The Bubble of American Supremacy

President Bush’s foreign policies to a great extent have been unilateral, while only lip service has been paid to the notion of collective security.  Will this be, as author George Soros claims, counterproductive in the long run?  Why? Why not?

Mr. Soros accepts that the events of September 11, 2001 have changed the way the world views the future.  He also believes that collective security should be the U.S. major role in dealing with terrorist.  I do agree that collective security should play a role in dealing with terrorist and may be counterproductive in the long run if not implemented, as part of the comprehensive plan but cowardness should not be the motto of a world leader when dealing with a group of cowards.  

Mr. Soros tries to analyze the affects of the terrorist from the financial point of view.   The analogies are probably correct in the realm of the financial world yet fail by comparison to the real life.  Although terrorist need capital to operate, they are not about hording money like most financial analyst.  Maybe we should be looking at the finances of the terrorist organization better.  Without capital the terrorist would be more like a bully on the playground rather than being a bully on the streets of New York.

The terrorist attack on September 11, 2001 was a frontal attack on not only the United States but also the world as a hold.  In the fiction printed in The Atlantic Monthly, he states that, “the terrorist attack on the United States could have been treated as a crime against humanity rather than an act of war. {pg 208}”  When terrorist attacked the twin towers they did play the role of criminals, yet they also had targeted the Pentagon and the White House.  Mr. Soros failed to acknowledge the latter in his article.  If the twin towers had been the only targets, maybe a criminal role could have been assumed.  When the terrorist attacked our military headquarters and targeted our government they themselves declared war on the United States.  

For these reasons I believe that both war and criminal actions were and still are viable options for the United States to take a stand on.  The one failure of the Presidency was to consider how his opponents could twist and spin viable actions for their political agendas.  The White House was given the support of the nation by all parties but failed to keep his opponents from using the current policies to get themselves elected.  I hole heartily believe that discussion is a major part of our freedom within the United States but when politicians spin policies so much that it affects our national security I believe that they should be held accountable.  This has been the major failure of the Presidency.
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