Luis Leitao Tomé

The New World's
Geopolitical Outline



Luis Leitao Tomé

Lufs J. R. Leitao Tomé is graduated in International Relations by the Universidade
Auténoma de Lisboa (UAL) and Master in Strategy by the Universidade Técnica de Lisboa
(UTL-ISCSP). He is now preparing the Doctorate thesis in International Relations by the
Universidade de Coimbra.

He is Professor at the UAL — in the International Relations and Communication Sciences
departments and in the Master Course “Peace and War Studies in the New International
Relations’™, besides other post graduate specialization courses. He is also invited Professor at
the Portuguese Air Command and Staff College (IAEFA) and at the National Defense Institute
(IDN). From 1999 to 2004 he was adviser of the Vice-President of the European Parliament,
José Pacheco Pereira. From 1998 to 2000 he was also a NATO Fellowship Researcher, and
presented the report “Russia and NATO’s Enlargement”.

Specialized in geopolitics, international strategic affairs and security, namely in Europe
and Asia regions, he is author of the monographs O Estado ¢ a Nova Ordem International —
entre a fragmentagio e a globalizagio (The State and the New International Order — between
fragmentation and globalization), A Seguran¢a na Asia Oriental (East Asia Security), A Identidade
e a Politica Europeia de Seguranga e Defesa (Identity and European Security and Defense Policy)
and A Seguranca e a Estabilidade no Noroeste da Bacia do Pacifico (Security and Stability in the
Northwest Pacific). The author has many other published articles and essays in specialized
magazines.

He is member of the Board of Foreign Relations Observatory of UAL and of the Euro-
Atlantic Institute (IEA), and collaborates with the International Institute of Macao (IIM).
Researcher and conferencist, he maintains collaboration with several mass media commenting
international strategic subjects.

Technical File

Title: The New World's Geopolitical Outline
Author: Luis Leitao Tomé

Publisher: EDIUAL
Rua de Sta. Marta, n.° 56
1169-023 Lisboa
Portugal

Translation: Lilia Louro
Paging: Samuel Ascengio
Printing: Publidisa
ISBN: 972-8094-81-7
Legal Deposit:



The New World's Geopolitical Outline 3

Table of Contents

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ..oitiiiiiiiiiiiiiieetee ettt et e et e e e e e e e s e s e e ee e asasssssssasssssessesseseneees 5
ACRONYMS ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt et e e st e e at e e ateeae e eabeeabeeateeaeeenteeaeesanesaneeaee 7
PREFACE ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt ettt eaneeas 9
THESIS AND AIMS OF THE STUDY .uuuuuneneneeaeeeneeeaeeeeseeeeeseeeeeeeeseseeesereeeeeeeeeeeeeees 13
INTRODUGCTION .ottt ettt e e e e e e e et eaa e e eeseeeesaasaaaaaseeeseeeesssaranseaeeees 15
Exceeded Paradigims .................ccocccooveevieiniiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieicieeeee 16
Mutation of the international system and Westphalia order .......................c.cccocc....... 17
PART I

THE UNI-MULTIPOLAR ORDER ......ccooviiitietieeiireeeeenteeeneeeereesaeesveeesaesnns 21
THE USA’S HEGEMONY ...iutitiitieieteeteententeeteeueete et aseeneessesseeneesessesseeneensessesseensenes 21
Economical POtwer ................ccccouvueeuniioisiiiiiiisieiset e 21
Cultural and Scientific-Technological power.....................ccc.cccoooeivciiiciiiiiicc. 22
Military supremacy and strategical expansion ..................ccccccceccevvccoiiciicincenecnn, 24
Military OMRIPIESENCe ...........coeueuereeiieieiinieiiieiiieietetet ettt 26
Enviable position .................cccccoocoiieiiiciiiiiiiiiiiiiiec e 29
THE UNI-MULTIPOLARITY «.eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeneeseseesseaeaeesssasssssssssssssssssseseseseseseeeeeees 31
Long lasting character of the uni-multipolar order.................cccoccevvecinvcineinecin 35
Positive effects, risks and dilemmas of the Uni-Multipolar order.................................. 41
THE GAME OF “MUTUAL AND MULTIPLE CONTAINMENTS” ....coiriiieienieeieeeeenn 45
PART II

THE SUPERPOWER VERSUS THREE GREAT REGIONAL POWERS ........ 51
THE TRANSATLANTIC RELATIONS ...viiutiutitiniieitenienieeitete e sieetenie s esteiesie e enee e 51
The four pillars of “the Transatlantic Community”..............cccoccvveeineiiciieinccn 51
EU-NATO Rel@tions..............cccooeeveeeeueeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et 55
Differences, divergences and squabbles ........................cccccoooovciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie 58
The Transatlantic confrontation — the end of “Euro-Atlantic community™ .................. 65
The Transatlantic challenges in the path of a “revealing Iraq” ...................ccccccccceuic. 76
THE USA-RUSSIA RELATIONS ...uvvviiiiiiiiiteeeeeeeeeeeeieeieeeeeeesinsseesessssssnsseeesssssnnnseeees 85
IMAGES Of RUSSIA ... 85
THE INCW RUSSIA ...ttt 89
Russia and “West” in the first post Cold War decade ......................ccocoovvvevncennnc. 95
Russia and NATO in the first post Cold War decade.........................cccccecveciic.. 96
RUSSIAN FAIIUTES ...ttt 101

The geopolitical leap after September 117 ..........coovevveeeiesisiesesisieeeieeeene 105



4 Luis Leitao Tomé

ASer IAq ... 110
The Russian challenges ..................cccooecuveciriciiieinieiiieiiiieiccieieise et 112
THE USA-CHINA RELATIONS ..ottt sttt esee s 117
After the end of the “double Cold War” .............ccccccooccoiiiiiiiciiiiiiiiiiiiiiicece, 117
Chind's geopolitical and geostrategic situation afier the September 117 ... 124
The Traqi CPISIS ......ccveeeeiiiieieiciiieieeee e 129
The crisis around North Korean nuclear program and missile technology .................. 132
Chind’s importance t0AAY ................ccoeceeveueeivieoieieiaiiisieieieteet et 136
The Chinese UnRIOWN ............cc.ecoueeeeeieeeeeeeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 142
Chinese challenges...................cccccoocciiiiiiiciiiiiiiiiiiiiiciccicc e 147
PART II

THE WORLD WAR AGAINST TERROR ...ttt 155
AL QAEDA’S DECLARATION OF WAR ..ueeiiiiieiieiieiieieeieenieesieesseenseeseeseenseesseenns 156
THE SEPTEMBER 11™ AND THE DECLARATION OF “WAR AGAINST TERRORISM”. 161
ASYMMETRY, ASYMMETRIC WAR AND ASYMMETRIC ACTORS ....ccvueenieenieenieenieenne 166
Symmetry, Dissymmetry and Asymmerry ............ccoccceeeeeeenieenrsieinciiniciseinieene 167
ASymmetric WAT ..........ccoccoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieteeeee e 168
ASYmmELric ACTOTS ...t 171
Asymmetry and Weapons of Mass Destruction ...............occcvecereceneiennenrseeineenne, 173
NEW TYPE OF TERRORISM ...cuvtutiiiiienienienieeteniesieestentesiesitetesieentesesiesseesennesneene 176
Ambiguity and use of terrorism’............cccccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 176
Characterization of the “New Tjjpe of Terrovism’............occcvcovrccinecineineeiecnne 179
Advantages and opportunities that terrorism has or orchestrates...............ccoccevvucunn... 185
Terrorism and the INErner ..........c...ccoueeeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 189
The Terrorist TRVt .......c..ccuveeeeeeaeeeeeeee e 191
The Origins of the “New Type of Terrorism’..........ccoccvvecereieneeeiscisieisieireee, 192
NEW STRATEGIES FOR NEW THREATS ....coiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeveiiieeeeeeeeeeeevsaanneeeeeeeeees 202
Divergent strategies between European and American ...................ccocevvecvecvnccne 203
Preventive and Preemptive ACtiONs ................ccccoueueirieiirieinieiinisiiisieinieieieieieeee 207
Preemption and Iraq ...................ccccccoueioiiiiiiciiiciieiieececeee 211
UNI-MULTILATERALISM, “FLOATING COALITIONS” AND “WILL COALITIONS” ..... 214
THE USA, THE UNO AND THE IRAQ AFFAIR .....coviiieirieeeeiree e e et eeearee e 218
CONCIUSIONS ..ttt ettt ete ettt ettt et e et e eeteeeveeeveeaeeveeaveeabeeaseeaveeaveeaseenseesseenreens 225
AATIIIEXES uvteineiteiiie ettt e et e ettt ettt ettt e s it e e s bt e s bt e e bt e e bt e e at e e et e e sabeesabeeebee e bte e abeeaee 231

Bibliography .....c.ccciiiiiiii s 279



The New World's Geopolitical Outline 5

Acknowledgements

A special word for my wife and colleague Paula Monge Tomé, for the sharing attitude
that made this study possible. To my son Pedro, the source of constant inspiration that
helped to smooth long and tense working hours. For both, with Love.

- All my students of Universidade Auténoma de Lisboa (UAL), Instituto de Defesa
Nacional (IDN) and Instituto de Altos Estudos da Forga Aérea (IAEFA)

- Anténio Emilio Sachetti, V. Almiral and UALs Professor

- Department of Communication Sciences (UAL)

- Department of International Relations (UAL)

- Dr. Tracana de Carvalho, President of UAL Education Cooperative

- EdiUAL, UAL publishers, to Dr. Eduardo Costa, Dr2. Madalena Mira and Laura
Santos

- Lieut-General Garcia Leandro, former Director of the National Defense Institute (IDN)
- Instituto de Altos Estudos da Forga Aérea - Institute of Air Force High Studies (IAEFA)
- Instituto de Defesa Nacional - National Defense Institute (IDN)

- Instituto Internacional de Macau, to the President Dr. - Jorge Rangel, and Vice-
President Dr. José Manuel Lobo do Amaral

- José Pacheco Pereira, former Vice-President of the European Parliament and my former
Professor and mentor

- Library of the European Parliament, in Brussels

- Library of the Instituto de Defesa Nacional (IDN)

- Library of the Universidade Auténoma de Lisboa (UAL)

- Lilia Louro, my friend and translater of this book from portuguese to english

- My Colleagues and Friends

- Professor Luis Moita, UAL Vice-Dean and Director of UALs Foreign Relations
Observatory

- Quid Juris distributors

- Reginaldo de Almeida, UAL Secretary-General

- Remaining members and eminent colleagues of the Board of UALs Foreign Relations
Observatory — Marisa Abreu, Henrique Morais, Patricia Galvao Teles, Manuel Farto
and Joao Maria Mendes

- Universidade Auténoma de Lisboa (UAL)

- William J. Mcglynn, former Councelling Minister of the USA’s Embassy in Portugal

To all my sincere thanks.






The New World's Geopolitical Outline

Acronyms
ABM Treaty ......ccueuuee. Anti-Balistic Missiles Treaty
ADB ..o Asian Development Bank
AFTA oo, Asian Free Trade Area
APEC ... Asian-Pacific Economic Cooperation
ARF oo ASEAN Regional Forum
ASEAN ..o, Association of South East Asian Nations
CCP .o Communist Chinese Party
CFR..oovviiiiiiiice Council on Foreign Relations
(O] 3N L Common Foreign and Security Policy
CIS e, Community of Independent States
(O @) R Conference for Security and Cooperation in Europe
EAPC ..o Euro-Atlantic Partnership Council
EIJ oo Egyptian Islamic Jihad
J2N) B) LR European Security and Defense Policy
ETA o, Basque Nation and Liberty
EU .o European Union
FAM .o, Foreign Affairs Minister
FDI.coooiiiiiiii Foreign Direct Investment
GDP oo Gross Domestic Product
TAEA ..o, International Atomic Energy Agency
IDN ..o National Defense Institute
IF i, International Islamic Front
TISS i Institute of International Strategical Studies
IMF i International Monetary Fund
IMU oo Islamic Movement of Uzbekistan
IPC .o International Penal Court
IRA oo Irish Republican Army
KEDO ....ccooviiiiininn Korean Energy Development Organization
MAR ..o, Military Affairs Revolution
NAC ..o North Atlantic Council
NATO ..o, North Atlantic Treaty Organization
NPT oo Non-Proliferation Treaty
NREF ..o, NATO Response Force

NSS National Security Strategy



8 Luis Leitao Tomé

OSCE ...ooiviiiiicenn Organization for Security and Cooperation in Europe
PECC ..o Pacific Economic Cooperation Council
PP oo Partnership for Peace

PRC ..o People’s Republic of China

PRCA ..o, People’s Republic of China Army

PSC e, Political and Security Committee of the EU
PSI..ooiiiiiiiiiiis Proliferation Security Initiative
PSOE...cccoiiniiincns Spanish Labor Socialist Party

RRF (oot Rapid Reaction Force

SCUNO ..coovvieieiens Security Council of the UNO

UNO .o United Nations Organization

USA i, United States of America

USCENT ....cccovviens United States Central Command

USD oo, United States Dollar

USEUCOM ................ United States Europe Command
USNORTHCOM ....... United States North Command
USPACOM .....cccceueue. United States Pacific Command
USSOUTHCOM......... United States South Command

WB oo World Bank

WEP ..o, World Food Programme
WMD...ooooiiiiiiiiis Weapons of Mass Destruction

WTO .o, World Trade Organization



The New World's Geopolitical Outline 9

Preface

With this work we are having the possibility to follow an important approach
of the recent evolution of our world in a very unique moment of the mankind
history. In reality it’s difficult to find a period of such change in quality, as well as
in its speed and global output

The author, Luis Tomé, an university teacher of International Relations in
Universidade Auténoma de Lisboa, gives us a deep study on the world situation
at the begining of the second millennium putting together all the elements that
are important for an interpretation of this period and a forecast for the future and
developing a reaction between them, either in a multilateral or in a bilateral basis.

Since 1989/91 we are living in a world with a different paradigma of the past
or even without any kind of parameters for framework. For the US realist school
of political thought, which has been overstressed by the Bush neocons, the military
force is the only way of giving order, peace and stability to the world and freedom
to all the peoples. It looks like the ideals of the French Revolution followed by the
Napoleonic expansion.

For his analysis the author recognises the characteristics and elements of the
global disorder, elects the most important political units (USA-the only super
power-, EU-a unique idea and successful construction-, RUSSIA-still in disarray
but always a big power which can become a big problem- and CHINA-the current
rising power),which he mixes with the new powers without territorial base, such
as the economic, the finance corporations, the media, the return of the religions,
the trans-nationals of the crime and terror, the weapons of mass destruction
(WMD), the ciber war, the regional and internal problems in several communities,
sometimes very violent and looking endless. The UNO is not forgotten and the
relationship of the others players of the game with it.

As a consequence the author considers the existence of a new system which
he calls the “uni-multipolar order” since he does not accept the possibility of an
easier explanation. The so-called imperial power of the USA is not a total true;
that is a reality in the military, aero-space and scientific fields, but not in the
economics, cultural and religious activities nor in the political influence and human
intelligence (humint).This situation gives birth to a process of tensions which he
calls a game of “mutual and multiple contentions” among everybody being the
US the leading actor.
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All the different possibilities, evolution and reactions have been studied and
developed in this work by its author and we are witnesses of a very thorough and
useful tool. Nevertheless, I am convinced that, with this basis, it is possible to try
to go a little bit further, opening a broader space for discussion. It is a kind of
food for thought.

Although the system introduced and explained in detail is very complex I
believe the reality, today, is even more complex and very difficult to put inside a
model and to frame it. All the experts in political science know this and it’s hard
to understand why the neocons are trying to simplify everything trough the military
option. In this regard this work has the merit of opening a wide range of
perspectives.

There are several subjects raised in the book which should be underlined,
such as:

- The states are not anymore the only political actors; although they still are

the first ones, there are much more in the arena;

- Even limiting the rationale only among states, the western countries are
loosing ground for new emerging powers, such as China, India, Brazil,
South Africa, Nigeria, etc;

- At the same time the globalization has been expanded through all the
activities with obvious consequences for the states which are loosing control;
considering all the international, multinational, trans-national activities,
organizations and corporations ,as well as the magnitude of some problems,
the national states have lost capabilities and power. But, as a kind of
contradiction and burden they still get responsibility for solving the social
and security issues. The EU has been the best answer for these kind of
new challenges, but is facing now a lot of huge problems to solve; some
other countries and regions are trying to follow this example and the EU
is looked as a point of attraction;

- Overlapping with tensions among states and communities we have the
“new war” of the multinationals and trans-nationals of finances, economy,
crime and terror against the states; this is totally new in the History. It is
more than a network, this is a complex web of different and inter-connected
systems. To survive in this new atmosphere each one needs prospective
studies and solid intelligence services;

- The question of raw materials, sources of energy and oil should maintain
their importance as a reason for conflicts and a struggle for the control of
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some parts of land and the sea lanes of communications which are
indispensable for the normal flow of those goods to the industries around
the world.

The XX century could be defined as the century of the most violent shock
among ideologies (democracies, fascisms and comunisms), a period of hecatombs
(I'and IT world wars followed by the european decolonisations, the rise and fall of
the Soviet Empire), the only part of History in which mankind got the possibility
of producing and inventing almost everything and at the same time has the power
and the temptation to destroy all, including the globe and all the humankind. At
the dawn of this new century, the blind faith and the assumed only true of each
religion have returned rising the danger of foolish violence spread around the
globe and including all the population as a target to be destroyed .At the same
time the difference between the very rich and the very poor is huge with millions
of people starving, which is a situation without precedents in human history.

The rationale and goals to solve this equation might be three: to understand
that the planet is very fragile, that it is the home for all mankind (without any
exception) and that the resources and wealthy ought to be better divided and
with more justice. Not very difficult, in principle!

This book opens a window to all the problems that we are facing today and
deserves a complete and detailed reading. The author has no power to solve the
world problems but he does his best opening some ways.

Lisboa, January 24™ 2005

GARCIA LEANDRO

LIEUT-GENERAL
UNIVERSITY TEACHER
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Thesis and aims of the study

This book follows to a long reflection about the actual status of international
relations and in particular about the world’s new power architecture. It is an
extended and enhanced version of an article published in the Volume 106 of the
prestigious Nagdo e Defesa (Nation and Defence) magazine of the Instituto de
Defesa National (Portuguese National Defence Institute)'. A few friends have
suggested me to complete this article into a monograph format, due to the good
reception of the analysis and the polemics around these issues. I decided to develop
this work due to its importance and actuality and also to take the opportunity to
assemble in one publication a jigsaw of other reflections about international
relations specific topics previously written. I would like to inform that this book
is not about Iraq. It is only another contribution about the “new world’s order”
in a geopolitics perspective that intends to be updated, serious, rigorous and
justified. This is not about arguing “for” or “against”, “pro” or “anti” — the
complexity of these questions makes it impossible to reduce it to the “black” or
“white” used in many analysis. This study is based on several questions and facts
that produced reflections, thesis and conclusions duly grounded.

The world’s geopolitics and the international relations’ actual system have
definitely entered a new stage. Analysts have been prolific in multiplying visions,
which try to understand the meaning of the “new world’s order” and describe the
post cold war paradigm — end of history, clash of civilization, geopolitical “chaos”,
new empire, benevolent hegemony, world American pax, new cold war, imperial
age, unipolar order, are descriptions found among many other classifications.
Each of these perspectives captures aspects of the emerging reality although some
are driven by political motivations and/or intentions; others evaluate new facts
based on passed paradigms and concepts; others develop with the only purpose to
oppose another; and others try to describe the new order as they wished it would
be and not as it actually is.

I TOME, Luis L., Novo Recorte Geopolitico Mundial: uma ordem uni-multipolar, uma grande
guerra e 0 jogo de ‘contengoes mitltiplas”, in Nagdo e Defesa, n. 106 — 20 Série (“A nova carta do
poder mundial”), IDN, Autumn-Winter 2003, pp 77-119.
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My thesis does not intend to create, deny or follow any paradigm, but only
to describe the actual international relations’ status using a geopolitical and
geostrategical perspective. To sum up and simplify, I consider that a hybrid,
complex and original model of world power structure, which we might call uni-
multipolar, characterizes the new order, and coexists with two wide geopolitical
and geostrategical movements: on the one hand, “a great war” against terrorism,
weapons of massive destruction proliferation and “Rogue States” and, on the
other, the game of “multiple containment” played by the USA’s hegemonic
pressure and opposing powers which strive to contain or even invert its
pretension. This order derives mainly from the strategic impact rouse by three
great events - the end of bipolar confrontation, the September 11" and Iraq’s
recent military intervention — and, in a context characterized by the emergence of
asymmetric threats and new strategies attempting to face them.

This study is divided in three parts that analyze these topics. The first part
makes an attempt to draw the new world’s geopolitical order profile in terms of
hierarchy and power distribution on the international relations, characterized as
uni-multipolar. Here included is the North American hegemony analysis, the
actual uni-multipolarization characterization, the uni-multipolarity limitations,
the conditions of maintenance of this mixed order, positive effects, risks and
dilemmas associated with uni-multipolarity, and the game of “mutual and multiple
containment”. The second part makes a reflection about the relations between
the USA and each one of the other great world and regional powers — European
Union, Russia and China — in the scope of the multiple containment game and
accounting the impacts coming from the end of cold war, the September 11" and
Iraq crisis. The third part analyses the “new world war”, starting with the
description of Al Qaeda’s war declaration and following the declaration of war to
terrorism after the September 11%, It also characterizes the new asymmetric threats,
in particular the “new type of terrorism” as well as the strategies implemented to
face it, specially, the dilemmas and controversies about preventive and preemptive
actions and North American “floating coalitions” or “will coalitions”. Finally, it
analyses the UNO-USA relation in what concerns Iraq, considering the unilateral
and multilateral questions. Conclusions will sum up the main topics stated in this
work, uttering important ideas and thesis.



The New World's Geopolitical Outline 15

Introduction

With Westphalia Peace in 1648 emerged the modern international system
whose basic principles shaped the international relations until the present days.
The Westphalia order is based on the sovereignty of the States, which represents
both the principle founder of the political society domestically, or, that supports
the supreme authority of a political power (“the sovereign does not have an equal
power in the internal order. ..”) and the international order regulator for the absolute
State independence, that is to say, that a sovereign State is not submitted to any
authority or power (“...or superior power on the external order”). The sovereignty
established that internal policy and State institutions ought to be out of other
States interference and, that in the international order, relations between recognized
sovereign States should be “inter pares”. The fact that formal “equality” is not
compatible with differences in power and strength showed that principles alone
cannot establish behavior guidelines and conditioned the creation of a restrictions
mechanism working through a balance that should avoid dominance from any
powerful country — that is the concept of power balance, mainly between great
powers.

These notions are clearly written in the most considered international
regulator organ since the end of the 2" World War — the United Nations
Organization (UNO). On the first paragraph of article 2 of UN Charter we
read, “The Organization is based on the principle of the sovereign equality of all
its Members.” At the same time the sovereign States have formally obliged
themselves to refrain the use of force to solve differences, as stated on the fourth
paragraph of the same article: “All Members shall refrain in their international
relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political
independence of any state, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes
of the United Nations.” However, there were two exceptional situations accepted:
when there is a collective action organized by the Security Council against an
aggressor State and the right to self-defense. In those days - 1945, when the
United Nations Charter was written and signed, and especially on article 51,
which establishes the right to self-defense - it is obvious that the idea was protection
from aggressions coming from other States.

Maybe it is also convenient to remind that in 1945 the United Nations were
founded by around 50 States (today we have 191) almost all Western; that USSR
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was an ally in sequence to a war against the same enemy (Germany and Japan);
that China was equally allied and still dominated by Chiang Kay-Sheck (People’s
Republic of China, with communist regime was only proclaimed in 1949, and its
participation in the UN in replacement of the former would only occur in 1971);
that decolonization processes were not yet in motion, etc. This is to emphasize
that back on those days the international order and the presuppositions were
substantially different from nowadays. To guarantee the power balance and
responsibilities sharing was created the figure of the UN Security Council
permanent member with veto power only accessible to the five war winners,
USA, USSR, China, United Kingdom and France. The defeated countries -
Germany and Japan were still enemies and of course excluded. Thus, on behalf of
balance an inequality of fact between States was legally achieved.

Exceeded Paradigms

Despite the principles and rules established and formally accepted by the
States which have continuously joined the United Nations, the mechanism
regulator of the international order came mainly from the effects caused by the
confrontation between the two superpowers — USA and USSR. Therefore, the
international order quickly became bipolar. The international relations became
hostage of the ideological, geopolitical and geostrategic superpower’s considerations.
The game of power had only two fundamental poles. Also, the development of
nuclear weapons made less probable the war between those who possessed them.
That developed the paradigm of the improbability of war consisting of a direct
military conflict between the superpowers. The paradox in the nuclear era consisted
of the growing nuclear capacity and the reduced will to use it. The nuclear parity
and the dissuasion by the “mutual destruction guarantee” imposed a new logic
to the superpowers. The world’s political bipolarization lived with the “cold
war” and the balance of terror, and pushed the “hot” confrontation to peripheral
areas. Still, respecting the principle that “invented weapons end up being used”
and suspecting their logic not to be valid for all countries, particularly those who
have different considerations towards the human life value or those less informed
about true apocalyptic effects of those weapons, both superpowers agreed and
managed the creation of mechanisms to regulate the nuclear weapons
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proliferation — once again on behalf of the international security the inequality
between “equal” sovereign States was legally achieved.

These were the paradigms that lasted for four decades and a half on the
international system. The Westphalia order principles remained basically valid
— respect for sovereignty of States remained usually the international relations
corner stone and the threats came from other States or coalitions.

Mutation of the international system and Westphalia order

The end of USA-USSR confrontation, the fall of Berlin wall and the USSR’s
implosion fifteen years ago, has dismantled the bipolar international relations
system leaving the redefinition of a new world’s power architecture and new
international order open. Without balance of powers or strategic rival, the USA
have positioned has “hyper power”, turning many paradigms, concepts and
even expectations obsolete (essentially of those who anticipated or expected a
multipolar order). Today we can say that the USA are the only totally sovereign
power. This new world’s order characterization deserves all attention and will be
analyzed in the first chapter, but the truth is that actually the Westphalia order is
at stake. Its principles are clearly in danger although there are no obvious
alternatives. The traditional sovereign State face powerful pressures acting
“beneath”, “below” and “inside”. As a consequence of globalization in its multiple
dimensions, regional integration processes and new prominence of other
international actors, the States are loosing their relevance in the international
stage — following to a long period when the international relations were mainly
and almost exclusively relations between States and their agents — and now face
the progressive erosion of formerly exclusive competences’.

To this true phenomenon, nor bad or good, we should add others also relevant:
the national State concept is going through a metamorphosis and, territory as
an element of national power has long lost it's meaning. These facts may be
associated with another, even more compromising of the traditional Westphalia

2 For more detailed information about this topic: TOME, Luis L., O Estado ¢ a Nova Ordem
International — entre a fragmaentacio e a globalizacdo, EAIUAL and Instituto Internacional de
Macau, Lisboa, 2003
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order: the non-interference in other States’ internal affairs principle has been
abandoned in favor of humanitarian interference consolidation and even world
jurisdiction. This is not only used by the USA but also by other Western countries,
the North Atlantic Treaty and even the United Nations. In the 2000 UN
Millennium summit the principle of humanitarian interference was approved by
a large number of “non Western” States. During the 90’s decade, the USA has
undertaken humanitarian operations in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia and Kosovo; other
countries have taken initiatives in East Timor (leaded by Australia) and in Sierra
Leone (leaded by the United Kingdom). Except in Kosovo, all initiatives have
been supported by the United Nations; in Bosnia and Kosovo, NATO has leaded
the interventions with the agreement and participation of European and North
American allies.

On the other hand, a State no longer withholds the monopoly of the use of
strength and war as established in the Westphalia order. This makes that threats
to security and defense happen many times from non-State groups, such as terrorist
organizations. Never like today “terrorism” has been such a dangerous threat to
the international security — thus representing a fact that changes most of the
usual concepts regarding threats, defense, security, strategy, politics and
international relations. Besides, it is obvious that dangers proceeding from terrorism
are actually linked to the proliferation of weapons of massive destruction (WMD).
The conjunction of these two threats: terrorism and WMD exponentially increase
the danger. Anyway, the main responsibility of eliminating, reducing or attenuating
those threats and risks belongs to each State individually and above all depends of
the collective and concerted action of States.
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PART I

THE UNI-MULTIPOLAR ORDER

All analysis describing the “new world’s order” inevitably depend on the
interpretation of the international power structure and on the perception that
each one has of the trail followed by the “hyper power” - USA as hegemonic
power.

THE USA’S HEGEMONY

The North American hegemony is an unquestionable and undeniable fact
resulting from more than its military power. The USA is a superpower in all
power domains, summing military, political and strategic, economic, technological
and scientific and cultural power. The skilful articulation of these fields creates an
increase of power in each area individually and in the absolute power of the USA.
Its political-strategical power depends and promotes the economic, which depends
and projects its scientific-technological power, thus allowing expanding its culture
and ethical values, which will again reflect its power in other spheres. All power
domains articulate successively conditioning more power and influence
accumulation. Today, the USA are omnipresent military, politically, strategically
and also economical and culturally. Its hegemony does not depend only of
power to impose and coerce but also have its great influential and attraction
ability. Inevitably, the soviet empire’s collapse (collapsed from inside by its own
contradictions) has brought a substantial increase of power to the USA, supported
by strength, political, ideological and economical patterns, which have won the
former confrontation.

Economical power

The North American economic supremacy is intimately associated with the
scientific-technologic supremacy and the favorable conditions generated by the
accelerated globalization process. This process — whose origins go back to the
Discoveries and mercantile revolution, followed by the industrial revolution and,
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more recently by the extraordinary technological innovations in the field of
transports and communications that have substantially reduced space and time
notions — includes all world in a system of narrow interdependence. In these
terms, the conditions proposed and imposed by the USA are extremely efficient.
They work through the direct action of American governmental institutions,
its powerful network of multinational enterprises controlling world markets
and also through the international regulation agencies, such as the World Trade
Organization, World Bank and the International Monetary Fund, deeply inspired
in North American concepts. It is obvious that this work does not come from one
country’s initiative or one economical group and that most of the developed and
developing countries will benefit with the globalization (it is the case of Asiatic
economies and China, in particular). However, in the extent that the USA control
the economy sectors of high technology and usually is highly competitive in
most important sectors, makes them leaders and controllers of the process. Their
economical supremacy is visible and projected by the fact that we live in a “Dollar
parity” era, and most of the international trading uses the reference of North
American currency. Despite their huge external debt, dependence of external
markets and high deficit on the commercial balance they have the highest GDP
of the world. The USA’s GDP represents around a quarter of the world’s GDP,
in just one country! In a ranking referring to the most important and powerful
companies of the world, half of the chart, or more, will present North American
companies. Some voices foresee the USA’s economical decline but numbers do
not show it. Referring to decline, the most concerning and impressive is the
European and not the Asian or the North American.

Cultural and Scientific-Technological power

The USA’s cultural power is frequently devaluated and considered only in
terms of its scientific-technological aspects. However, this area has big power of
attraction and slowly shows great expression and domination. During the 20®
century, the scientific production has increasingly moved from Europe to the
USA. In the beginning of the 21* century, the technological and innovation
ability concentrated in the USA is significant as well as the increasing rhythm
of intellectual exodus from all over the world heading to the country, including
musicians, artists or actors. The English language became “the universal
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communication tongue”. TV, Cinema and Internet are channels that express USA’s
cultural supremacy and influence — they present a countless multiplying effect,
projecting life and behavior patterns and exporting their values and ideals. Medals
and sport achievements go to America at the same time as Nobel prizes and other
international scientific awards. Their universities, research and investigation centers
are the most prestigious and assume the role of international elite meeting and
working point. The world’s attention given to the cinema Oscar award ceremony
or NASA progresses is unprecedented. The immense and powerful dissemination
of American cultural style and values affects similarly the development of other
cultures. Helio Jaguaribe, Dean of Rio de Janeiro Cultural and Political Studies
Institute underline three of its most important effects: “ #he first refers to the fact
that modernity and modernization, specially in what concerns youth from all over the
world, is seen as equivalent to an Americanization process or something resulting from
it. Institutions and American procedures, like democracy and neoliberal economy, super
competitive individuality, unlimited consuming is considered desirable. Finally — the
most disastrous — in all nations and social classes spreads the conviction that “the
American way of life” and its high unrestricted consuming are universally accessible
since American institutions and processes are adopted 3, Certainly, the USA’s own
ethnic-cultural composition conditioned the absorption of many cultural inputs
coming from diverse origins. Still, if there were doubts about real cultural power
emanating from the US, they would vanish when we realize that none of
civilizations is immune. Consolidated and millenary cultures, such as the Chinese,
the Indian or the Arabic try to resist “external influences” making a reference to
the USA. The “Western civilization” becomes Americanized even if the USA are
“Europe’s descendents”.

Besides the economical, scientific-technological and cultural power, the great
founder and catalyst of the USA’s hegemony is the military power, which means
clear political and strategical supremacy.

3 JAGUARIBE, Helio, O Novo Sistema Internacional in Estratégia — Revista de Estudos
Internacionais, IEEI, 16, 1st Semester 2002, p.27
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Military supremacy and strategical expansion

The USSR implosion has accented the unbalance of the USA towards the
rest of the world. They have a large military arsenal gathered to face the former
soviet threat, capacity to projecting power, influence and strength all over the
world, adapted the network of alliances made during the bipolar confrontation,
and military omnipresence in all world. The enormous American power finds a
private world with one relevant adversary only. Although the USA have tried to
enjoy the “peace share” — ordering their soldiers return from foreign areas specially
in Europe and Eastern Asia, reducing defense budgets, investing in the economical
recovery and deepening bonds with former adversaries as well as diffusing
democracy, human rights’ values and economical liberalism — the truth is that
they saw the end of the cold war as a chance to expand the strategical reach of
America. Many politicians and analysts have called the myth of isolation to defend
and try to demonstrate “American’ strategical withdraw”. However, the reality
has shown the USA’s military intervention abroad more often than before. Bush’s
father administration invaded Panama in 1989, had Gulf war in 1991 (having
sent half of a million American soldiers to Persia Gulf region) and made an
humanitarian intervention in Somalia in 1992; with Clinton administrations there
were interventions in Haiti, Bosnia and Kosovo; George Bush’s administration
made already interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq. Furthermore, they increasingly
have used force in restricted ways with air raids and missiles attacks. All these
military involvements, different in what concerns contexts and motivations, are a
sign either of hyper power’s will to use war force or as of the assumption of world
police role responsibility, as guardians of international order and security in diverse
regions of the globe. In this period we have also seen a drastic reduction of the
world military expenses: from 1.100 billion USD in the end of 1980 to 900
billion in the end of 2003. In the same period occurred an abrupt slow down in
armament sales (around 50%) and a significant increase of armament market
control by the USA and its allies: the USA have increased its share of 20% to
more than 40% while NATO allies’ group have increased from 44% to 75%.
According to the estimates from the prestigious International Institute for Strategic
Studies (11SS), in 2003, the USA were responsible for 47.5% of the global arms
deliveries by supplier (in the amount of 13,648 million USD) and for 56.7% of
the market share of global arms transfer agreements by supplier (in the amount of
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14,543 million USD)*. Just to compare the market share of others leading suppliers
of arms deliveries, UK represents a share of 16.3% (in the amount of 4,700
million USD), Russia represents a share of 11.8 % (with 3,400 million USD),
France and Germany represents 4.2% each (in the amount of 1,200 million USD
each) and China represents 3.1% (with 500 million USD). In what concerns of
global arms transfers agreements by supplier, in 2003, Russia presented a share of
16.8% and an amount of 4,300 million USD, Germany represents 5.5% of share
and 1,400 million USD, France represents a share of 3.9% with an amount of
1,000 million USD, while China presented a share of 1.2% and and amount of
300 million USD” (in fact, China is much more a leading recipient than a supplier
of arms — em 2003, received 1,000 million USD of arms deliveries and celebrated
arms tranfer agreements in the amount of 500 million USD ©). On the other
hand, the USA defense budgets in the first post cold war decade were kept above
3% of the GDP (3.7%, in 2003). On Europe the average defense budget was
reduced to less than 2% of the GDP. After the September 11* and due to the war
against terrorism and military interventions in Afghanistan and Iraq the American
Defense budget has drastically increased. In 2003, the US Defence Expenditure
ascended to 404,920 million USD (without counting extraordinary budgets
approved in April and September 2003 to support military operations and
reconstruction missions in Iraq and Afghanistan and the “war against terror”, in
a total of 157 billion USD), which turns the USA responsible for almost half of
the world’s military expenses.

While many opinions foreseen “the end of geopolitics” by the supremacy of
geo-economy and International Law, the USA have launched a “Military Affairs
Revolution” (MIR). The North American strategy and planning are still based on
the supposition that their country might have to fight and win two wars
simultaneously in different regions of the world — being the Korean Peninsula
and the Gulf of Persia the favorite theatres for this strategic calculation. Besides,
Washington have kept the alliances made during the bipolar era, adapting and

4 See The Military Balance 2004-2005, 11SS, Oxford University Press, 2004, Tables 38 to 44,
refering to the International Comparisons of Defence Expenditure and Arms Trade, pp. 353-
359.

5 Ibid.

¢ Ibid.
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expanding them and implemented “floating coalitions” and “will coalitions”
whenever it was useful and necessary.

Military Omnipresence

In this post cold war era, in fact, the USA represent a military superiority
and omnipresence never seen before in History. In peace times, around 255,000
North American soldiers are positioned outside of their territory, spread through
more than 150 bases and military installations in 110 countries. Summing the
additional forces positioned in Afghanistan and Iraq the number of American
soldiers out of the country largely surpasses 400,000”! Continuing the sum we
must consider the few thousand serving in vessels, aircraft carriers and submarines
sailing permanently oceans and seas around the world, the inzelligence and special
operation units.

The great majority of North American military devices were inherited from
the cold war period, especially from NATO in Europe (Germany, Italy, United
Kingdom, Turkey, Denmark, Iceland, Spain, Belgium and Portugal) and in Eastern
Asia (having large contingents of almost 38,000 soldiers in South Korea and
Japan). In the Old Continent, Partnership programs and NATO’s Enlargement
have expanded the USA’s military presence to East and Southeast. Due to the
enlargement, the USA and the Atlantic Alliance strategical reorientation,
implementation of NATO’s new command structure and also to “new European
fidelities”, the North American contingents might be moved to Eastern countries.
Eventually they might move from Germany (with more than 71,000 American
militaries) to Poland, Hungary, Czech Republic, Romania, and Bulgaria or even
to the Baltic countries. NATO’s missions and interventions in the Balkans have
also conditioned the expansion of the North American military presence.

Besides the maintenance of defense and security compromises coming from
the former bipolar context, another recent element justifies a military omnipresence
and also the creation of new coalitions and partnerships: the war against terrorism
and against weapons of massive destruction. This campaign, linked to Rumsfeld/
Wolfowitz principle that states “the mission determines the coalition” has promoted

7 Data about USA’s military presence is found in many publications and is not always coincident.

Numbers here quoted are from Newsweek Magazine, of July 21, 2003.
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a significant reinforcement of the North American military presence in the large
region of Middle East and Central Asia configuring a real “strategical revolution”
in this area of the world. Since the September 11%, the USA have created new
bases in this region or its surroundings: Pakistan (Jakobabad), Kyrgystan (Manas),
Uzbekistan (Karshi-Khanabad), Afghanistan (Kandahar, Bagram and Mazar-al-
Sharif), Djibuti (Camp le Monier) Hungary (Taszar), Romania (Constanza),
Bulgaria (Burgas). Meanwhile, the 5,000 militaries positioned since the Gulf
War are withdrawn from Saudi Arabia, only leaving a “residual force”. In Iraq, it
is expected the establishment of four military bases: Bashur, in Kurdistan; the
H1, near the border with Jordan and Syria; Baghdad, near the airport; and Tallil,
near Nassyria. Permanent contingents in other Gulf countries like Qatar, Bahrain
and Oman have also increased. Involved in the campaign against terrorism, besides
the traditional allies (European NATO, Japan, South Korea and Australia) other
States are supported financially and military or with Inzelligence: Israel, Egypt,
Jordan, Colombia, Pakistan, Russia, Philippines, Georgia, Uzbekistan, Azerbaijan,
India, Indonesia, Malaysia, Singapore®.

The US’ strategical omnipresence and their world projection is clearly
assumed and expressed in their ten strategical commands’. Five of those are
functional: Space Command, Strategic Command (controls nuclear arsenal),
Transports Command, Allied Forces Command, Special Operations Command.
The other five are geographical commands that divide the world in great regions:
North Command USNORTHCOM (includes all North America and part of
Caribbean), South Command USSOUTHCOM (Central and South America),
Europe Command USEUCOM (commands Greenland, Europe — including
Russian Federation — and almost all African Continent), Pacific Command
USPACOM (integrating Antarctic, all Pacific-Asia and Australia, Indian continent
and shares Alaska with the North Command) and Central Command
USCENTCOM (embraces a particularly complex and sensitive zone of 24

8 TOME, Luis A Omnipresen¢a Militar Norte Americana e a Nova Nato, in Janus 2004-Anudrio
de Relacoes Exteriores, Observatério de Relagoes Exteriores da UAL and Publico Newspaper,
2003, pp 24-25.

9 For more information about the Commands, see A Politica Externa Norte Americana, in
Janus 2003-Anudrio de Relacoes Exteriores, UAL Observatério de Relagbes Exteriores and
Publico Newspaper, 2002, pp 98-99 and the website: www.defenselink.mil.
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countries, from Sudan to Arabian Peninsula and Persian Gulf and Central Asia to
Pakistan)'.

These geographical commands are in charge of air, land and sea space defense
from military, terrorist, nuclear chemical or bacteriological aggression, coordinating
the response adequately. In times of peace, these commands allow the USA to
search and intervene in domains of natural catastrophes, narcotics traffic,
clandestine migrations, WMD traffic, assistance to civil population and military
operations and exercises.

Map: Five geographical commands of the USA
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Source: USA’s Defense Department at www.defenselink.mil/specials/unifiedcommand/

10 For more information about the USA Central Command, see TOME, Luis, 11 de Setembro:
consequéncias na Asia Central e do Sul, in Janus 2003..., op. cit, pp 170-171 and the website:
www.defenselink.mil
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The North American military omnipresence as above described is both a
consequence and a catalyst of the USA’s hegemony giving an apparent unipolar
character to the international order. This character is proved by the “almost
unilateral” American military interventions in Afghanistan (it would have been
easy to do it under UN and/or NATO sphere, that has for the first time invoked
the collective defense clause, article 5) and Iraq. This idea is reinforced by American
initiatives to maintain maximum freedom internationally — boycott to International
Penal Court, unilaterally abrogated the ABM Treaty of 1972, non ratification of
the Non Proliferation Treaty, not joining the 1995 protocol about Biological and
Chemical Weapons, nor Agreements related with anti-personnel mines, abandoned
Kyoto Protocol about global heating. .. Concluding, and quoting General Loureiro
dos Santos “the American national interests look at other States as entities of limited

»11

sovereignty, guarding full sovereignty only to themselves

Enviable position

In fact, in the actual conjuncture the USA enjoy an enormous power disparity
in relation with the rest of the world. They cannot be coerced, imposed rules,
guidelines and behaviors that they do not wish to assume and respect. However
they enjoy a position that allows their virtual intervention where and whenever
they want. Limits are set by themselves, in their own terms and following their
interests and ideals. If necessary, the international organizations they belong to
are ignored and new circumstantial and convenient coalitions are made to meet
their own objectives (will coalitions). The USA have no will to give in or share
competences they consider exclusively theirs or any part of their sovereignty in a
classical definition that says “does not have an equal power in the internal order or
superior power on the external order”. This is clearly assumed by Jesse Helms, External
Relations Senate Committee president when he wrote in an article: “I# is true that
50 years ago the USA Senate has ratified the UN Chart. With this action America has
not gave in a single “syllable” of its sovereignty to the United Nations. According to the
American system, when international agreements are ratified they simply become part
of USASs domestic Law. They have no bigger or smaller importance than any other

I SANTOS, General Loureiro dos, Regressa o Império Benigno?, in Visdo magazine, n® 549, 11
to 17 of September, 2003, p.54
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American domestic law. Treaties obligations may be over passed by a simple Congress
act”'.

The USA’ strategic objective is to prevent any other power or coalition to
match the American power, to reinforce the difference of strength in relation
with other powers and to establish a real American pax in the world. They intend
a world reformation based on their own moral patterns and the progress towards
their world vision — messianic expressions of being an exceptional nation endowed
with virtues and singular responsibilities. The American people do not see their
country as an Empire but as the last superpower. They are absolutely conscious
of possessing unmatched power and intend to preserve and consolidate this
position. For many of them this supremacy carries the moral obligation to play
a regulator role on the international affairs even if that is made at the cost of
exceeding institutional mechanisms, that being considered the most efficient way
to solve world problems or protect vital North American interests. Naturally they
look at their country as one good power trying to contribute to the world peace,
democracy, promotion of human rights and free trade. Intimately they look at
America as the great defender and promoter of liberties.

The primacy of Law and International Law mean the external use of American
values and law; human rights and trade liberalization are tools that legitimate the
USA’s interference and expansion. Thus it is understood “the humanitarian
interference right” and exclusion and cast out of certain states from the idea of
“International community” — these are identified as “Rogue States” potentially
dangerous and out of control, dissidents of Washington’s originated order and
with no respect for the rules imposed by the USA: Cuba, Iraq, Iran, Afghanistan,
Somalia, North Korea, Syria, Sudan or Libya, just to mention a few. For many,
globalization itself — considered as a process of dilution of traditional borders,
increase of interdependence and interaction, rise of transnational reciprocity and
intensifying of processes and activities that turn the world in one place — is mainly
the expression of USA’ spirit of dealer and missionary, coming up as a kind of
ideology of the new world’s order leaded by Washington. Those considering the
existence of a unipolar or imperial order look at few international organizations,

12 HELMS, Jesse, American Sovereignty and the UN, in The National Interest, Washington,
Winter 2000/01, p.32, quoted by Admiral Anténio Emilio Ferraz Sacchetti, “Estratégia e
Relagoes de Poder” in Anais do Clube Militar Naval, vol. CXXXIII, July-September 2003, p.
442.
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such as IFM, UNO, NATO and WTO as mere agents of American external
policy, ambitions and interests. They represent mere expressions of “the American
empire”, based in the supposition of order and stability and not on conquering
or territorial expansion.

The USA generically have the power to veto or boycott proposals that
affect their interests. However, the success of a relevant international initiative
depends upon the North American participation. This is the mirror of an order
that looks even more unipolar: the dominating power acquires a hegemonic
position, defining unipolarity as the force distribution for only one power clearly
alone at the top of hierarchy. This situation inevitably generates unilateralist
tendencies in the USA due to three main reasons: first, they have sufficient power
to act alone; second, they increasingly assume the role of world order regulator;
third, they identify American interests and ideals with those of the international
community — defending the first serves the second.

The frequent crisis and conflicts, and the end of cold war made clear that the
international system is not self-adjusted or self-regulated, meaning that in the
absence of another effective international regulator mechanism - as the bipolar
scheme in which each one of the superpowers dominated its zone, and both
dominated the international system — and “impotence” of the UN (due to lack of
resources and necessary political consensus between the powers to impose the
Organization’s authority in all occasions) the USA started to assume that role,
step by step, either to secure their interests or on behalf of the “international
community”. However, this enviable position puts them as the most desired
target, due to their strategical dimension, their global responsibility and for what
they stand for.

THE UNI-MULTIPOLARITY

The existence of only one superpower its an undeniable fact, but does not
imply that the international order is truly unipolar, like in a situation where
there are no relevant powers besides the superpower. Despite being hegemonic
and possessing incomparable supremacy, the USA do not practice an effective
unipolarity, although they long for it. Four main reasons set limits to unipolarity.
In first place, it represents a model where only one power is relevant — in the
actual model the superpower coexists with other internationally very relevant
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regional powers, which prevent the USA to manage the world as unipolar. Secondly,
the USA represent the superpower in full strength (joining political, strategical
and military power with economical, scientific-technological and cultural power)
but having in some of these areas rivals with similar capacity. In third place, the
world remains too anarchic and complex for absolute hegemony. Growing
complexity is the trend making the holder of supremacy unable to solve great
international questions on its own. Finally, the USA do not show preparation to
run an “empire”, not only due to external factors but also for domestic reasons,
because the US citizens refuse to assume the consequent financial and human
sacrifices — represented for instance by Vietnam or Somalia “syndrome”.

In relation to domestic factors inhibiting Washington to exercise the world’s
domination, it does not mean that Americans would not prefer a true unipolar
order. In fact the USA face significant socio-economical and political restrictions
intrinsic to a democratic regime like theirs. These restrictions inhibit the USA
to take advantage of this hegemonic moment to directly and preventively
confront the biggest adversaries to their supremacy. There is nothing new in this
situation and its constraints. Right after the 2" World War, in the brief period
when the USA had the strategical advantage of possessing an atomic weapon only
later possessed by Moscow in 1949, the Americans opted for a strategy of Soviet
Union’s “containment” instead of forcing Stalin to withdraw from its positions in
Europe. At that time, the biggest request for a USA’s force action came from
Britain and not from the American. Winston Churchill criticized “containment”
and laid objections to delaying negotiations until after the establishment of force
positions. He argued that the Western position was stronger than ever, so the
relative position could only deteriorate: “ whar will happen when they possess the
atomic weapon and a large stock? You may calculate what will happen by the present
events... We should not move along with imprudent and incompetent, waiting for
something to happen, and I mean waiting for something bad. Western nations have
Jfar more chances to achieve a long lasting bloodless agreement if they make their fair
demands before communists also have atomic power™. Since the end of the cold

13 CHURCHILL, Winston S., His Complete Speeches, 1867-1963, ed. Robert Rhodes James,
Volume VII, 1943-1949, New York 7 London, Chelsea House in association with R.R.Bowker,
1974, p. 7710
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war, many people have used this same argumentation referring to China or Russia.
Today, like before, the USA are not willing to risk and bear necessary sacrifices.

Besides, the North American public opinion does not accept violent or evil
ways of coercion, which makes it very difficult to impose unipolarity or preserve
an imperial system. The American administration also feels the need to use the
character of legitimacy on its foreign interventions. They look for UN covering,
or the request of an Alliance (NATO) or a “will coalition” with other countries,
that somehow legitimate their action to avoid the previously seen “demonization”
of regimes and leaders. On the other hand, Washington always presents to American
public opinion (and also international) a powerful justification of its initiatives,
whether it is “universal democratic values” defense, security and “American vital
interests”, or on behalf of the community of nations and international legality. In
fact, not only other countries but also the North American population demand a
sign of legitimacy from Washington. In a democratic regime this factor is crucial
because governors depend on the population to maintain their position. It would
be very difficult for the USA to use unipolarity because this requires not only
reducing or containment of other powers but also the total marginalization of
international regulation mechanisms (like the United Nations) and its ally’s
alienation, which the American public opinion would not easily accept. We can
see this issue as one of the most important in the 2004 Presidential electoral
campaign in the USA due to Iraq crisis and its partners and allies problems. This
marginalization and alienation should be easily accepted by an isolationist impetus
rather than by the attempt to impose a unipolar world management.

The frequent references to “American empire” and an alleged “unipolar order”
come more often from anti-American positions or justifications of the good
character of this “empire” than from real facts descriptions. It is true that actually,
the only power with prominence in all power domains, from hard power to soft
power, being the only ones with capacity to promote their interests virtually all
over the world are the USA. But this is only one side of the coin. The success of
more important international dilemmas resolution, including the protection of
some values and American vital interests depends either on the effective
compromise of the USA or on the cooperation with at least some of the powers
whose role and international and regional status are really indispensable. For
instance, the combat against weapons of mass destruction proliferation and missile
technology, the war against terrorism or pacification and stabilization of one area
demand a wide collaboration among several powers, exactly because we do not
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live in a truly unipolar order. This is why other great powers, regionally important
in the world’s power architecture cannot be ignored — although not having capacity
to affirm their interests as globally as the USA — as their capacities, perceptions,
ambitions and evolutions are carefully watched and judged by the superpower
and other international actors. Among others, we can highlight France, Germany,
and the United Kingdom (for now avoiding a direct reference to the European
Union), Russia, China, Japan or India. Maybe this perception explains the reason
why in moments considered as of unipolar or American unilateralism, the USA
have tried to set up large coalitions with some of these powers and act on behalf
of the “international community”, in the pursue of its objectives and sometimes
controversial foundations.

Although in the height of their power, the USA cannot and are not willing
to coerce by force other great powers as Russia, China or India. In the current
context this is out of question even if the USA would like to establish unipolarity.
In the relation with these powers deterrence is still in force.

On the other hand, the international stability in several regions of the globe
depend equally on the behavior of the only superpower as on the regional powers,
although globally, the USA are the “essential nation” to quote Madeleine
Allbright. From a geo-economical point of view the USA face rivals with similar
power, like the European Union and the Eastern Asian block leaded by Japan
(and China in the near future). In a more cultural or civilizational consideration
the world is not favorable for American domain — we just need to remember the
difficulties of the North American culture or “Western values” penetration in the
Arab world, in the immense China or in the great Indian democracy.

Another restrictive factor of the USA’s unipolarity is the strategic aim to
prevent the formation and consolidation of “anti-hegemonic coalitions”. In the
present terms it does not seem possible to foresee a wide coalition integrating, for
instance, China, India, Russia and the European Union. Although they all deny
a hegemonic order, their coalition makes no sense even because some consider
themselves adversaries or antagonists. However, the USA’s pressure to manage the
world in unipolarity might lead other great powers to overcome reciprocal
disagreements and put together anti-American partnerships.

We may remember, for instance, “anti-hegemonic strategical partnership
launched in 1996 by Russia and China united (only 10 years after Gorbatchev’s
speech in Vladivostok allowing normalization of relations between Moscow and
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Beijing) or some analysis produced in the peak of Iraq crisis about a new strategical
axis, France — Germany - Russia to oppose the USA.

Even if no