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Introduction 

The arrival of George W. Bush to the White House has produced a radical change in American 

foreign policy. This change, characterized as a true revolution, has affected the relations with 

allies and enemies. It has also had a domestic impact: the Iraq adventures has caused about 2,000 

casualties and has cost nearly 200 billion dollars and everything suggests that the U.S. troops 

will stay in that country for many years. It has also affected the relations with the neighbors. The 

disagreements between Mexico and the United States because of the war in Iraq put a lot of noise 

in the bilateral relationship and provoked a deep crisis between both countries. The Bush war on 

terrorism has also propelled a re arrangement of the priorities with Mexico. However, it seems 

that at the end of the day, relations with Mexico have their own track and that interdependence is 

limiting in a substantial way the margin for maneuver that the Bush Administration has. 

In this paper I am going to analyze the characteristics of the so called Bush revolution in foreign 

policy and how it affects the relationship with Mexico. I will see also the perspectives for the 

bilateral relationship during the following years. 

 

The Bush Revolution in Foreign Policy: All by myself. 

According to Daalder and Lindsay, the Bush revolution in foreign policy rested on two beliefs: a) 

the best ways to ensure U.S. security is by maximizing America’s freedom to act, without 

depending on others for protection; and b) an America unbound should use its strength to change 

the status quo in the world.1 Based on these beliefs, American foreign policy has three 

characteristics: a) a decided preference for unilateral action, even when multilateralism is not 

excluded; b) a preference for the use of preemptive measures to attack possible enemies; and c) 

                                                 
1 Ivo H. Daalder and James M Lindsay, America Unbound, Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003, p. 
13. 
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the U.S. should use its unprecedented power to produce regime change in rogue states.2 Jervis 

coincides with this characterization, and adds that Bush foreign policy rests on the assumption 

that “peace and stability require that the United states to assert its primacy in world politics”.3 

 A common assumption is that Bush foreign policy was developed as a response to the 

September11 attacks. Even when these events had a very important impact in the Bush’s 

revolution, the truth is that the beliefs that support the change in foreign policy were present in 

Bush’s team since the beginning. The presence of an important group of neoconservatives in 

Bush’s inner circle substantiates this assertion. This group had a “deep skepticism of traditional 

Wilsonianism’s commitment to the rule of law and its belief in the relevance of international 

institutions”.4 Neoconservatives believe that the defense of national interest rests in power and 

resolve, not in diplomacy and treaties. This belief had as a natural consequence the preference of 

Bush Administration for acting alone. It does not mean that the U.S. rejects international 

institutions as a norm. It only means that when they do not fit American needs, it is perfectly 

admissible to act unilaterally. Also, this policy does not exclude alliances with other countries, 

buy they are not open and institutional: they are “coalitions of the willing”. As it is very easy to 

infer, it does not mean isolationism at all. Actually, this perspective of the world is totally 

compatible with a very active involvement in world affairs. However, this involvement does not 

present any concern for legitimizing American actions. This unilateralism has provoked a “crisis 

of legitimacy” that is collapsing U.S. traditional alliances with Europe.5 Notwithstanding, this 

weakness could, in theory, be counterbalanced by the third pillar of the Bush revolution: getting 

                                                 
2 Ibid., pp. 13-14. Fukuyama coincides with this characterization. See Francis Fukuyama, “The Bush Doctrine, 
before and after”, Financial Times, October 11, 2005, p. 21. 
3 Robert Jervis, American Foreign Policy in a New Era,  New York: Routledge, 2005, p. 79. 
4 Ivo Daalder and James M. Lindsay, Op. Cit. p. 15. 
5 Robert Kagan, “America’s Crisis of Legitimacy”, Foreign Affairs March-April 2004. See also, Robert W. Tucker 
and David C. Hendrickson, “The Sources of American Legitimacy”, Foreign Affairs, November-December, 2004. 
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rid of rogue states. This characteristic made difficult to define Bush strategy as simply 

conservative. Probably the best definition of the U.S. foreign policy under Bush is that of 

“democratic imperialism”.6 Actually, this is a liberal belief that presupposes that the “main 

source of a states’s foreign policy is its domestic regime” and that the “only route to lasting 

peace is through regime change, and once democratic regimes are established, they will live at 

peace and cooperate with one another”.7 However, it is amazing how this alternative source of 

legitimacy –a very powerful one in the pot-cold war era—has been substantially eroded because 

of the human rights abuses performed by the U.S. Army in Afghanistan and Iraq, as well as the 

treatment to prisoners in Guantanamo. 

 

The impact of September 11 

As a consequence of the terrorist attacks to New York and Washington on September 11, 2001, 

the Bush Administration modified its priorities, putting the fight on terrorism in the first place. 

This fight contemplated the building of alliances with other countries but it did not focused on 

international organizations. The strategy was to work with “allies and friends”.8 It was in 2003 

when it was clear that the United Nations Security Council was not going to endorse the U.S. 

war against Iraq, that it was clear that “allies and friends” were “coalitions of the willing”. And 

the U.N. was not willing to support the adventure in Iraq. However, the preemptive war was a 

logical consequence on the war on terrorism. Given the natures of terrorism, in the sense that it is 

an illegal behavior that cannot be dissuaded by the fear of punishment, the only way to impede it, 

is preventing it before it attacks. That’s why preemption is a cornerstone of the fight on 

terrorism. That was the assumption made by Bush. One purpose of the National Security 

                                                 
6 Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindasy, Op. Cit., p. 15. 
7 Robert Jervis, Op. Cit., p. 81. 
8 The White House, The Nacional Security Strategy of the United Status of America, September 2002 (mimeo), p. 6. 
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Strategy was to defend “the United States, the American people, and our interests at home and 

abroad by identifying and destroying the threat before it reaches our borders”.9 There was 

another element of the antiterrorist strategy that was inevitably a source of conflict with other 

countries. The Bush Administration established as part of its strategy the denial of “further 

sponsorship, support and sanctuary to terrorists by convincing or compelling states to accept 

their sovereign responsibilities”.10 Finally, another element that was present in the Bush strategy 

was the support of democracy abroad. One of the goals of the U.S. National Security Strategy 

was also to “expand the circle of development by opening societies and building the 

infrastructure of democracy”.11 Even when this goal was part of a liberal tradition in U.S. foreign 

policy, with a high moral content, --which has not always produced liberal results-- there was 

also a political logic in it. The purpose was to support “moderate and modern government, 

especially in the Muslim world, to ensure that the conditions and ideologies that promote 

terrorism do not find fertile ground in any nation”.12 

  As I have mentioned above, the revolutionary ideas in Bush’s foreign policy were 

present in his inner circle since the beginning, however, it was September 11 which gave them a 

political support and helped him to get rid of inhibitions: “just as September 11 galvanized Bush 

to pursue his foreign policy revolution, so it also swept away any inhibition he might have felt 

about speaking publicly about evil”.13 As a direct consequence of September 11, the American 

foreign policy adopted a strong moral language that resembled the Reagan’s 1982 “evil empire”. 

And this strategy worked very well for getting public support. Bush’s popularity climbed and the 

Congress was unable to stop him. Three days after the September 11 attacks, the congressmen 

                                                 
9 Ibid. 
10 Ibid. 
11 Ibid., p. 2. 
12 Ibid., p. 6 
13 Ivo H. Daalder and James H. Lindsay, Ibid., p. 87. 
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gave Bush the authorization to retaliate against those responsible for the attacks and seven weeks 

later it was approved the Patriot Act, which expanded federal law enforcement powers, 

especially electronic surveillance.14 

 

The Iraq quagmire 

It is difficult to know the final reason why Bush decided to invade Iraq. It would probably is 

related to many factors: bring democracy and stability to the Middle East, complete the 

unfinished work of his father, George Bush, discourage tyrants throughout the world, assure oil 

supply, demonstrate the American willingness to provide world order and demonstrate American 

power in the Middle East.15 Whatever were the reasons for this war, it had a disastrous effect on 

the relations with most of the Europeans and Latin American countries. The conflict with Europe 

was particularly serious, and weakened in a significant way the post World War II alliances. The 

reasons for Europe’s disagreement are probably more to the U.S. hegemony than to the use of 

force.16 For many people in Europe and Latin America, the invasion of Iraq had nothing to do 

with the war on terrorism and has a big dose of old-fashioned imperialism. Additionally, as I 

have mentioned above, the human rights abuses performed by the U.S. occupation forces in 

Afghanistan and Iraq as well as the illegal treatment of prisoners in Guantanamo, combined with 

the efforts of the U.S. government to legalize some torture practices17, has affected in a very 

negative way, the only source of legitimacy of Bush’s foreign policy: the democratization of the 

world. However, the main cost for American hegemony did not come from the lack of legitimacy 

of the war on terror: it came from the lack of results. After two and a half years of occupation, 

                                                 
14 Ibid., p. 93. 
15 Robert Jervis, Op. Cit., p. 99. See also Harry Kreisler, “Theory and International Institutions. Conversation with 
Robert O. Keohane”. March 9, 2004. (mimeo) 
16 Ibid., p. 97. 
17 See, for example, the Washington Post Editorial “Vice President for Torture”, October 26, 2005, p. A18. 
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the situation in Iraq is quite unstable, and the number of American deaths increases every day. In 

economic terms it has also been a disaster that has cost American taxpayers more than 200 

billion dollars. Also, the energy that the war in Iraq requires has weakened in an important way 

the rest of the Bush’s foreign policy. It is quite evident that it is difficult to expect another 

preemptive strike, given the domestic climate in the U.S. At the same time, it is hard to imagine 

the American Army intervening in Iran Libya or Cuba to depose the “rogue” governments that 

rule there. Finally, the Bush invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq has not prevented the terrorist 

attacks in Madrid and London in 2005. In other words, the final balance of the war in Iraq is that 

it has undermined in a substantial way the Bush revolution in foreign policy. As Jervis has 

pointed it out: “Machiavelli famously asked whether it is better to be feared or to be loved. The 

problem for the United states is that it is likely to be neither” (…) Bush’s policy has left the 

United States looking neither strong nor benign, and we may find that the only thing worse than 

a successful hegemon is a failed one.18 

 

The Bush Second Administration: in search of the lost legitimacy. 

After two years of turbulent occupation of Iraq, Bush decided to make some adjustments in his 

foreign policy. He replaced the liberal Colin Powell as secretary of State and appointed 

Condoleezza Rice, a member of the neoconservative team that has surrounded Bush since his 

First Administration. For many observers, that would have meant a victory of the hard liners and 

unilateralists over the soft multilateralists. However, there are signs that this is not totally true. 

Rice is a pragmatic politician and despite her background, the changes she has implemented in 

American foreign policy suggests a move in the direction of diplomacy and multilateralism, 

                                                 
18 Ibid., pp. 137-138. 
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more than a strengthening of the military tendencies.19 There are some elements that support this 

assertion. On the one hand, the peace process in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict has made 

significant progress in 2005, what suggests a greatest interest of the U.S. in achieving a 

negotiated solution, even when Israel has to give up some of its demands. Also, there have been 

some clear signals of a change in the use of diplomatic tools. The call to the United Nations 

made by the bush Administration in the elections in Iraq shows an acknowledgement of the 

importance of international organizations. As Robert Keohane pointed it out: “once they attacked 

Iraq they discovered that they needed international institutions, because you can’t mobilize a 

longstanding coalition which is legitimate, of democratic countries whose publics care about 

legitimacy, unless you are aligned in some way with an international institution –the UN or 

something else—which is seen as representing the views of not just ourselves”.20  

There have been also changes in the rhetoric. In her statement before the Senate, in her 

confirmation as Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, she talked constantly about freedom and 

democracy and redefined U.S. foreign policy goals: a) unite the community of democracies “in 

building an international system that is based in our shared values and the rule of law”, b) 

strengthen “the community of democracies to fight the threats to our freedom and democracy 

throughout the globe”, and c) “spread freedom and democracy throughout the globe”.21 Rice also 

announced more emphasis on the promotion of trade as a way to create jobs, a goal that has been 

relegated after 9/11 and also made a surprising call for alliances and collaboration with 

“multilateral institutions” as a way to “multiply the strength of freedom-loving nations”.22 The 

emphasis in creating jobs through commerce and economic reforms was also present in the 

                                                 
19 “Condi’s challenge”, The Economist, January 12th, 2005. 
20 Harry Kreisler, Op. Cit. 
21 “Opening Statement by Dr. Condoleezza Rice. Senate Foreign Relations Committee, January 18, 2005” 
http://foreign.senate.gov/testimony/2005/Ricetestimony050118.pdf 
22 Ibid. 
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relations with Latin America. In the U.S. goals for the Fourth Summit of the Americas that took 

place in Mar del Plata, Argentina in November 4-5, 2005, job creation is the most urgent task 

that has to be done in the region. Even when the creation of a Free Trade Area of the Americas is 

still a long-term goal, in the short run the U.S. perceives that improving competitiveness in the 

Latin American countries is the priority.23 Finally, another sign of the change in U.S. foreign 

policy is the appointment of Tom Shannon as Assistant Secretary of State for the Western 

Hemisphere. Shannon is a professional diplomatic with a deep knowledge of Venezuela. It 

allows us to expect a softer approach to the region as well as an emphasis in negotiation more 

than in military confrontation.24 In this regard one question that remains unanswered is what is 

going to be the role of the Organization of American States in the U.S. strategy.  

As it is easy to see, there is a clear emphasis in non military instruments to address the 

challenges that the U.S. is facing now. And this change of tone is clearly a consequence of the 

complications of the adventure in Iraq and the need for international legitimacy. Certainly, the 

domestic political problems that George Bush has been facing during 2005 have contributed to 

this change. The outrageous performance of the Bush Administration after Hurricane Katrina, 

combined with the scandal of the revelation of the identity of a CIA agent, supposedly made by 

people belonging to the Bush’s inner circle and the withdrawal of the Bush’s nominee to 

Supreme Court, Harriet Miers, suggest that the Bush Presidency is considerably weakened. 

Additionally, in the public mind, some of these problems are in some way related to the mistakes 

in foreign policy, particularly the invasion of Iraq. When Hurricane Katrina hit New Orleans in 

September 2005, there were many voices that remembered that half of the Louisiana Guard was 

serving in Iraq. 

                                                 
23 U.S. State Department, “U.S. Oficial Outlines Goals for Fourth Summit of the Americas”, September 29, 2005. 
(mimeo) 
24 Howard LaFranchi, “A gentler touch with Latin America”, The Christian Science Monitor, October 6, 2005. 
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Relations with Mexico: the disagreement on Iraq 

During the last two decades, Mexico had experienced a process of gradual integration to the 

economy of the United States. This process, symbolized by the North American Free Trade 

Agreement (NAFTA), which went into effect in 1994, has not been accompanied by a similar 

process of political adjustment. However, the traditional anti-U.S. rhetoric suffered a change which 

was evident with the arrival of Vicente Fox to the Presidency of Mexico. Fox, a former CEO of 

Coca-Cola, had a different perspective of the relationship with the U.S.  Actually, since the 

beginning of his Adminstration, he made evident his will to change the traditional Mexican foreign 

policy, which he considered a regime policy and not a State policy aimed to defend the national 

interests.25 One of the most significant changes that Fox proposed was to deepen NAFTA and 

broaden it so that it could reach every region of the country.26 Consequently he began to talk about 

a “NAFTA plus” that, “takes us to a further integration”.27 A NAFTA plus would mean a 

“convergence between our two economies, convergences on the basis of fundamental variables of 

the economy, convergence of rates of interest, convergence of people’s income, convergence of 

salaries”, a plan that could take “10 to 20 years” to implement.28 Following these ideas, Vicente 

Fox began to talk about an “open border” between Mexico and the United States before his 

electoral victory in July 2000.29 An “open border” would mean the free transit of persons in a 

                                                 
25  Vicente Fox, “Una Nueva Agenda en las relaciones entre México y Estados Unidos”, Washington D.C., March 
2000. http://www.vicentefox.org.mx/noticias/eua/nuevaagenda-mex_eua.html 
26 Vicente Fox Quesada, “Relación Mèxico-Estados Unidos, Chihuahua, April 14, 2000”. http://www. 
vicentefox.org.mx/campana/discursos/mexico-eua.html 
27 “Interview with Vicente Fox” PBS, 04/04/2001. 
http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/commandingheights/shared/minitextlo/int_vicentefox.html 
28 Ibid. 
29 Ray Suarez, “A conversation with Vicente Fox”, March 21, 2000, Online News Tour. 
http://www.pbs.org/newshour/bb/latin_america/jan-june00/fox_3-21.html 
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model similar to that of the European Union. In March of 2000 Fox expressed that he hoped to 

achieve this type of open border in “five or ten years”.30 

  From the U.S. point of view; Fox represented a healthy change in terms of a democratic 

transition and the Bush Administration expressed immediately an open sympathy for the new 

Mexican government. On February 2001, President Bush visited Mexico, in his first Presidential 

trip outside the United States, and had a meeting with President Fox in his ranch in Guanajuato. 

Bush expressed then his support for a review of the anti-drugs certification process and for Fox’s 

efforts to fight drug trafficking. Even when Bush was not very enthusiastic about a migratory 

agreement with Mexico (one of the priorities of the Fox Administration) in their final joint 

statement, both Presidents agreed to start negotiations that would lead toward “short and long-term 

agreements” in migratory and labor issues.31 

  Some months after Bush’s visit to Mexico, President Fox made a visit to Washington in 

September 2001, just a few days before the September 11 attacks. This was the most spectacular 

reception given to any Mexican President in the United States and it was also the first country that 

Fox visited as President. In that occasion Bush gave to the relationship with Mexico a high priority: 

“the United States has no more important relationship in the world than the one we have with 

Mexico”.32 Even when there were different perspectives about the viability of a migratory 

agreement between both countries, it was quite evident that both governments were interested in 

maintain a very cordial relationship and advance in the process of integration. During 2001 bilateral 

collaboration increased in a substantial way, especially in the anti drugs efforts. This environment 

                                                 
30 Ibid. 
31 “Joint statement by President George Bush and President Vicente Fox towards a partnership for prosperity: The 
Guanajuato proposal”, Weekly Compilation of Presidential Documents, Washington, February 26, 2001. (mimeo) 
32 “Remarks at a welcoming ceremony for President Vicente Fox of Mexico”, Weekly Compilartion of Presidential 
Documents, September 10, 2001 (mimeo). 
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was propitiated in a good extent by the campaign developed by the Fox Administration against drug 

trafficking, which led to the arrest of the leaders of some of the most notorious drug cartels. 33 

Collaboration on this front was so effective that both governments began to implement measures 

that would have been unthinkable one decade ago, like the creation of an FBI training school for the 

Mexican federal police.34 However, September 11 changed the U.S. priorities and drugs, 

commercial integration and migration were not at the top of the new agenda. 

  As we have seen, the priorities of the Bush Administration after September 11 left little 

margin for maneuver to the rest of the world. The U.S. logic was one of total war: you are with 

me or you are against me. The Mexican government did not understand the new logic 

immediately and hesitated in giving full support to the U.S. after the terrorist attacks. Finally, 

after some days President Fox traveled to “ground zero” in New York. However, this support 

was seen by some sectors of the American public as “too little, too late” for a country that they 

had identified as a “partner”. Notwithstanding, the relationship did not deteriorate too much at 

that time and it entered into an “impasse” that did not last too long and at the end of 2002 the 

conflict reappeared. In October, the United Nations Security Council approved the resolution 

1441 that gave Iraq “a final opportunity to comply with its disarmament obligations under 

relevant resolutions of the Council” or risk facing “serious consequences as a result of its 

continued violations of its obligations.”35 This resolution reestablished the UN inspections of 

Iraqi facilities, but was quite ambiguous about how and when these measures would take place if 

                                                 
33 In this regard, see Graham H. Turbiville Jr. “Mexico’s evolving security posture”, Military Review, May-June 
2001, pp. 39-46. see also Jorge Chabat, “Mexico’s war on drugs: No margin for maneuver”, Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science, July 2002. 
34 Ricardo Sandoval, “Fox pushes FBI school for Mexican federal police”, The Dallas Morning News, May 20, 
2001. 
35 United Nations Security Council, “United Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland and the United States of 
America: draft resolution (Adopted as Resolution 1414 at Security Council Meeting 4644, 8 November 2002)”. 
http://www.un.int/usa/sres-iraq.htm 
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Iraq failed to comply. Even when at the end resolution 1441 was unanimously approved at the 

Security Council, the Mexican position was seen by some sectors of the American society as 

hesitant in supporting the United States. An editorial in The Wall Street Journal represented this 

hard-line position very well. That newspaper criticized Mexico for having joined the “soft-on-

Saddam queue.” The Wall Street Journal also made reference to Mexico’s interests, linking the 

possibility of a migration accord with the support to the U.S, “Mr. Bush was already going to 

have to overcome opposition within his own party for a migration pact. The Mexican stiff-arm 

on Iraq will only convince more Republicans that our neighbors to the South are more useful as 

political piñatas than as partners. And. Mr. Bush will be even less inclined to risk his own 

prestige to help out Mr. Fox.”36 Although the discussion at the U.N. Security Council did not 

lead to an open confrontation between Mexico and the U.S, it did foreshadow what was going to 

take place in the following months when the White House tried to get a resolution approved that 

would authorize the use of force against Iraq.  

 

The pressures for a securitization of Mexican borders 

One of the direct consequences of the September 11 attacks was an increase in the U.S. concern 

for the Mexican border. The United States was particularly concerned about Mexico’s control 

over its own borders. The main concern was that terrorist could have access to Mexico through 

the Mexican border with Guatemala.37 As a response to these pressures Fox announced a 

“profound and systematic” revision of the existing laws and mechanisms of surveillance and 

safeguards in federal governmental facilities in order to prevent terrorists from entering into 

                                                 
36 “Our friends at the U.N.”, The Wall Street Journal, October 29, 2002. 
37 “Endurece Fox medidas de seguridad en la frontera sur”, La Crónica de Hoy, October 5, 2001. 
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Mexico.38 In October 2001 Ambassador Jeffrey Davidow complained that corruption in Mexico 

might have facilitated the entrance of terrorists into Mexico. On the same lines, the Mexican 

government admitted that there exists the possibility that terrorists could use Mexican territory to 

enter into the United States.39 In this context, in March 2002, it was signed a “smart border” 

agreement between Mexico and the United States to improve the controls in the U.S.-Mexico 

border.40  

A modification in the Mexican migration controls has also been announced in order to 

include electronic mechanisms of surveillance. In July 2004, it was announced the launching of a 

new Integral System of Migratory Operation, which made possible to have an immediate 

computer-control of all the legal visitors entering into Mexico41. Also, both countries are 

contemplating the implementation of pre-checking flights from some points of Mexico, like 

Cancun, which would suppose the presence of U.S. agents in Mexican territory.  

As we can see, despite the diplomatic differences, collaboration in the security area has 

been taking place since September 11 and there is no reason to think that this situation is going to 

be modified in the future. 

 

The war in Iraq 

During the months of February and March, 2003, U.S. diplomacy pushed very hard to get an 

authorization from the Security Council to invade Iraq. However, some countries, like France or 

Russia were reluctant to give the authorization. In that context, Mexican vote became crucial. 

                                                 
38 “Se replanteará el esquema de seguridad nacional: Fox”, La Crónica de Ho, October 4, 2001. 
39 “México puede ser trampolín para terroristas”, Novedades, November 8, 2001. 
40 Elisabeth Bumiller, “White House announces Security Pact with Mexico”, The New York Times, March 22, 2002, 
p. A18. 
41 México, Presidencia de la República, “Presenta el INM nuevo sistema de control migratorio”, july 29, 2004, 
http://www.presidencia.gob.mx/buenasnoticias/index.php?contenido=8740&pagina=27 
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President Fox was in a very uncomfortable situation. On the one hand, he realized that a support 

to the U.S. could give him some important benefits, like a migratory pact. But, on the other hand, 

there were important costs, especially in the domestic real. By that time, 80% of the Mexican 

population opposed a military intervention in Iraq.42  That could have represented a high political 

cost for Fox and his party, especially since by mid-2003 there were going to be Congressional 

elections in Mexico. Notwithstanding, it was very clear at that time that the Bush Administration 

was not going to allow Mexico’s dissidence and some threats appeared. The most significant was 

made by President Bush in the final phase of the American campaign to get the UN’s approval 

for the war. Even when Bush discarded a “significant retaliation” against Fox’s government, he 

pointed out that there was going to be “a certain sense of discipline.”43 There were similar 

statements made by the U.S. Ambassador to Mexico, Tony Garza, but this pressure did not create 

any diplomatic conflict in the end. 

 By mid-March, 2003 it was quite evident that Mexico was not going to vote in favor of a 

U.S. invasion to Iraq. In an interview on March 12, 2002, President Fox said that the decision on 

the vote at the United Nations Security Council would be a “State decision” with the consensus 

of the main political forces, and that it was not difficult to say “no” to the United States.44 This 

disagreement affected in a serious way the bilateral relationship and the Bush Administration 

complained openly for the lack of Mexican support.45 Also the conservative sectors of the 

American public criticized again Mexico’s position. An editorial in The Wall Street Journal in 

March 12, referred to Mexico and Chile’s reluctant positions as a “fandango” and suggested that 

the U.S. should cancel the trade benefits that both countries have in their relationship with the 

                                                 
42 “Time to be counted. Mexico, the United Status and Iraq”, The Economist, February 27, 2003. 
43 José Carreño, “Amenaza Bush: espero disciplina de México”, El Universal, March 5, 2003. 
44 “No es difícil decirle no a EU: Fox”, El Noticiero con Joaquín López Dóriga. 
http://www.esmas.com/noticierostelevisa/lopezdoriga/282572.html 
45 José Carreño, “Decepciona a EU la falta de apoyo de México”, El Universal, March 19, 2003., p. 4. 
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U.S, “Maybe we should transfer to Bulgaria –which is supporting us sans bribery—the trade 

benefits that these two nations have is apparently taken for granted.”46 This newspaper also 

warned about the long-lasting effects that this conflict with the U.S. could have, “These columns 

have long tried sympathetically to explain Mexican realities to our readers, but President Vicente 

Fox’s U.N. war straddle will cost his country years of U.S. public goodwill.”47 

 

The sweet reconciliation or how interdependence makes difficult to fight. 

Despite the serious conflict developed around the Mexican opposition to support the invasion of 

Iraq at the Security Council, it could not last too long. In March 2004, one year after the defeat of 

Saddam Hussein, President Bush and president Fox had a very cordial meeting in Crawford, 

Texas in which the Mexican residents of the border were exempted from the US Visit Program.48 

After some months of public confrontation, both governments had to go back to the negotiation 

table. The reason was very simple: the pending bilateral issues were so many that there was no 

room for conflict. Even when there were no significant agreements in the meeting, it confirmed 

the high degree of interdependence that both countries had and the imperious need to collaborate. 

The rapprochement with Mexico was not caused by a weakness of the U.S. government or by a 

redefinition of the Bush doctrine: it was a clear consequence of an interdependent relationship. In 

other words, Bush found the limits to his revolution in interdependence. 

 

Conclusions 

The Bush revolution in foreign policy affected the world in a significant way. Mexico was not 

exempted from that. As we have seen, the pressures around the war in Iraq were quite strong. 

                                                 
46 “Bush in Liliput”, The Wall Street Journal, March 12, 2003. 
47 Ibid. 
48 José Carreño, “Suspende EU ‘fichaje’ de mexicanos en la frontera”, El Universal, March 5, p. 1A. 
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However, this war conflicted with Mexico in many ways: it affected the traditional Mexican 

support for international organizations, the preference for pacific negotiations and, additionally, 

represented a very high political cost of the Fox Administration. Even when Mexico is highly 

vulnerable to the U.S., it has also some margin for maneuver, due to interdependence. In this 

sense, the Mexican position of opposing war in Iraq was a successful bet: it had marginal costs 

for Mexico and it did not alienate the fox Administration from the Mexican public. However, it 

complicated the process of integration with the U.S. and retarded the possibility of a “NAFTA 

plus”. Notwithstanding, it was the least bad option for Mexico. It is worth mentioning that the 

third element of the Bush foreign policy revolution –the change of rogue states—would have 

seen by Mexico in a more positive way than in the past, given the emphasis that President Fox 

has given to the promotion of democracy. However, this possible support was overshadowed by 

the disdain for international organizations of the Bush Administration. If the U.S. decides in the 

future to channel its foreign policy objectives through international institutions, it is highly 

probable that it will get the Mexican support. Mexico is going to have a bigger role in 

international affairs in the following years. If this role is played in collaboration with the United 

States, integration between both countries will be smoother.   


