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The article explores America s Latin America policy since 9/ 11 and
the emergence of anti-Americanism in the Latin American region.
The article holds that unilateralism has been the dominant feature in
American policy towards Latin America. Snce 9/11, as a result of
U.S. policy adjustment for anti-terrorism, unilateralism has become
more evident. Ininternational affairs, the United States takes actions
according to its own intention, and in diplomatic activities the Bush
administration deliberately ignores L atin American countries. Such u-
nilateral approach isone of the key causes of arousng anti-American
feelings among the people in Latin American countries. Such feelings
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article uses Cuba as a case study , analyzing American policy towards
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Bush administration maintains a condstently tough policy towards
Cuba. However , owing to the need of counter-terrorism and the push
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levels, and judicial rulings. Hence, the examination of American In-
dian laws becomes the major way of studying American Indian Reser-
vation System. Thisarticle makesa study of the divison of power be-
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