “WW”. Atlantic Monthly, March 2005, 
var. pages.

“Many critics have berated Bush, 
accusing him of jettisoning two centuries 
of tradition and abandoning the high 
ground from which Americans have 
historically waged war with stouthearted 
moral confidence. But although this 
criticism is valid in many ways, Bush’s 
approach also reaffirms what may well 
be America’s only consistent tradition in 
foreign policy. ‘These values of freedom 
are right and true for every person, in 
every society,’ the National Security 
Strategy declares. It dedicates the 
United States to the task of bringing “the 
hope of democracy, development, free 
markets, and free trade” to ‘every corner 
of the world.’ Those idealistic-some 
would say hubristic-words uncannily 
echo Woodrow Wilson’s heady rationale 
for American participation in World 
War I. Wilson would recognize George 
W. Bush as his natural successor, and 
he would recognize today’s Americans 
as the direct spiritual descendants of 

the people he so reluctantly led into 
that conflict. For Wilson did not think 
that what came to be known, and 
often derided, as ‘Wilsonianism’ was 
just a policy selected from a palette 
of possible choices. Rather, he saw it 
as the sole approach to international 
relations that his countrymen would 
embrace as consistent with their past 
and their principles. Wilson did not so 
much invent American foreign policy as 
discover it.” David M. Kennedy teaches 
history at Stanford University. This 
essay is adapted from his forthcoming 
book about the distinctiveness of the 
American national character. Full text 
available upon request

Selden, Zachary. Neoconservatives 
and the American Mainstream. Policy 
Review, April-May 2004, pp. 

Current U.S. foreign policy has deep 
historical roots. Although there are 
notable exceptions, many European 
commentators and much of the public 
are resorting to conspiratorial theories 
to explain the direction of U.S. foreign 
policy and somehow overlook the fact 
that American public opinion runs in 
favor of the president’s handling of 
foreign affairs. Perhaps more important, 
however, they overlook the deep 
historical roots of the current direction 
of American foreign policy. It is not 
driven by a “neocon cabal.” Rather, it is 
that certain individuals associated with 
the neoconservative label have been 
particularly articulate in expressing a 
set of policies that flow from two ideas 
that resonate deeply in American public 
opinion. The first is a belief that the 
United States has a responsibility to 
spread its vision of individual liberty. The 
second is that the primary and perhaps 
exclusive task of the federal government 
is to protect its citizens from external 
threats. Whatever the actual causes of 
U.S. action in any particular instance, 
those principles loom large in the public 
debate and shape how and when the 
United States becomes involved in other 
countries’ affairs. Full text available from 
publisher web site

A Growing Transatlantic 
Divide: Myth or Reality? 

Being founded on principles of 
independence from the European 
continent, there seems to exist a 
persistent divergence of European and 
American perspectives. A number of 
authors argue that although the US 
and Europe share common interests 
throughout the world, conflicting 
ideologies and mentalities hinder the 
collaboration process for the two political 
entities. While this conflict is depicted in 
many articles and other publications, the 
necessity for a stable working climate 
between the US and Europe seems to be 
widely agreed upon. The main question 
is the direction of progress of the US-
European relationship, argued in the 
below articles and the global implications 
of this progression.

The EU and Foreign 
Relations

Does the EU Have a Foreign Policy?

“The EU is seeking to build a Common 
Foreign and Security Policy (CFSP). 
Past attempts to further EU political 
integration foundered on national 
sovereignty concerns and different 
foreign policy prerogatives. But in 1993, 
EU members concluded that the Union 
must increase its weight in world affairs 
to match its growing economic clout.

CFSP decision-making is dominated 
by member states; they develop 
common policies in areas in which 
they can reach consensus, and ensure 
that national policies are in line with 
agreed EU strategies and positions 
(e.g., imposing sanctions on Serbia). 
In 1997, EU leaders proposed creating 
a High Representative for CFSP; in 
1999, they appointed Javier Solana, 
NATO’s former Secretary General, to 
the position, which is often referred 
to as “Mr. CFSP”. Many analysts credit 
Solana with boosting the EU’s “visibility” 
on the world stage, and with forging 
EU consensus on issues such as the 
Balkans and the Middle East peace 
process. Skeptics argue, however, that 
the EU is still far from speaking with 
one voice on other key foreign policy 
challenges, such as Iraq.

The European Commission also plays 
a role internationally, but should not 
be confused with CFSP or its High 
Representative. Benita Ferrero-Waldner, 
the External Relations Commissioner, 
coordinates the Commission’s diplomatic 
activities and manages its aid to non-
member states. The EU “constitution,” if 
approved, would combine the Ferrero-
Waldner and Solana posts into a single 
EU foreign minister position.” “

Source: CRS Report: THE EUROPEAN 
UNION: QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS by 
Kristin Archick, Foreign Affairs, Defense, 
and Trade Division, May 2, 2005

The United States and Europe: 
Current issues 

The United States and Europe share a 
long and intertwined history. Despite 
the end of the Cold War, both sides of 
the Atlantic continue to face a common 
set of international concerns, have 
few other comparable partners, and 
share a huge economic relationship. 
Nevertheless, numerous foreign policy 
and trade conflicts have seriously 
challenged U.S.-European relations 
in recent years. This report examines 
the current state of the transatlantic 
relationship and key issues in Europe 
and beyond that have implications for 
U.S. interests. 

Source: CRS Report: THE UNITED 
STATES AND EUROPE: CURRENT 
ISSUES by Kristin Archick, Foreign 
Affairs, Defense, and Trade Division , 
06/10/2005 

mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl881.cfm
http://www.heritage.org/Research/NationalSecurity/hl881.cfm
mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
mailto:DeckL@state.gov?subject=Article Alert Request
http://www.policyreview.org/apr04/selden.html
http://www.policyreview.org/apr04/selden.html


4 5

Kagan, Robert. Power and 
Weakness. Policy Review, June 2002.

“It is time to stop pretending that 
Europeans and Americans share a 
common view of the world, or even that 
they occupy the same world. On the 
all-important question of power - the 
efficacy of power, the morality of power, 
the desirability of power - American and 
European perspectives are diverging. 
Europe is turning away from power, or 
to put it a little differently, it is moving 
beyond power into a self-contained 
world of laws and rules and transnational 
negotiation and cooperation. It is 
entering a post-historical paradise 
of peace and relative prosperity, 
the realization of Kant’s “Perpetual 
Peace.” The United States, meanwhile, 
remains mired in history, exercising 
power in the anarchic Hobbesian world 
where international laws and rules are 
unreliable and where true security and 
the defense and promotion of a liberal 
order still depend on the possession 
and use of military might. That is why 
on major strategic and international 
questions today, Americans are from 
Mars and Europeans are from Venus: 
They agree on little and understand 
one another less and less. And this 
state of affairs is not transitory - the 
product of one American election or one 
catastrophic event. The reasons for the 
transatlantic divide are deep, long in 
development, and likely to endure. When 
it comes to setting national priorities, 
determining threats, defining challenges, 
and fashioning and implementing foreign 
and defense policies, the United States 
and Europe have parted ways.” Full text 
available from publisher web site.

Rubenfeld, Jed. The Two World 
Orders. The Wilson Quarterly, Autumn 
2003, var. pages. 

“International law is a threat to 
democracy and to the hopes of 
democratic politics all over the world,” 
writes law professor Jed Rubenfeld. 
Here, his provocative, timely thesis, 
relating the divergent European 
and American experiences of the 
postwar boom in international political 
institutions and international law. For 
Europeans, the fundamental point of 
international law was to address the 
catastrophic problem of nationalism-to 
check national sovereignty, emphatically 
including national popular sovereignty. 
This remains the dominant European 
view today. The United Nations, 
the emerging European Union, and 
international law in general are expressly 
understood in Europe as constraints on 
nationalism and national sovereignty, 
the perils of which were made plain 
by the war. (...) In America, the 
postwar internationalism had a very 
different meaning. Here, the point of 
international law could not ultimately be 
antidemocratic or antinationalist because 
the Allies’ victory had been a victory 
for democracy (American democracy) 
and for the nation (the American 
nation). America in the postwar period 
could not embrace an antinationalist, 
antidemocratic international order as 

Europe did. It needed a counterstory to 
tell itself about its role in promoting the 
new international order. Jed Rubenfeld is 
the Robert R. Slaughter Professor of Law 
at Yale University and author of Freedom 
and Time: A Theory of Constitutional 
Self-Government (2001).
Full text available from publisher website

Dassù, Marta and Menotti, Roberto. 
Europe and America in the age of 
Bush. Survival, Issue 1/2005, pp. 105-
121.

George W. Bush won the November 2004 
US elections against the overwhelming 
sentiment of Europe’s citizenry. In 
theory, this could reinforce the sense of 
alienation across the Atlantic, pushing 
Europe increasingly to define itself 
in opposition to America. In practice, 
Bush’s second term offers the chance 
of a transatlantic new deal: a more 
pragmatic relationship, based upon a 
reassessment of common interests in 
the post-bipolar world. Such a new deal 
would require Washington once more to 
embrace the assumption that European 
unity is in the American national interest. 
It would also require the European Union 
to concentrate on managing security in 
and around the European space, being 
ready and able to use military force 
as necessary. America would take the 
lead elsewhere, with Europeans offering 
military and other support where they 
could achieve a European consensus 
for action. Marta Dassù is Director 
General of International Programs at 
Aspen Institute Italia and Editor of the 
quarterly Aspenia. She was foreign 
policy adviser to the Italian Prime 
Minister from 1998 to 2001.  Full text 
available upon request

Haine, Jean-Yves. The EU’s 
Soft Power: Not Hard Enough? 
Georgetown Journal of International 
Affairs, Winter/Spring 2004, pp. 69-77.

A New America, A New Europe. For 
years, the United States enjoyed the 
recurring privilege of isolation from 
the tragedy of power politics. After 
9/11, the United States rediscovered 
a real and dangerous world. George 
W. Bush, in contrast to his Cold War 
predecessors, favored a unilateralist 
approach to tackle the new challenge of 
international terrorism. This American 
willingness to move without the support 
of traditional allies precipitated the 
present transatlantic divide. Bush’s 
unilateral tone and the global scope 
of the “war on terror” led to divergent 
security perceptions and interests 
across the Atlantic. The gap between an 
increasingly revisionist United States and 
a status quo Europe took a dramatic turn 
with Iraq, and deeply cut across Europe 
as member states were discussing a 
new draft of the constitution aimed at 
bringing more cohesion to European 
affairs, including foreign policy. Jean-
Yves Haine is Research Fellow at the 
European Union Institute for Security 
Studies. He is writing this article in his 
personal capacity. Full text available 
from publisher website.

Van Herpen, Marcel. Six Dimensions 
of the Growing Transatlantic Divide: 
Are the US and Europe Definitively 
Driving Themselves Apart? Published 
in: Hall Gardner (Ed.), “NATO and 
the European Union - New World, 
New Europe, New Threats”, Abingdon 
(Ashgate), 2004.

Recently there has been much debate 
about a growing divide between the 
United States and its European allies 
after September 11. The question the 
author tries to answer here is if there 
exists, indeed, such a divide, and, if so, 
what will be the consequences for the 
transatlantic partnership. The second 
question he intends to answer is if 
this gap has a temporal or a structural 
character. If it is temporal, this means 
that the divide is the result of specific 
historical circumstances which may 
change over time. Since 1945 the 
transatlantic relationship has known 
many ebbs (Suez, Vietnam, NATO’s 
“double track” decision) and flows 
(Berlin crisis, Vietnam, Kosovo) and 
there seems, at first sight, no reason 
that this will be different now. Would, on 
the contrary, the growing transatlantic 
divide have a structural character, then 
this would mean that the estrangement 
between the US and Europe is not a 
temporary event, but that it is the 
expression of deeper underlying forces 
that irresistibly tear America and Europe 
apart. Marcel H. van Herpen is director 
of the Cicero Foundation – a pro-EU 
think tank. Full text available from 
publisher website.

Berman, Russell A. Yet Another 
Reason They Dislike Us. Hoover 
Digest, Winter 2005, various pages.

The heightened tensions between the 
United States and Europe since 2000 
have been widely discussed in terms of 
competing foreign policy visions. The 
Bush administration’s insistence on a 
robust and independent response to 
terrorism contrasted with the frequently 
more cautious European policies. At 
the end of the day, these complex 
alternatives seemed to boil down to 
a choice between unilateralism and 
multilateralism, a distinction that took 
on a polemical sharpness during the U.S. 
presidential election. Although different 
approaches to terrorism, Afghanistan, 
and Iraq—not to mention the conflict 
between Israel and the Palestinians—
have contributed significantly to the 
transatlantic distemper, there is also 
an economic dimension that underpins 
European suspicion of the United States 
and encourages a rhetoric of anti-
Americanism in intra-European political 
discourse. Russell A. Berman is a senior 
fellow at the Hoover Institution and 
the Walter A. Haas Professor in the 
Humanities at Stanford University. Arno 
Tausch is an adjunct professor of political 
science at the University of Innsbruck. 
Full text available from publisher 
website.
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Lind, Michael. The End of 
Atlanticism: America and Europe 
Beyond the U.S. Election. 
Internationale Politik und Gesellschaft/
International Politics and Society, 2005, 
#1, pp. 25-41.

The claim that the US and Europe are 
diverging in their values and social 
structure is a myth. In reality the US is 
becoming more like Western Europe in 
its growing secularism and liberalism. 
With regard to foreign policy, however, 
differences in interests and ideas are 
increasing. The Cold War alliance of 
the US and Europe was a product of 
temporary conditions which no longer 
exist. Michael Lind is Whitehead Senior 
Fellow, New America Foundation in 
Washington, D.C. Full text available from 
publisher website.

Kovacs, Charles. US-EUROPEAN 
RELATIONS FROM THE TWENTIETH 
TO THE TWENTY-FIRST CENTURY. 
European Foreign Affairs Review, 
December 2003, pp. 435-455. 

This article focuses on the U.S.-
European relations from the twentieth 
to the twenty-first century in context 
of conflict in Iraq. The events that 
led to the recent U.S.-Great Britain 
campaign in Iraq created severe strains 
in the U.S.’s relations with some of its 
European allies. These strains, in turn, 
have impacted on both NATO and the 
EU. Even before the military campaign 
turned into occupation, a start was made 
on repairing the damage to transatlantic 
relations. The purpose of this paper 
from an American’s perspective is not 
so much to predict the outcome of 
diplomatic initiatives, as it is to examine 
the main trends and factors that caused 
the strains: the “Messianic” aspects 
of U.S. foreign policy, the changes in 
U.S.-European power relations since 
World War II, post-cold war events and 
experiences, and the key diplomatic 
events that preceded the Iraqi 
Campaign. The author is Chairman of 
the Supervisory Board of Hid Radio RT 
in Budapest, Consultant to the OECD 
and Former Vice-President of the Chase 
Manhattan Bank. Full text available upon 
request.
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