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abject poverty. We may not be able to eliminate all the harsh conse-
ences of globalization, but we can communicate more and travel

more and trade more, in a way that lifts the lives of ordinary work-
ilies everywhere and the quality of our global environment.
ot be able to eliminate all the failures of government and
international institutions, but we can certainly strengthen democ-
racy so all children are prepared for the twenty-first century world
and protected from its harshest side effects. ‘

And we can d\g\so much more to work together, to cooperate
among ourselves, to Seize the problems and the opportunities of
this ever small planet we'all call home. In short, if we want the story
e the triumph of peace and harmony,
we must embrace our common humanity and our shared destiny.

-Now, we’re just moments from ‘that new millennium. Two cen-
turies ago, as the framers where crafting our Constitution, Benja-

of the twenty-first century t

min Franklin was often seen in Independence Hall lboking ata

painting of the Sun low on the horizon."When, at long last, the
Constitution finally was signed, Mr. Franklin said, “I have often
wondered whether that Sun was rising or setting\r Today I have the

happiness to know it is a rising Sun.”* Well, two canturies later, we
know the Sun will always rise on America, as long as each new
generation lights the fire of freedom. Our children a ready. So

again, the torch is passed to a new-century of young Americans.

Questions

v

1. Why does Clinton describe the twentieth century asa “triumph of free- _

dom™?

2. In what areas does he seem to believe that freedom is still incomplete?

D.C., 2002), pp. iv—Vi, 15, 29-30. 7

CHAPTER 28

Sentember Il and the Next
- Imerican Century

186. The National Security Strategy of the
United States (2002)

Source: The National Security Strategy of the United States (Washington,

In September 2002, one year after the September 11 terrorist attacks, the

Bush administration released a document called the National Security Strat-
egy. It outlined a fundamental shift in American foreign policy. The report

- began with a discussion not of weaponry or military strategy but of free-

dom. It went on to promise that the United States would “extend the benefits
of freedom” by' ﬁghting not only “terrorists” but “tyrants” around the world.

The National Security Strategy announced that the United States must
maintain an overwhelming preponderance of military power, not allow-
ing any other country to challenge its overall strength or its dominance in
any region of the world. To replace the Cold War doctrine of deterrence,
which assumed that the certainty of retaliation would prevent attacks on
the United States and its allies, the document announced a new foreign
policy principle—preemptive war. If the United States believed that a
nation posed a possible future threat to its security, it had the right to
attack before such a threat materialized. ’

341



342 Voices of Freedom

THE GREAT STRUGGLES of the twentieth century between liberty
and totalitarianism ended with a decisive victory for the forces of
freedom—and a single sustainable model for national success: free-
dom, democracy, and free enterprise. In the twenty-first century,
only nations that share a commitment to protecting basic human
rights and guaranteeing political and economic freedom will be
able to unleash the potential of their people and assure their future

prosperity. People everywhere want to be able to speak fréely; :

choose who will govern them; worship as they please; educate their
children—male and female; own property; and enjoy the benefits of
their labor. These values of freedom are right and true for every per-

son, in every society—and the duty of protecting these values

against their enemies is the common calling of freedom-loving peo-
ple across the globe and across the ages.

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

extend the peace by encouraging free and open societies on every
continent.

Freedom is the non-negotiable demand of human dignity; the
birthright of every person—in every civilization. Throughout
history, freedom has been threatened by war and terror; it has
been challenged by the clashing wills of powerful states and
the evil designs of tyrants; and it has been tested by widespread
poverty and disease. Today, humanity holds in its hands the
opportunity to further freedom’s triumph over all these foes. The
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United States welcomes our responsibility to lead in this great

mission.

The United States has long maintained the option of preemptive

“actions to counter a sufficient threat to our national security. The

greater the threat, the greater is the risk of inaction—and the'more
compelling the case for taking anticipatory action to defend our-
selves, even if uncertainty remains as to the time and place of the
enemy’s attack. To forestall or prevent such hostile acts: by our adver-
saries, the United States will, if necessary, act preemptively.
The United States will not use force in all cases to-preempt emerg-
_ing threats, nor should nations use pree.mptior? as a Pretext f(l)r
aggression. Yet in an age where the enemies of civilization .open y
and actively seek the world’s most destructive technologies, the
United States cannot remain idle while dangers gather.

vThe presence of American forces overseas is o.ne of the.most
profound symbols of the U.S. commitments to allies and fnensl-s.
Through our willingness to use force in our.own dc?fense and in
defense of others, the United States demonstrates its resolve .to
maintain a balance of power that favors freedom. To contend with
uncertainty and to meet the many security challenges we face, the
United States will require bases and stations within and beyond
Western Europe and Northeast Asia, as well as temporary access
arrangements for the long-distance deployment of U.S. forces.
We know from history that deterrence can fail; and we kI?OW
from experience that some enemies cannot be deterred. The United
‘States must and will maintain the capability to defeat any ajctem.pt
by an enemy—whether a state or non-state actor——t({ 1mpo'se 1t's will
on the United States, our allies, or our friends: We will maintain the
forces sufficient to support our obligations, and to defend freedng.
Our forces will be strong enough to dissuade potential adversaries
from pursuing a military build-up in hopes of surpa‘sm.ng, or equal-
ing, the power of the United States.
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Questions

v
1. 'Why does the document assert that its understanding of freedom is
“right and true fo; every person, in every society”?

2. Why did the doctrine of preemptive war arouse so much opposition in
other countries?

187. Robert Byrd on the War in Iraqg (2003)

Source: Speech of Senator Robert Byrd, February 12, 2003, U.S. Senate.

The first implementation of the principles of the National Security Strat--
egy came in 2003, when the United States invaded and occupied Iraq, over-
throwing the dictatorial government of Saddam Hussein. The decision
split the western alliance and inspired a massive antiwar movement
throughout the world. In February 2003, between 10 and 15 million peo-
ple across the globe demonstrated against the impending war.

' With President Bush still widely popular, few elected officials were will-
ing to criticize him as the country moved toward war. One who did so was
Senator Robert Byrd of West Virginia. Byrd condemned his colleagues for
refusing even to debate the question. He criticized the idea of an “unpro-
voked military attack” on another nation and the Bush administration’s
‘ indifference to worldwide opposition to the impending war. Unable to
obtain approval from the United Nations, the United States went to war
anyway in March 2003. Within a month, American troops occupied Bagh-

dad. But, as Byrd had warned, securing the peace proved to be extremely
difficult. ‘

To CONTEMPLATE WAR is to think about the most horrible of
human experiences. On this February day, as this nation stands at
the brink of battle, every American on some level must be contemn-
plating the horrors of war.

Yet, this Chamber is, for the most part, silent—ominously, dread-
fully silent. There is no debate, no discussion, no attempt to lay out for
the nation the pros and cons of this particular war. There is nothing.

We stand passively mute in the United States Senate, paralyzed
by our own uncertainty, seemingly stunned by the sheer turmoil of
events. Only on the editorial pages of our newspapers is there much
substantive discussion of the prudence or imprudence of engaging
in this particular war.

And this is no small conflagration we contemplate. This is no
simple attempt to defang a villain. No. This coming battle, if it mate-
rializes, represents a turning point in U.S. foreign policy and possi-

_ bly a turning point in the recent history of theworld.

This nation is about to embark upon the first test of a revolution-
ary doctrine applied in an extraordinary way at an unfortunate
time. The doctrine of preemption—the idea that the United States
or any other nation can legitimately attack a nation that is not
imminently threatening but may be threatening in the future—isa
radical new twist on the traditional idea of self defense. It appears o
be in contravention of international law and the UN Charter. And it
is being tested at a time of world-wide terrorism, making many
countries around the globe wonder if they will soon be on our—or
some other nation’s—hit list. High level Administration figures
recently refused to take nuclear weapons off of the table when dis-
cussing a possible attack against Iraq. What could be more destabiliz-
ing and unwise than this type of uncertainty, particularly in a world
where globalism has tied the vital economic and security interests of
many nations so closely together? There are huge cracks emerging in
our time-honored alliances, and U.S. intentions are suddenly subject
to damaging worldwide speculation. Anti-Americanism based on
mistrust, misinformation, suspicion, and alarming rhetoric from
U.S. leaders is fracturing the once solid alliance against global terror-

ism which existed after September 11.
Here at home, people are warned of imminent terrorist attacks
with little guidance as to when or where such attacks might occur.
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Family members are being called to active military duty, with no
idea of the duration of their stay or what horrors they may face.
Communities are being left with less than adequate police and fire
protection. Other essential services are also short-staffed. The mood
of the nation is grim. The economy is stumbling. Fuel prices are ris-
ing and may soon spike higher.

Calling heads of state pygmies, labeling whole countries as evil,
denigrating powerful European allies as irrelevant—these types of
crude insensitivities can do our great nation no good. We may have
massive military might, but we cannot fight a global war on terror-
ism alone. We need the cooperation and friendship of our time-
honored allies as well as the newer found friends whom we can
attract with our wealth. Our awesome military machine will do us
little good if we suffer another devastating attack on our homeland
which severely damages our economy. Our military manpower is
already stretched thin and we will need the augmenting support of
those nations who can supply troop strength, not just sign letters
cheering us on. s :

The war in Afghanistan has cost us $37 billion so far, yet there is
evidence that terrorism may already be starting to regain its hold in
that region. We have not found bin Laden, and unless we secure the
peace in Afghanistan, the dark dens of terrorism may yet again
flourish in that remote and devastated land.

Pakistan as well is at risk of destabilizing forces. This Administra-
tion has not finished the first war against terrorism and yet it is eager,
to embark on another conflict with perils much greater than those in
Afghanistan. Is our attention span that short? Have we not learned
that after winning the war one must always secure the peace?

And yet we hear little about the aftermath of war in Iraq. In the
absence of plans, speculation abroad is rife. Will we seize Iraq’s oil
fields, becoming an occupying power which controls the price and
supply of that nation’s oil for the foreseeable future? To whom do we
propose to hand the reigns of power after Saddam Hussein?

Will our war inflame the Muslim world resulting in devastating—g)
attacks on Israel? Will Israel retaliate with its own nuclear arsenal’
Will the Jordanian and Saudi Arabian goyernment§ be toppled. by
radicals, bolstered by Iran which has much closer ties to terrorism

?
thi:iﬁiq; disruption of the world’s oil supply lead to a world-wide
recession? Has our senselessly bellicose language 31:1d ou-r callou(s1
disregard of the interests and opinions of other natlorfs 1nc‘reasen
‘the global race to join the nuclear club anc'i made prohferatlon? a
even more lucrative practice for nations which need the income?
We are truly “sleepwalking through history.” In. my I}e‘art of hearti
1 pray that this great nation and its good and trusting citizens are no
i udest of awakenings.
B ’flft))r :r:gage in war is always to pick a wild card. And wa_r mlll':"t
always be a last resort, not a first choice. I truly mu.st ques:tlonk z
judgment of any President who can say thata mass.lve unprf-vo ﬂel !
military attack on a nation which is over 5?% chl.ldren is “in
highest moral traditions of our country.” This war 1s no.t necessca)lry
at this time. Pressure appears to be having agood result in Irag. Our
mistake was to put ourselves in a corner so quickly. Our c}fallenge
is to now find a graceful way out of a box of our own making. Per-
haps there is stilla way if we allow more time.

Questions

1. Why does Byrd consider the impending attack on Iraq as dangerous and
unwarranted? .

2. Why doeé hé believe it essential for the United States to obtain the coop-

eration of other countries?
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188. Second Inaugural Address of George W.
Bush (2005)

Source: The White House.

In his second inaugural address, in January 2005, Bush outlined a new
American goal-—“ending tyranny in the world.” Striking a more concilia-
tory(tone than during his first administration, he promised that the
United States would not try to impose “our style of govérnment” on others
and that, in the future, it would seek the advice of allies. He said nothing
specific about Iraq but tried to shore up falling support for the war by
. invoking the ideal of freedom: “the survival of libérty in our land increas-
ingly depends on the success of liberty in other lands.” In his first inaugu-
" ral,in 2001, Bush had used the words “freedom,” “free” or “liberty” seven
times. In his second, they appeared forty-nine times. Again and again,
Bush insisted that the United States stands for the worldwide triumph of
freedom. ' '

T

. AT THIS SECOND gathering, our duties are defined not by the |

words I use, but by the history we have seen together. For a half cen-
tury, America defended our own freedom by standing watch on
distant borders. After the shipwreck of communism came years of
relative quiet, years of repose, years of sabbatical—and then there
came a day of fire. .
~We have seen our vulnerability—and we have seen its deepest
source. For as long as whole regions of the world simmer in resent
ment and tyranny—prone to ideologies that feed hatred and excuse
mhurder—violence will gather, and multiply in destructive power,
and cross the most defended borders, and raise a mortal threat.
There is only one force of history that can break the reign of hatred
and resentment, and expose the pretensions of tyrants, and reward
the hopes of the decent and tolerant, and that is the force of human
freedom. . ‘
We are led, by events and common sense, to one conclusion: The
survival of liberty in our land increasingly depends on the success

of liberty in other lands. The best hope for peace in our world is the
expansion of freedom in all the world. ‘
America’s vital interests and our deepest beliefs are now one.
From the day of our Founding, we have proclaimed that every man
and woman on this earth has rights, and dignity, and matchless
value, because they bear the image of the Maker of Heaven and
earth. Across the generations we have proclaimed the imperative of
self-government, because no one is'fit to be a master, and no one

_deserves to be a slave. Advancing these ideals is the mission that .

created our Nation. It is the honorable achievement of our fathers.
Now it is the urgent requirement of our nation’s security, and the

calling of our time. '
So it is the policy of the United States to seek and support the
growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation

and culture, with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world. -

This is not primarily the task of arms, though we will defend our-
selves and our friends by force of arms when necessary. Freedom, by

' jts nature, must be chosen, and defended by citizens, and sustained

by the rule of law and the protection of minorities. And when the
soul of a nation finally speaks, the institutions that arise may reflect
customs and traditions very different from our own. America will
not impose our own style of government on the unwilling. Our goal

~ instead is to help others find their own voice, attain their own free-

dom, and make their own way....

We will persistently clarify the choice before every ruler and
every nation: The moral choice between oppression, which is
always wrong, and freedom, which is eternally right. America will
not pretend that jailed dissidents prefer their chains, or that women
welcome humiliation and servitude, or that any human being
aspires to live at the mercy of bullies.

We will encourage reform in other governments by making clear
that success in our relations will require the decent treatment of
their own people. America’s belief in human dignity will guide our
policies, yet rights must be more than the grudging concessions of
dictators; they are secured by free dissent and the participation of
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the governed. In the long run, there is no justice without freedom,
and there can be no human rights without human liberty.. ..

Today, America speaks anew to the peoples of the world:

All who live in tyranny and hopelessness can know: the United
States will not ignore your oppression, or excuse your Oppressors.
When you stand for your liberty, we will stand with you.

Democratic reformers facing repression, prison, or exile can
know: America sees you for who you are: the future leaders of your
free country.

The rulers of outlaw regimes can know that we stlll believe as
Abraham Lincoln did: “Those who deny freedom to others deserve it
not for themselves; and, under the rule of a just God, cannot long
retainit.”

The leaders of governments with long habits of control need to
know: To serve your people you must learn to trust them. Start on
this journey of progress and justice, and America will walk at your
side. _

And all the allies of the United States can know: we honor your
friendship, we rely on your counsel, and we depend on your help.
Division among free nationsis a primary goal of freedom’s enemies.
The concerted effort of free nations to promote democracy is a pre-
Iude to our enemies’ defeat. ...

We go forward with complete confidence in the eventual triumph
of freedom. Not because history runs on the wheels of inevitability;
it is human choices that move events. Not because we consider our-
selves a chosen hation; God moves and chooses as He wills. We have
confidence because freedom is the permanent hope of mankind, the
hunger in dark places, the longing of the soul. When our Founders
declared a new order of the ages; when soldiers died in wave upon
wave for a union based on liberty; when citizens marched in peace-
ful outrage under the banner “Freedom Now”
an ancient hope that is meant to be fulfilled. History has an ebb and
flow of justice, but history also has a visible direction, set by liberty
and the Author of Liberty.
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When the Declaration of Independence was first read in public and
the Liberty Bell was sounded in celebration, a witness said, “It rang as
if it meant something” In our time it means something still. Amer-
ica, in this young century, proclaims liberty throughout all the world,
and to all the inhabitants thereof. Renewed in our strength—tested,
but not weary—we are ready for the greatest achievements in the his-
tory of freedom.

May God bless you, and may He waich over the Umted States of

America.

Questions

1. How convincing is Bush’s description of a world divided into friends and

enemies of freedom?

2. What traditional American ideals does Bush appeal to in this speech?

189. Archbishop Roger Mahoney, "Called by
God to Help” (2006)

Sour?exRo_qer Mahoney: “Called by God to Help.” The New York Times,
March 22, zooé Copyright © 2006, The New York Times. Reprinted by

permission. .
b%""m

The influx of immigrants proceeded apace during the first years of the
twenty-first century. Alongside iE’”gal immigrants, undocumented newcom-
ers made their way to the United States;mostly from Mexico. At the end of
2005, 1t was estimated, there were 11 mi?ib\ni{egal aliensin the United
ited States had lost
sesponsible for the

States. With many Americans convinced that the*
control of its borders and that immigration was in pa
stagnation of real wages, the House of Representatives appr
ing it a felony to be in the country illegally and a crime to offer aid to illegal

. . < -
* immigrants. The response was utterly unexpected—a series of thassive
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of Bowershas been brought in question by this case, and it should be
addressed. Its continuance as precedent demeans the lives of homo-

sexual persons.

* The petitioners are entitled to respect for their private lives. The
State cannot demean their existence or control their destiny by
king their private sexual conduct a crime. Their right to liberty
undetthe Due Process Clause gives them the full right to engage in
their condﬁei without intervention of the government. “Itis a prom-
ise of the Constltytlon that there is a-realm of personal liberty
which the governmentmay not enter.” Casey, supra, at 847. The Texas
statute furthers no legltlmate state interest which can justify its
intrusion into the personal and»pnvate life of the individual.

Had those who drew and ratified. the Due Process Clauses of the
Fifth Amendment or the Fourteenth Amendment known the compo-
nents of liberty in its manifold p0381b111t1esxthey might have been
more specific. They did not presuimne to have thfsunmght They knew
times can blind us to certain truths and later generations can see
that laws once thought nécessary and proper in facbs‘e{‘:nly to
oppress. As the Constitution endures, persons in every gefteration
can invoke its principles in their own search for greater freedom.

Questions
1. How does Kennedy understand the meaning of freedom?

2. How does his definition differ from understandings of freedom in previ-

ous eras of American history?
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191. Security, Liberty, qnd‘ the War oh Terror

(2008)

Source: Opinion of the Court, Lakhdar Boumediene et al. v. George
‘W. Bush (2008)

In the aftermath of the attacks of 2001, the Bush administration claimed
sweeping powers to fight the “war on terror,” including the right to arrest
and hold indefinitely without trial those declared by the president to be
enemy combatants. The Supreme Court proved unreceptlve to President

‘Bush’s claim of authority, backed in many instances by Congress, to sus-

pend constitutional protections of individual liberties. In several widely
publicized cases it reaffirmed the rule of law both for American citizens
and foreigners held prisoner under American jurisdiction.

In Hamdiv. Rumjeld (2004), an 8-1 majority ruled that an American cit-
izen who had moved to Saudi Arabia and been captured in Afghanistan
and then imprisoned in a military jail in South Carolina had a righttoa
judicial hearing. Four years later, the Court considered the case of persons
held at a detention camp the government had established at the American
naval base at Guantanamo Bay, Cuba. Although not American citizens,
the petitioners claimed the right of habeas corpus guaranteed by the U. S.
Constitution—that is, the right for a detained person to demand that a
charge be leveled against him and to have a judge determine if evidence
warrants continued imprisonment. By 5—4, with Anthony Kennedy cast-
ing the deciding vote, the Court affirmed their claim. Kennedy began by
exhaustlvely reviewing the history of habeas corpus, stretching back to
Magna Carta of 121 5. The idea of imprisoning a person without charge,
Kennedy insisted, was a violation of basic principles of American
freedom.

PETITIONERS ‘ARE ALIENS designated as enemy combatants and
detained at the United States Naval Station at Guantinamo Bay,
Cuba. There are others detained there, also aliens, who are not par-
ties to this suit. Petitioners present a question not resolved by our
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earlier cases relating to the detention of aliens at Guantanamo:
whether they have the constitutional privilege of habeas corpus, a
privilege not to be withdrawn except in conformance with the Sus-
pension Clause [of the U. S. Constitution]. We hold these petitioners
do have the habeas corpus privilege. Congress has enacted a statute,
the Detainee Treatment Act of 2005 ... that provides certain proce-
dures for review of the detainees’ status. We hold that those proce-
dures are not an adequate and effective substitute for habeas corpus.
Therefore ... the Military Commissions Act of 2006 ... operates as
an unconstitutional suspension of the writ [of habeas corpus}.. ..
Our opinion does not undermine the Executive’s powers as Com-
mander in Chief. On the contrary, the exercise of those powers is
vindicated, not eroded, when confirmed by the Judicial Branch.
Within the Constitution’s separation-of-powers structure, few exer-
cises of judicial power are as legitimate or as necessary as the respon-
sibility to hear challenges to the authority of the Executive to
imprison a person. Some of these petitioners have been in custody
for six years with no definitive judicial determination as to the legal-
ity of their detention. Their access to the writ is a necessity to deter-
mine the lawfulness of their status, even if, in the end, they do not
obtain the relief they seek.

_ Because our Nation’s past military conflicts have been of limited
duration, it has been possible to leave the outer boundaries of war
powers undefined. If, as some fear, terrorism continues to pose dan-
gerous threats to us for years to come, the Court might not have this
luxury. Thisresultisnot inevitable, however. The political branches,
consistent with their independent obligations to interpret and
uphold the Constitution, can engage in a genuine debate about how
best to preserve constitutional values while protecting the Nation

from terrorism. ...

Officials charged with daily operational responsibility for our
security may consider a judicial discourse on the history of the
Habeas Corpus Act of 1679 and like matters to be far removed from
the nation’s present, urgent concerns. Established legal doctrine,
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hov.vever, must be consulted for its teaching. Remote in time it may
b.e; irrelevant to the present it is not. Security depends upon a sophis-
ticated intelligence apparatus and the ability of our Armed Forces to
af:t and to interdict. There are further considerations, however. Secu-
rity subsists, too, in fidelity to freedom’s first principles. Chief among
these are freedom from arbitrary and unlawful restraint and the per-
so'nal liberty that is secured by adherence to the separation of powers.
Pf s from these principles that the judicial authority to consider peti-
tions for habeas corpus relief derives.

We hold that petitioners may invoke the fundamental procedural
protections of habeas corpus. The laws and Constitution aredesigned
to suljvive, and remain in force, in extraordinary times. Liberty and
sef:urlty can be reconciled; and in our system they are reconciled
within the framework of the law. The Framers decided that habeas
corpus, aright of first importance, must.be a part of that framework,

- apartofthatlaw.

Questions: .

[

1. How does Kennedy respond to the governinent’s claim that a state of
war allows it to ignore parts of the Constitution?

2. Why does Kennedy believe that devotion to freedom is as important a
source of national strength as military might?

192. Barack Obamga, Speech to the Islamic
World (2009)

Source: The thte House.

In the wake of the American invasion of Iraq, respect for the United States
sank to a low ebb in the Islamic world. In June 2009, President Obama
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traveled to Egypt to deliver a speech aimed at repairing American rela-
tions with the world’s one billion Muslims, severely damaged by the war
and the sense that many Americans identified all Muslims with the
actions of a few terrorists. Entitled “A New Beginning,” it acknowledged
past American misdeeds'and promised to respect Islamic traditions and
values rather than trying to impose American ideas on the Muslim world.
But he also reminded his audience of the importance of principles like
democracy and equal opportunity for women, widely denied by Islamic
governments in the Middle East. How to promote these values without
being seen as an outside power seeking to impose its will on others would
remain a challenge for the Obama administration and its successors.

o o e

WE MEET AT a time of tension between the United States and Mus-

lims around the world—tension rooted in historical forces that go
beyond any current policy debate. The relationship between Islam
and the West includes centuries of co-existence and cooperation,
but also conflict and religious wars. More recently, tension has been
fed by colonialism that denied rights and opportunities to many
Muslims, and a Cold War in which Muslim-majority countries
were too often treated as proxies without regard to their own aspira-
tions. ) .

... Violent extremists have exploited these tensions in a small but
potent minority of Muslims. The attacks of September 11th, 2001
and the continued efforts of these extremists to engage in violerice
against civilians has led some in my country to view Islam as inevi-
tably hostile not only to America and Western countries, but also to
human rights. This has bred more fear and mistrust... . This cycle
of suspicion and discord must end.

I have come here to seek a new beginning between the United
States and Muslims around the world; one based upon mutual inter-

est and mutual respect.
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I consider it part of my responsibility as President of the United
States to fight against negative stereotypes of Islam wherever they
appear. But that same principle must apply to Muslim perceptions
of America. Just as Muslims do not fit a crude stereotype, America is
not the crude stereotype of a self-interested empire. The United
States has been one of the greatest sources of progress that the world
has ever known. . .. We were founded upon the ideal that all are cre-
ated equal, and we have shed blood and struggled for centuries to

give meaning to those words—within our borders, and around the -

world.

Moreover, freedom in America is indivisible from the freedom to
practice one’s religion. That is why there is a mosque in every state
of our union, and over 1,200 mosques within our borders.

America is not—and never will be—at war with Islam.

Let me also address the issue of Iréq. Unlike Afghanistan, Iraq
was a war of choice that provoked strong differences in my country
and around the world. Although I believe that the Iraqi people are
ultimately better off without the tyranny of Saddam Hussein, Ialso
believe that events in Iraq have reminded America of the need to
use diplomacy and build international consensus to resolve our

- problems whenever possible.

And finally, just as America can never tolerate violence by
extremists, we must never alter our principles. /11 was an enor-
mous trauma to our country. The fear and anger that it provoked
was understandable, but in some cases, it led us to act contrary to
our ideals. We are taking concrete actions to change course. I have
unequivocally prohibited the use of torture by the United States,
and I have ordered the prison at Guantanamo Bay closed by early
nextyear.
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Iknow there has been controversy about the promotion of democ-
racy in recent years, and much of this controversy is connected to
the war in Irag. So let me be clear: no system of government can or
should be imposed upon one nation by any other.

That does not lessen my commitment, however, to governments
that reflect the will of the people. Each nation gives life to this prin-
ciple in its own way, grounded in the traditions of its own people.
America does not presume to know what is best for everyone. '

[Another] issue that I want to address is women’s rights. ... Our
daughters can contribute just as much to society as our sons, and our
common prosperity will be advanced by allowing all humanity—
men and women—to reach their full potential.

Questions:.

1. How does Obama hope to change relations between the United States

and Islamic countries?

2. In what ways is the speech a repudiation of the policies of the adminis-

tration of George W. Bush?




