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ABSTRACT

Analysing United States Foreign Policy Towards the Middle East 1993-2003:
Origins and Grand Strategies.

Steven Martin Wright

The position of this study is that the foreign policy response of George W. Bush’s
administration in the wake of the trauma of the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on
New York and Washington D.C. signified a complete redefinition of US grand strategy.
In essence the new grand strategic era of the War on Terror had emerged and had
replaced the post-Cold War order. The purpose of this thesis is to demonstrate this

radical change through a foreign policy analysis methodology.

This thesis analyses the foreign policy of the United States under Bill Clinton and
George W. Bush. It demonstrates the origins, nature and trajectory of US foreign policy
during the time period 1993-2003. This is achieved through an original comparative
foreign policy analysis of the two presidencies in the time frame 1993-2003, and also
through an analysis of US foreign policy towards the Middle East as a case study. Three
key interrelated areas of US foreign relations towards the Middle East were selected as

case studies: Persian Gulf security; the Arab-Israeli peace process; and political Islam.

The study shows how US foreign policy towards these case studies aitered after the 11
September 2001 terrorist attacks and became guided by the new grand strategy of the
War on Terror. It makes an original contribution to the current scholarship on US
foreign policy towards Iraq during the post-Cold War era through showing that the
United States sought regime change in Iraq since 1991 as 1ts strategic objective. Finally,
prior to the onset of the War on Terror, political Islam 1s shown to have been a
secondary foreign policy concern and subservient to US 1nterests in the Persian Guif.
This study shows how US foreign policy in this new context resulted in political Islam

becoming an issue of primary importance in US strategic calculations towards the

Middle East.
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Chapter I

Introduction



“The Middle East is an area in which the United States has a vital interest. The
maintenance of peace in that area, which has so frequently seen disturbances in the
past, 1s of significance to the world as a whole.”

Franklin D. Roosevelt

March 1944

The foreign policy response of George W. Bush’s administration in the wake of the
trauma of the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on New York and Washington
D.C. signified a complete redefinition of US grand sl:rategy.l Whilst the collapse of
the Soviet Union marked the end of the Cold War, resulting in the post-Cold War
era, the 9/11 attacks marked the onset of the era of the War on Terror. This gave rise
to the most fundamental redefinition of US grand strategy since the presidency of
Franklin D. Roosevelt.” Yet the nature of Bush’s post-9/11 foreign policy agenda has
emerged as the most ambitious since Woodrow Wilson articulated his vision for a
new international order following the end of the First World War.” Understanding the
origins, strategic direction and application of this change 1s thus of great importance

for the field of international relations and policymakers in general.

The foreign policy of the United States towards the Middle East presents an ideal
case study in which to show how US grand strategic policy has changed in the wake
of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. The Middle East is one of the most complex and
emotionally laden political arenas for United States foreign policy. Complex schisms
based on ideology, religion and history allow for a diverse range of 1nterpretations
and evaluations. It also makes the need for a sophisticated diplomacy ever more
important. The United States has devoted a great deal of energy towards its

diplomacy with the Middle Eastern, none more so than with the Arab-Israeli conflict.

! Grand strategy is defined as the overarching strategic purpose or direction which takes precedence
over regional geostrategic foreign policy calculations and bilateral geopolitical foreign policies. It
typically involves the application of all areas of national power to achieve a long term national
objective. For example, during the Cold War era the grand strategic purpose is commonly defined as
the containment and deterrence against the ideological spread of Communism.

2 John L. Gaddis, "Grand Strategy in the Second Term," Foreign Affairs 84.1 (2005): 2.

> Henry Kissinger, Diplomacy (New York: Touchstone, 1995) 218-45.



But on a wider level, profound national interests are at stake in the Persian Gulf for
the United States.® Moreover, in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the importance
of this strategically vital arena for US foreign policy has been compounded further.
Therefore, US foreign policy towards the Middle East is suitable for conducting a

foreign policy analysis and examining this fundamental change in US foreign policy.

1.0 THE OBJECTIVES OF THE STUDY

The examination of foreign policy can offer not only a contribution to academic
scholarship, but also to policy formation itself. By providing a detailed analysis of
foreign policy development, purpose and implementation, it 1s possible to identify
issues that have importance for diplomacy and policy formation. This 1s especially
important in circumstances where a state’s foreign policy has a wide-ranging impact
on geopolitics, as seen in the case of US foreign policy towards the Middle East.
With the majority of scholarship on US foreign policy being evaluative based, this
study will concemn itself with an analytical and descriptive examination of US

foreign policy.

The objectives of this case study are essentially threefold. Firstly, it will provide an
Interpretation of US foreign policy within the wider contextual framework of US
grand strategy. Grand strategy is interpreted in its traditional guise as the application
of all areas of national power to achieve a long term national objective.” Indeed,
George Kennan outlined US grand strategy in 1947, through the famous “Mr. X”
articles, as a strategy of containment which was applied until the end of the Cold
War in 1989. But the key issue here is the manner in which US foreign policy
changed in the wake of the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks and its character
during the Chntonian era. The premise of this study is that a fundamental change
occurred and resulted in a redefinition of US grand strategy that has reordered US
foreign policy. Therefore, this study will demonstrate how US foreign policy
* United States, Department of Defence, United States Security Strategy for the Middle East,

(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 3 May 1995) 48pp. 15/06/03
<http://www.defenselink.mil/policy/isa/nesa/mideast.html >.

> For further information see [George Kennan] Anonymous, "The Sources of Soviet Conduct,”
Foreion Affairs 25.4 (1947).: 852-68.




changed by showing its nature and origins during the Clintonian era and the initial

years of the first Bush administration.

The manner in which this objective will be achieved is through drawing comparative
observations from a foreign policy analysis of the two presidencies. This also serves
a second objective of providing a comparative study of the Clinton and George W.
Bush presidencies. This will underscore the historical context and scale of the change
that occurred post-9/11. In essence, this will aim to show that a clear departure in US

grand strategy occurred from the post-Cold War era to the War on Terror.

The final objective will be to provide a detailed analysis and account of US foreign
policy towards the Middle East within the context of a foreign policy analysis
methodological framework. The purpose will be to provide a qualitative foreign
policy analysis of US foreign policy towards the Middle East as a case study to test
the conclusions derived from the first objective. Therefore, a clear understanding and
analysis of US foreign policy formation and trajectory® toward the Middle East is
required. In addition to serving the primary objective of this thesis, it will also offer a
contribution to the field of scholarship in this area by way of providing a clear

analytical and descriptive account of the nature of US foreign policy towards the

Middle East in the time period 1993-2003.

Overall, by fulfilling these three interlinked objectives, the tindings from this case
study will contribute to the wider field of scholarship on this subject. The following

section will provide detail on the methodology employed, taking into consideration

the objectives outlined.

20 METHODOLOGY

Given the objectives of this case study, the key issue is identifying the most
appropriate form of analysis. Clearly a more qualitative understanding of the origins

of foreign policy formation 1s required; however, a wider contextual understanding is

6 Foreign policy trajectory is defined as the direction or trend a foreign policy is taking in order to
actually fulfil a strategic objective.



also a necessity. A balanced methodological approach is therefore needed that can
incorporate the advantages of differing levels of analysis. This thesis will be
premised on G. John Ikenberry’s methodological foreign policy analysis framework
which specifically aims to analyse US foreign policy within the context of grand
strategy. Grand strategy will be used as the overarching theoretical framework from
which the foreign policy analysis will be analysed against. This is based on the
premise that a change 1n grand strategy occurred away from the post-Cold War order

in the wake of the trauma of the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks on Washington

D.C. and New York.

Before moving onto a clear exposition of Ikenberry’s methodology, the following
section will show where it sits in an intellectual context. This will underline the
difterential levels of analysis available and also why Ikenberry’s methodological
proposition 1s the most suitable vehicle for this study. Ikenberry’s methodology will
be shown to be firmly lodged within the contemporary scholarship on foreign policy
anélysis and 1s a model which incorporates the epistemological approaches towards

foreign policy analysis that will be outlined.

2.1 Intellectual Context

The methodological approach advocated by Kenneth Waltz is a useful model for
deducing the character of the international system. Although he highlights different
levels of causation, he argues that the systematic nature of the international level is
the most appropriate means for explaining the restrictions and imperatives by which
states operate.” Whilst such an analytical framework can offer useful explanations,
especially in the form of predictive generalisations, it suffers from a lack of detail

and can be overly general.® Given the objective of this study, an international level

systematic  analysis  would be useful for identifying grand strategic

’ Kenneth N. Waltz, "Anarchic Orders and Balances of Power."” American Foreign Policy: Theoretical
Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, 5th ed. (New York: Georgetown University, 2005) 60-82; and '

Kenneth N. Waltz, Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis (New York: Columbia University
Press, 2001) 159-238.

® For a greater discussion see Ole R. Holsti, "Models of International Relations and Foreign Policy,”

American Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, 5th ed. (New York: Georgetown
University, 2005) 14-22. |




conceptualisations, but would not allow for a sufficient understanding of the origins
and sub national context in which foreign policy was formulated. Moreover, the

extent to which it could account for nonstate actors such as al-Qa’ida is also

questionable.

Although this approach suggests that the most useful guide is the systematic level, J.
David Singer’s classic study on the problem of differing levels of analysis suggests
that a more balanced approach that incorporates national levels of analysis will
provide a better understanding of state action.” Thus, only through appreciating
policy formation on a national level can its origins and context be truly appreciated.
In some respects, this is commensurate with Stephen David’s model of
omnibalancing which seeks to incorporate both systematic and domestic political
levels for explaining the foreign policy behaviour of Third World countries. '
Although David’s model is not applicable to examining US foreign policy due to its

rubric, it underscores the methodological need for incorporating differential levels of

analysis.

Robert Jervis, also suggests that analysis should be conducted on a qualitative sub
national level. This brings us to the traditional scope of the sub-field of foreign
policy analysis. He argues that the analytical levels of the bureaucracy and the
decision maker should be incorporated in order to provide a richer understanding of
policy formation.!' Indeed, the key weakness of the structural/systematic approach to
international relations is the adequacy of the explanation it can offer.'* But,
according to Jervis’s analytical model, the decision making level offers a much more

detailed understanding of the origins of foreign policy. It is an approach that can be

? 1. David Singer, "The Level of Analysis Problem in International Relations,” International Politics
and Foreign Policy, ed. James N. Rosenau, 2nd ed. (New York: Free Press, 1969) 20-29.

10 Stephen R. David, "Explaining Third World Alignment,” World Politics 43.2 (1991): 233-56.

' Robert Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International Politics (Princeton, N.J.: Princeton
University Press, 1976) 13-31; see also Margot Light, "Foreign Policy Analysts," Contemporary

International Relations: A Guide to Theory, eds. A. J. R. Groom and Margot Light (New York: St.
Martin’s Press, 1994) 93-108 .

"2 For a survey of the differential critiques see Holsti, "Models of International Relations and Foreign
Policy,” 14-20.



subdivided 1nto the broad categories of bureaucratic; societal; domestic political; and

idiosyncratic frameworks.

Graham Allison offered a seminal example of a bureaucratic approach through his
examination of the differential conceptions of the Cuban Missile Crisis.””> He
demonstrated a three tiered approach to explaining US foreign policy by examining it
through the complementary lenses of: the rational actor; the organisational process;

and the bureaucratic/governmental politics.'*

Whilst Allison’s study and the bureaucratic approach are 1n general highly
informative, they have also been subject to criticism.”” The bureaucratic approach,

however, has been viewed as only applicable in certain cases: the need for detailed

information on the decision making process is a clear methodological limitation
through the actual availability of the data.'® When applying this to the United States,
the usefulness of this approach is clearly constrained by whether primary data on the
bureaucratic decision making process has been declassified and stored in the national

archives.

In contrast, the societal approach draws from a political sociological backdrop to
demonstrate the ethnic, media, and public opinion factors that have a bearing on

foreign policy formation. Such factors can, to differing degrees, play a key role in

_—

"> Graham T. Allison, "Conceptual Models and the Cuban Missile Crisis," American Foreign Policy:
Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, 5th ed. (New York: Georgetown University, 2005) 402-
41; Graham T. Allison and Morton H. Halperin, "Bureaucratic Politics: A Paradigm and Some Policy
Implications,” World Politics 24.2 (1972): 40-79; and see also Leslie H. Gelb and Richard K. Betts,
The Irony of Vietnam: The System Worked (Washington: Brookings Institution, 1979) 347-70.

'* For a critique of Allison’s model see Steve Smith, "Perspectives on the Foreign Policy System:
Bureaucratic Politics Approaches,” Understanding Foreign Policy: The Foreign Policy Systems
Approach, eds. Michael Clarke and Brian White (Aldershot: Elgar, 1989) 109-34: and Jonathan
Bendor and Thomas H. Hammond, "Rethinking Allison’s Models,” The American Political Science
Review 86.2 (1992): 301-22.

}> Stephen D. Krasner, "Are Bureaucracies Important? (or Allison Wonderland)," American Foreign

Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, Sth ed. (New York: Georgetown University, 2005)
447-59. -

' Deborah J. Gerner, “The Evolution of the Study of Foreign Policy," Foreign Policy Analysis:
Continuity and Change in It‘s Second Generation, eds. Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey and Patrick
Jude Haney (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1995) 23-24: Deborah J. Gerner, "Foreign Policy

Analysis: Exhilarating Eclecticism, Intriguing Enigmas,” International Studies Notes 16.3 (1991): 4-
19.




influencing the foreign policy agenda.'’ For example, the role of public opinion on
foreign policy has differing impacts depending on the typology of the state.'> But an
equally important factor is the historical political culture within a given state. In the
case of the United States, Gabriel Almond’s classic study on domestic culture

underscored the importance to which isolationism has a degree of currency

embedded within US foreign relations.

A further level 1s that of the domestic political environment. It is one of the more
useful levels in foreign policy analysis. It focuses on the role of special interest
eroups, legislation and the domestic structure on foreign policy formation.”’ Henry
Kissinger’s excellent study into the complex interaction of domestic structures and
foreign policy formation, underlines the rich explanation that can be derived from

12! But more importantly, his study shows that the degree to

analysis on this leve
which the domestic sphere impinges on foreign policy can vary according to the
stability of the period concerned. In other words, the international level context may

have a bearing on the degree to which the domestic structure dictates the foreign

policy prerogative of the executive.

The final level of foreign policy analysis concerns that of 1diosyncratic factors.
Drawing from a psychological field, this level aims to identify the background;

personality; worldview outlook; and leadership style of key individuals in the foreign

V7 Herbert C. Kelman, "Patterns of Personal Involvement in the National System: A Social-
Psychological Analysis of Political Legitimacy,” International Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James
N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Press, 1969) 276-90.

'* Bruce E. Moon, "The State in Foreign and Domestic Policy," Foreign Policy Analysis: Continuity
and Change in Its Second Generation, eds. Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey and Patrick Jude Haney

(Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1995) 187-200; and Christopher Farrands, "Environment and

Structure,” Understanding Foreign Policy: The Foreign Policy Systems Approach, eds. Michael
Clarke and Brian White (Aldershot: Elgar, 1989) 84-108.

' Gabriel A. Almond, The American People and Foreign Policy (Westport: Greenwood Press, 1977)
53-76; see also Samuel Huntington, "American Ideals Versus American Institutions,” American

Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, 5th ed. (New York: Georgetown
University, 2005) 214-45.

* Joe D. Hagan, "Domestic Political Explanations in the Analysis of Foreign Policy," Foreign Policy

Analysis: Continuity and Change in Its Second Generation, eds. Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey and
Patrick Jude Haney (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1995) 117-38.

2 Henry Kissinger, "Domestic Structure and Foreign Policy,” International Politics and Foreign
Policy, ed. James N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Press, 1969) 261-75.




policy decision making process, and from this derive explanations for policy
formation. This 1s a very usetul means of explaining why decision makers may
favour certain policy directions and is particularly useful in explaining a long term
strategic vision. Such factors are also seen as a useful means of explaining why
rationality by itself cannot preclude an irrational foreign policy trajectory.”” But
although it is useful, Yaacov Vertzberger’s seminal study on this area highlights that

while it may provide correlations, such idiosyncratic factors do not necessarily

determine a particular foreign policy.”

With these theoretical controversies in mind, there is clear need to demarcate a
suitable methodological approach for this case study. In the context of the foreign
policy analysis tradition, Deborah Gerner reminds us that this i1s dependent in the
first instance on whether the objective of the study is descriptive, evaluative or
analytical.** As already outlined, this case study does not fall within an evaluative
rubric. It does, however, require the application of both descriptive and analytical

epistemologies.

An analytical approach has the purpose of drawing on the contending levels of
explanation in various ways to fashion a plausible understanding of foreign policy..25
The analytical approach towards foreign policy analysis does, however, pose key
methodological problems. The most important is that its findings suffer from
eclecticism.”® The nth+1 theory problem brings into question the validity of the

interpretation it offers, and blurs the distinction with descriptive based analysis.27 It

22 pobert Jervis, "Hypotheses on Misperception,” International Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James
N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Press, 1969) 239-54; see also Barbara W. Tuchman, The Guns of

August (New York: Ballantine Books, 1994) 21-158; and Robert S. McNamara, et al., Areument

_—-_-

without End: In Search of Answers to the Vietnam Tragedy (New York: Public Affairs, 1999) 373-98.

2 Yaacov Vertzberger, The World in Their Minds: Information Processing, Cognition and Perception

in Foreign Policy Decisionmaking (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990) 342-64.

¢ Gemner, "The Evolution of the Study of Foreign Policy,” 17-18: and G. John Ikenberry,

"Introduction,” American Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, Sth ed. (New
York: Georgetown University, 2005) 8-11.

2 1kenberry, "Introduction,” 9.
26 Gerner, "Foreign Policy Analysis: Exhilarating Eclecticism, Intriguing Enigmas,” 4-19.

> Ikenberry, "Introduction,” 9.



thus also suffers from failing to differentiate between factors which have differential

importance at any given stage on foreign policy formation. Moreover, a further

problem is the extent to which this qualitative analysis can be conceptualised and

understood.

On a descriptive level, the purpose is to “establish the facts regarding foreign policy

decisions, policies declared publicly, actions taken, and the official and de facto

relationships among state and nonstate international actor.

122

3 But in terms of

understanding and describing the character of US foreign policy, Walter Russell

Mead offers an original conception of schools which can be used to characterise it

and US grand strategy. This is useful on a descriptive level as it allows for US grand

strategy to be conceptualised on a more general level. Mead highlighted four

competing historical components in US foreign policy:

1.

Jeffersonian: this school holds liberal democracy in high esteem. The
emphasis here is on the defence of American society and its political system

through the least costly and dangerous way.”

Hamiltonian: the emphasis of this school is for the promotion of US
economic interests. This is done as far as possible through expanding free
trade, but sees a need to protect and maintain regimes that control key

markets and resources. Thus maintenance of stability 1s a key factor.>”

Jacksonian: here the focus is on the ability of the United States to act

independently of other nations through the maintenance of a qualitative

superiority 1n military terms.” "

Wilsonian: this traditional school sees a moral obligation for the advancement

of democracy, the rule of law and human rights, throughout the world. The

% Gerner, "The Evolution of the Study of Foreign Policy," 18.

? Walter Russell Mead, Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the World
(New York: Knopf, 2001) 174-217.

0 Ibid. 99-131.

1 Ibid. 218-63.

_10_



promotion of these “universal ideals” is viewed to be in the national interest

of the United States.””

Although Mead’s framework is not a methodology for foreign policy analysis, 1t 1s
useful for giving general descriptive conceptualisations of US grand strategy and US

foreign policy. Therefore, Mead’s terminology will be incorporated into the proposed

methodology to offer descriptive and contextual observations.

Whilst there are clear problems with traditional analytical foreign policy analysis, the
more contemporary scholarship on this subfield allows for a sophisticated approach
that counters its methodological shortfalls.”> A metatheoretical approach towards
analytical foreign policy analysis proposes the development of a wider conceptual
framework from which state action is interpreted, and the varying levels of analytical
analysis are incorporated. This counters the problem of eclecticism as differential
findings from competing levels of analysis are used against larger scale framework.”
A benefit of using this approach is that differential levels of analysis can be
identified as more important in particular circumstances whilst serving the overall
purpose of providing grounding to the overarching interpretation of the study.
Moreover, this does not confine the analysis to a sub-national level as the

methodology can incorporate relevant activity on both national and international

levels.”’

Taken as a whole, this case study will apply, from a phenomenological ontology, a
metatheoretical foreign policy analysis framework as its methodology, which will
necessarily include a descriptive and analytical epistemology. This 1s commensurate

with Ikenberry’s prescription for conducting a foreign policy analysis of the United

32 Walter Russell Mead, Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the
World 132-73.

33 Ikenberry, "Introduction,” 9-12.

% G. John Ikenberry, et al., "Introduction: Approaches to Explaining American Foreign Economic
Policy,” 42.1 (1988): 1-14; and G. John Ikenberry, "Conclusion: An Institutional Approach to
American Foreign Economic Policy,” 42.1 (1988): 219-42; and Ikenberry, "Introduction,” 9-11.

% Tkenberry, "Introduction,” 9-12; Ikenberry, et al., "Introduction: Approaches to Explaining

American Foreign Economic Policy,” 1-14; and Jervis, Perception and Misperception in International
Politics 13-31.
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States. The nature of the overaréhing metatheoretical framework is that of US grand
strategy. The very concept of US grand strategy will be shown to rely to a great
extent on the idiosyncrasies of the President and by the ideological influences on the
elite decision makers within the administration. This will be explored 1n greater
detail in chapter three of this study where a comparative foreign policy analysis of
Bill Clinton and George W. Bush will be conducted with the purpose being to

elucidate a conceptualisation of US grand strategy during the time frame of this

study.

This will also serve as a useful hypothesis from which the case study of US foreign
policy towards the Middle East can be examined. Chapter 2 will provide a literature
review to further demarcate the location of this study’s grand strategic framework
within the existing scholarship. The following sections will, however, provide further

details on the parameters of research and the sources of data of this study’s

methodology.

2.2  The Parameters of the Study

As has already been highlighted, this study is not an evaluative study of US foreign
policy and will be confined to an analytical and descriptive approach commensurate
with the methodology and objectives that have been laid out. The means of achieving

these objectives will be through a case study of US foreign policy towards the
Middle East.

The specific time frame of this study is 1993-2003. The justification is that this

allows for an examination of US foreign policy during Clinton’s two terms of office,
and the first two years of George W. Bush’s {irst term of office. This accounts for his
policy before and immediately after the terrorist attacks of 11 September 2001, until
the end of 2003. The full period of Bush’s first term of office i1s that the study’s
emphasis is on showing how US grand strategic policy changed in the wake of the
trauma of the 9/11 terrorist attacks by using US policy towards the Middle East as a

case study, and a premise of this study is that an adequate examination can be
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concluded within this time frame. Therefore, it is outside the scope of this study to

examine US policy after the end of 2003.

In terms of the parameters of the case study, the complexity of US foreign policy
towards the Middle East requires a broad examination in order to provide for an
adequate contextualisation and understanding of US foreign policy. The scope of this
research will, therefore, provide an examination of US foreign policy towards the
three key interconnected areas of: Persian Gulf security; the Arab-Israeli dispute; and
political Islam. The justification is that these three interconnected spheres are the
main contextual areas that best encompass the issues that have had a bearing on US

foreign policy during the time frame of this study, and therefore the scope will be

limited to their rubric.

The definition of Persian Gulf security is taken as being the geopolitical security of
the states surrounding the Persian Guif.*® The scope of this examination is defined as
US foreign policy towards Iran and Irag. The justification is that this was the primary
focus of US foreign policy by which the United States sought to provide for Persian
Gulf security. It is, therefore, outside the scope of this thesis to provide an

examination of US bilateral foreign policy towards the individual Gulf Cooperation

Council (GCC) states.

In terms of the Arab-Israeli dispute, the focus will mainly be on US foreign policy
towards the Israeli and Palestinian negotiations, but it will also provide an
examination of US foreign policy involvement in Israel1 negotiations with Jordan and
Syria respectively. Israeli negotiations with Lebanon will also be encompassed, but
this thesis will view it as linked with the Syrian negotiations on account of its

particular circumstances.

In approaching US foreign policy towards political Islam, the scope of research will
encompass issues relating to US foreign policy towards moderate and extremist
political Islam. This will be in addition to an examination of US foreign policy

towards international Islamic terrorism as this is an important contextual issue that

** The definition of a geopolitical unit is essentially that of an individual state. Here the emphasis is on
the security of the GCC states. Conversely, geostrategy is defined as a regional based strategic policy.
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has key relevance to the terrorist attacks on 11 September 2001, and nature of US
grand strategy post-9/11. This will serve the purpose in chapter four of allowing for a

cogent explanation of the key contextual factors that resulted in, and the character of,

the emergence of the new grand strategic era of the War on Terror.

In terms of the epistemology, this thesis will not encompass the bureaucratic debates
on foreign policy decisions as such an examination in the time frame and scope of
this study 1s too expansive to be included. And more importantly, this aspect of
foreign policy analysis suttered from the practical limitation of such information not

being available at the time of writing due to internal policy papers being classified.

The areas which will be examined are those that form the traditional sphere for
foreign policy analysis as has already been outlined. But given the metatheoretical
methodology, this thesis will also encompass issues on national and international
levels that are deemed relevant to analysing US policy formation towards the scope

of this case study.

2.3 The Sources of Data

Given that this study will use a metatheoretical approach to foreign policy analysis,
the sources that 1t will draw from are wide ranging. Fortunately, US foreign policy is
an exceptionally well documented and researched area, so there is a wide body of

primary and secondary material to draw from. Nevertheless, it is also highly
controversial area and subject to competing interpretations and misconceptions. As
the study 1s non evaluative, the 1ssue of hermeneutics will predominantly concemn

scholarship whose empirical data 1s relied upon in the absence of primary material to

cross check 1its accuracy.

The focus 1s necessarily on primary materials as far as possible and draws on:
speeches; Congressional testimony; governmental and non-governmental reports;
foreign policy dispatches; and press briefings. Interviews were conducted in
circumstances where there was a clear degree of ambiguity over US foreign policy.
Nevertheless, a key limitation is that this thesis was not able to draw from classified

governmental material which could provide for a more valid interpretation of foreign
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policy formation. Whilst this leaves scope for future research on this area, the

following section will outline the contribution this study makes to the existing

scholarship.

3.0 THE CONTRIBUTION OF THE STUDY

This study applies a metatheoretical foreign policy analysis methodology towards US
foreign policy to the Middle East in the time frame 1993-2003. It is the first study of
to conduct this form of analysis on US foreign policy towards the Middle East within
the time frame and scope that has been outlined. It is also original in that it provides
an initial comparative analysis of the idiosyncrasies of elite decision makers and

foreign policies differences between Bill Clinton and George W. Bush.

A further key area where this study provides an original contribution is through its
interpretation of US policy towards Iraq. Through the foreign policy analysis
conducted, this thesis has uncovered new evidence that allows for a revision of
interpretations on US policy towards Iraq during the Clinton administration. This 1s
highly significant since it allows previous interpretations on the strategic
underpinnings and character of US policy towards Iraq during the Clintonian era to

be revisited.

The overall significance of this study, however, is that 1s contributes to the wider

body of scholarship on US foreign policy formation, strategic and tactical direction
and contextualisation towards the Middle East, whilst also providing a case study

interpretation of US geostrategy and grand strategy which has wider currency in

international relations scholarship.

4.0 THE ORGANISATION OF THE STUDY

The structure of this thesis is divided into four substantive sections, and ultimately
consists of eight chapters. This, the first chapter, provides the introduction; the

methodology; the scope; and the parameters of research. The second chapter
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provides an examination of the existing literature 1n order to highlight the current
scholarship in this field and to identify the justification and problem in which this
study is directed. The third chapter provides comparative observations on the
idiosyncrasies of the elite bureaucratic decision makers and foreign policies of Bill
Clinton and George W. Bush. This provides the methodological framework where
this case study will be lodged. The fourth chapter is substantive in that it provides an
analysis of the position of the United States towards political Islam and how
countering the root causes of extremism (terrorism) underpins the very essence of the
new grand strategic era of the War on Terror. The fifth chapter will provide an
examination of US foreign policy towards Iran and Iraq in the time period 1993-
2001. This will aim to demonstrate the nature of Clinton’s foreign policy and grand
strategy in the post-Cold War era. The sixth chapter will also provide an analysis of
US foreign policy towards Iran and Iraq but will be carried out in the time period
2001-2003. This chapter will show that the impact of the 11 September 2001 terrorist
attacks had a defining impact on grand strategy which allows that this change allows
for a proper explanation of US foreign policy in this time period. Moreover, 1t
underscores that a change in grand strategy had occurred away from that of the post-
Cod War era. The seventh chapter provides an analysis of US foreign policy towards

the Arab-Israeli peace process. The final chapter will provide concluding comments

and the scope for future study.

50 CHAPTER SUMMARY

This chapter has outlined the objectives, methodology and structure of this study.
The methodological approach is a metatheoretical foreign policy analysis which will
draw upon a variety of epistemological factors in order to analyse and show the
trajectory of US foreign policy towards the Middle East 1993-2003. The objectives
of the study are essentially threefold: firstly, an interpretation will be provided of US
foreign policy within a grand strategic framework. This will underline the conjecture
that the Bush administrations response in the wake of the terrorist attacks of 11
September 2001 resulted in the emergence of the grand strategic era of the War on

Terror. This will be shown to be a radical departure in US foreign policy from the
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post-Cold War era and is the most radical redesign of US grand strategy since

Franklin D. Roosevelt.

The second objective will be to offer a comparative foreign policy analysis of the
presidencies of Bill Clinton and George W. Bush. This will not only provide an

original contribution to the existing body of scholarship but will also be used to

underline the radical departure following the 9/11 terrorist attacks.

The final related objective is to conduct an analysis of US foreign policy towards the
Middle East during the time period 1993-2003 as a case study to test the
prescriptions made through examining the application of US strategic policy. This
will be achieved through examining the three interconnected areas of Persian Gulf
security; the Arab-Israeli peace process; and political Islam. By analysing the origins,
trajectory and nature of US foreign policy towards these three interrelated case study
areas, this thesis will also aim to offer an original conceptualisation of US policy
towards these key areas and thus contribute to the wider field of scholarship of

Middle Eastern international relations.

The methodological approach will be firmly lodged with the contemporary
scholarship in the subfield of foreign policy analysis. The model that will be used for
the case study is metatheoretical foreign policy analysis and will attack the subject
area through a descriptive and analytical epistemology. The scope of the foreign
policy analysis will not encompass the qualitative aspect of bureaucratic bargaining
over policy decisions for the reason that such documentary information was not

available to this study and such an approach would be to expansive given the time

frame and scope of this study.

The following chapter will provide a literature review of the current scholarship in
order to underscore the contribution this study makes and its location within the

existing literature. It will then move to the substantive chapters of this thesis where

the comparative foreign policy analysis and the case studies towards the Middle East

will be approached.
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Chapter 11

Literature Review
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“The greater our knowledge increases the more our ignorance unfolds.”

John F. Kennedy
September 1962

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The following will provide a literature review of the competing interpretations of the
United States’ foreign policy towards the Middle East, with specific regard to the
three areas under scrutiny in this thesis, namely Persian Gulf security; the Arab-
Israeli peace process; and, finally, political Islam. The literature review will aim to
locate gaps in the previous scholarship in the field of study that are commensurate

with what this thesis proposes.

The foreign policy of the United States towards the Middle East is an area which has
received a great deal of attention; however, the majority of scholarship is evaluative
based. In comparison, a relatively small number of studies, using a descriptive and

analytical epistemology, have been conducted through a foreign policy analysis
framework on the originé and context of US foreign policy towards the Middle East.
As this study is not an evaluative foreign policy analysis, the following review of
academic literature will not encompass this area of scholarship and will necessarily

focus on the character, trajectory and context of US foreign policy.

Whilst this thesis aims to provide an analytical understanding of US foreign policy
towards these three key interrelated areas, it also offers an interpretation that can be
satisfactorily located within wider strategic concepts. This literature review
necessarily includes the competing interpretations of the geostrategy underpinning
US foreign policy at global and regional levels. This allows for a wider contextual

interpretation of US foreign policy towards the Middle East.
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2.0 CONCEPTUALISATIONS OF GLOBAL GEOSTRATEGIC
FRAMEWORKS IN US FOREIGN POLICY 1993-2003

Since the collapse of the Soviet Union and the fall of the Berlin Wall there have been
competing prescriptions and interpretations on the trajectory US foreign policy took
in what is commonly described as the post-Cold War era. Charles Krauthammer
described a ‘unipolar world’ in which US hegemony in the international system had
<=:mf:r,cr_,t=:d..l Indeed, the implosion of the Soviet Union is generally accepted as a
landmark in US foreign policy which saw the emergence of a true hegemonic
superpower. Others, such as Samuel Huntington, cautiously questioned how long this
could endure.” Indeed, Francis Fukuyama famously declared the culmination of an
ideological evolution that had reached its climax with the triumph of liberal

democracy over what he saw as the last remaining competing ideology.”

The concept that liberal democracy had triumphed over competing ideologies, and
thus had lost the overarching strategic guide, can be seen to have given rise to a
revisionist version of global geostrategic conceptions of American foreign policy. G.
John Ikenberry contended in 1996 that the overarching American grand strategy
since the end of the Second World War had been to promote liberal democracy, and
thus the Cold War needed to be seen under this rubric.* Ikenberry went on to show
that this liberal foreign policy guide did not alter following the end of the Cold War,
and ultimately served as a grand strategic guide for American foreign policy during
the Clintonian era. This conceptualisation is significant: it challenges the more
traditional realist prescriptions of Cold War grand strategy as 1t virtually subordinates
Cold War era politics to a geopolitical rather than a global geostrategic level. The

significance of this is that US foreign policy during this study’s time frame would

! Charles Krauthammer, "The Unipolar Moment,” Foreign Affairs 70.1 (1990): 23-33.

> Samue! Huntington, "The Lonely Superpower,” American Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essavs, ed. G.
John Ikenberry, Sth ed. (New York: Georgetown University, 2005) 540-63.

> Francis Fukuyama, "The End of History?" America and the World: Debating the New Shape of
International Politics, ed. Gideon Rose (New York: W.W. Norton, 1989) 1-28.

*G. John Ikenberry, "America's Liberal Grand Strategy: Democracy and National Security in the

Post-War Era,” American Foreign Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, Sth ed. (New
York: Georgetown University, 2005) 268-86.
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thus be interpreted as having been guided by a consistent global grand strategy dating
back to the emergent post-Second World War era. But to what extent can this
conceptualisation be applied to US foreign policy towards the Middle East? Indeed,
if Ikenberry’s thesis 1s taken to its logical conclusion and applied to the Middle East,
the United States would have promoted liberal democracy as a strategic priority;
however, there are good reasons to question whether this is the case as Clinton’s
Persian Gulf foreign policy was widely equated with the maintenance of the status

quo.

Although there are clear questions arising from Ikenberry’s thesis, Walter Russell
Mead lends support to the argument that liberal democracy has been a long term
theme in US foreign policy. In Mead’s influential historical study on US foreign
policy, he highlights that the pursuit of liberal democracy has been a historical force
in US foreign policy calculations with a vintage that can be traced back to the War of
Independence.” Nevertheless, it is pertinent to question the extent to which such

Wilsonian ideals actually had a bearing on US foreign policy since the end of the

Cold War.

In fairness to Ikenberry’s thesis, his view has credibility when one examines the
position of the Clinton administration: Anthony Lake outlined in 1993 the conception
of a grand strategy based on the ‘“‘enlargement of the world’s free community of

market democracies.”® Warren Christopher reiterated this in 1995 by underlining that

“support for democracy is not some starry-eyed crusade; it is a determination to help

1!7

freedom take hold where it can.”’ In other words, Clinton’s overarching grand

strategy was premised on the dual objective of promoting democracy and bolstering
economic development. This was clearly articulated as the Clinton administration’s

priority, and strategic point of reference, for US foreign policy in the post-Cold War

> Walter Russell Mead, Special Providence: American Foreign Policy and How It Changed the World
(New York: Knopf, 2001) 132-217.

% Anthony Lake, "From Containment to Enlargement,” Remarks at Johns Hopkins University, School
of Advanced International Studies, Washington, D.C.: Johns Hopkins University, 21 Sep. 1994. 11pp.
17/06/02 <http://www.mtholyoke.edwacad/intrel/lakedoc.htmi>.

" Warren Christopher, "America’s Leadership, America’s Opportunity," Foreign Policy 98 (1995): 7.
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era. Moreover, this was very much a consistent theme in both Clinton

administrations’ foreign policy statements.’

However, in terms of a specific interpretation of the Clintonian era, Douglas
Brinkley echoes this theme by arguing that Clinton adopted an overarching foreign
policy doctrine, which can be likened to a grand strategy that was premised on the
pursuit of liberal democracy on a global scale.” Charles Maynes echoed a similar
line, and characterised the administration’s strategy as showing a level of consistency
from the Cold War era. In 1993 Maynes commented:

The new approach turns out to be much like the old one. Under the

Clinton doctrine of enlargement, America's alliance commitments

remain the same as they were under the Cold War doctrine of

containment. American troops stay where they are... Under the new

doctrine of enlargement, the United States will try to spread

democracy and free markets. But that was the US objective during

the Cold War.'°

Although there is clear evidence that the Clinton Presidency did indeed premise itself
on the grand strategy of pursuing democracy and promoting global capitalism, and
arguably continued certain aspects of Cold War grand strategy, real questions remain
as to whether this had a substantive impact on US foreign policy. Indeed, Thomas

Carothers maintains that Clinton’s record on democratic promotion had *“not lived up

9911

to the expansive rhetoric. More to the point: was the Clinton administration’s

foreign policy towards the Middle East guided by the grand strategy of pursuing

democracy and promoting global capitalism?

® United States, President of the United States, A National Security Strategy of Engagement and
Enlaregement, (Washington, D.C.: GPO, Feb. 1995) 41pp. 12/06/02 <http://www.whitehouse.gov/>;

United States, President of the United States, A National Security Strategv for a New Century,
(Washineton, D.C.: GPO, Oct. 1998) 35pp. 15/06/03 <http://www.whitehouse.gov/>.

? Douglas Brinkley, "Democratic Enlargement: The Clinton Doctrine,” Foreign Policy 106 (1997):
111-27: and Thomas Carothers, "The Clinton Record on Democracy Promotion," Critical Mission:

Essays on Democracy Promotion, ed. Thomas Carothers (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution
Press, 2000) 39-52.

19 Charles W. Maynes, "A Workable Clinton Doctrine," Foreign Policy 93 (1993): 3.

'l Carothers, "The Clinton Record on Democracy Promotion,” 39.
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Other scholars, however, reject the notion that the Clinton administration had any
grand strategy at all. Linda Miller succinctly showed in 1994 that the Clinton
administration tried to “revise the conventional Cold War wisdom”'* and thus had
failed to provide a coherent successor framework to Cold War grand strategy.
Similarly, Richard Hass provided a distinction in 1997 that can be drawn between the
Clinton administration’s rhetoric and practice on this strategic framework. He
highlights that despite the administration positioning itself on the premise of
expanding democracy and free markets; its stated Wilsonian agenda has had “a
negligible impact on day-to-day affairs.”"? The importance behind this is that, despite
such a grand strategic framework being articulated, the administration arguably did
not conduct its foreign policy in accordance with such a rubric. But even then, the
extent to which Clintonian grand strategy can be disregarded as rhetorical 1s
questionable: it seems reasonable to assume that it was an important factor in foreign
policy calculations given that it was promoted as an overarching foreign policy

framework.

Nevertheless, this scepticism is echoed by Henry Kissinger who interpreted US
foreign policy during the Clintonian era as having recoiled from the Cold War
pursuit of the national interest, favouring instead the use of geoeconomics as a
strategic rubric. Kissinger writes that:

Victory in the Cold War tempts smugness; satisfaction with the

status quo causes policy to be viewed as a projection of the familiar

into  the future; astonishing economic performance lures

policymakers to confuse strategy with economics and makes them
less sensitive to the political, cultural and spiritual impact of the vast

transformations brought about by American technology."

From this perspective, the Clintonian foreign policy rubric would have been devoid

of politically based strategic concepts, and thus would have reduced US foreign

1> Linda B. Miller, "The Clinton Years: Reinventing US Foreign Policy,” International Affairs 70.4
(1994): 646.

'Y Richard N. Hass, "Fatal Distraction: Bill Clinton’s Foreign Policy,” Foreign Policy 108 (1997): 112.

14 Henry Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? Toward a Diplomacy for the 21st Century,
Rev. ed. (London: Free Press, 2002) 19.



policy to a series of ad hoc decisions cemented by proposals for expanding the global
economy. The significance for this thesis is that in the absence of a coherent global
political grand strategy, geoeconomic frameworks would have given way to regional

seostrategic frameworks.

In sum, the indications are that the Clinton administration premised itself on a grand
strategic framework which sought the global promotion of democracy and global
capitalism as a means for guiding its foreign policy. Indeed, some scholars have
suggested that this was consistent with a long standing grand strategy which predated
the Cold War era. Nevertheless, there seems reason to doubt whether this grand
strategy was adopted in practice, thus allowing the charge that it is more rhetorical
than substantive. Therefore, the significance for this thesis is whether US foreign

policy towards the Middle East can be satisfactorily equated as falling under the
rubric of the Clinton administration’s global strategic framework; or rather was
merely premised on a regional geostrategy in the time frame 1993-2001. The
significance here is that by determining whether US foreign policy towards the
Middle East under the Clinton era originated under the articulated grand strategy

tests these competing interpretations.

2.1 The Context of the Global War on Terror

Although a clearer interpretation of the Clintonian era is important, a further issue
arises when examining the time frame following the terrorist attacks on the World

Trade Centre and the Pentagon on 11 September 2001. Indeed, there have been
competing interpretations made on the Bush administration’s foreign policy after
these events. Some scholars have argued that there has been consistency in US grand

strategy, whilst others have argued that the attacks resulted in a fundamentally new

era underpinning US foreign policy that is akin to Cold War grand strategy:.

Some of the more conservative responses have equated the Bush administration’s

policy response post-9/11 as simply an affirmation of a liberal grand strategy that can

be traced back to the Second Would War. Robert Kagan views the Bush

administration’s new strategy as essentially a restatement of long-standing American
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policies. In many respects this echoes Ikenberry’s thesis of a liberal grand strategy
dating back to the post-Second World War order. Kagan comments that:
[T]he striking thing about [Bush’s strategy] is that aside from a tew
references to the idea of pre-emption, which itself was hardly a
novel concept, the Bush administration’s ‘new’ strategy was little
more than a restatement of American policies, many going back half

15
a century.

In a similar vein, Walter Russell Mead sees Bush’s strategy as not necessarily a
radical transformation, but rather a restatement of traditional forces within US
foreign policy. However, Mead offers an original conception by suggesting that the
security environment was a product of the new economic disparity the global
economy had created.!® Nevertheless, Mead sees a reaffirmation of longstanding
Wilsonianism as having become more pronounced given the newfound willingness
for the application of power which he describes as a Jacksonian current 1n US foreign
policy.!” The significance of this approach is that the Bush administration’s response
cannot necessarily be equated as a new grand strategic approach; but then the clear
question arises of how US foreign policy towards the Middle East post-5/11 can be
interpreted. Indeed, this conception indicates that any changes in US foreign policy
towards the Middle East falls squarely under the rubric of regional geostrategy.
However, given the March 2003 invasion of [raq as an example, it seems doubtful
that 1t can realistically be explained without reference to the wider contextual issues

arising from the War on Terror; especially when the invasion was articulated as

falling under such a rubric by the Bush administration.

Others have argued that a new global grand strategy within US foreign policy has
emerged which 1s akin to that of the Cold War era. For example, Hass notably
equates the post-9/11 international system as the “post-post-Cold War era” which he

sees as a new grand strategic era which would be characterised by US engagement

'> Robert Kagan, Of Paradise and Power: America and Europe in the New World Order (New York:
Knopf, 2004) 93.

16 Walter Russell Mead, Power, Terror, Peace, and War: America’s Grand Strategy in a World at Risk
(New York: Knopf, 2004) 109-25.

" Thid. 59-82.
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under a coherent framework reminiscent of the Cold War.'® Also, he highlights that it
is distinguishable from the post-Cold War era. But, on a more specific level, John
Lewis Gaddis indicated in 2002, that the Bush administration adopted a new grand
strategy that is in complete contrast to that articulated by the Clinton administration.
Gaddis describes the Bush administration’s strategy as “the most sweeping redesign
of US grand strategy since the presidency of Franklin D. Roosevelt.”!” In terms its
nature, Gaddis says that “[i]t rejects the Clinton administration’s assumption that
since the movement toward democracy and market economics had become
irreversible in the post-Cold War era, all the United States had to do was ‘engage’
with the rest of the world to ‘enlarge’ those proccsses.”zo Most importantly, Gaddis
shows that there are two central features to the Bush administration’s grand strategy.
Firstly, it identifies a linkage between ‘rogue states’ that seek the production of
unconventional weapons, and the ultimate risk that such weapons could be used
asymmetrically by terrorist groups: he argues this has necessitated the adoption of
the preventative use of force doctrine. Secondly, Gaddis identifies that the long term
objective of this grand strategy is directed towards combating the perceived root
causes of terrorism through promoting democracy on a global basis.”! In essence, the
long term aspect to the Bush administration’s strategy can be equated with
counterterrorism. The key question for post-9/11 US foreign policy towards the

Middle East is the extent to which US geostrategy and foreign policy can be viewed

as falling under such a rubric as Gaddis describes.

In contrast to Gaddis, G. John Ikenberry suggests that the Bush administration’s

response can be equated to a neo-imperial grand strategy. Ikenberry builds on his
thesis that a liberal grand strategy is identifiable from the end of the Second World

War which remained consistent throughout the commonly referred to post-Cold War

'8 Richard N. Hass, "The Clinton Administration’s Approach to the Middle East,” Remarks to the
Foreign Policy Association, New York: GPO, 22 Apr. 2002. 7pp. 30/10/03
<http://www.state.gov/s/p/rem/9632.htm>.

' John L. Gaddis, “Bush’s Security Strategy,” Foreign Policy 133 (2002): 53.: and John L. Gaddis,
"Grand Strategy in the Second Term," Foreign Affairs 84.1 (2005): 2.

0 Gaddis, "Bush's Security Strategy," 53.

*! John L. Gaddis, Surprise, Security, and the American Experience (Cambridge: Harvard University
Press, 2004) 80-113.
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era. He ultimately contends that the foreign policy response to the 9/11 attacks has
resulted in this longstanding current being supplemented with imperial designs.** He
did not, however, believe that a new grand strategy in US foreign policy had
occurred.” Ikenberry argues that the Bush administration’s strategic concepts equate
to a vision which derogates the notion of sovereignty as it has placed itself in a
position where it alone dictates acceptable behaviour on a national and sub-national
level, whilst also seeking the promotion of liberal democracy on a global level in
order to sateguard US interests. He views this departure away from multilateralism
as a radical reorientation in US foreign policy whilst remaining premised on the
pursuit of a liberal democratic order.”* Nevertheless, Ikenberry suggests that this
departure from multilateralism is a temporary phase which was caused by the manner

in which neoconservatives dominated the Bush administration’s calculations shortly

after the 9/11 attacks.”

On a more qualitative level, Ikenberry also highlights that the means of achieving
these objectives have resulted in the adoption of the preventative use of force; virtual
rejection of international law; and the belief that US hegemony is required for liberal
democracy to be secured.?® Overall, Ikenberry’s thesis is important as it argues that
the Bush administration’s grand strategy is imperial and based on ensuring US
hegemony, in contrast to Gaddis’s equation that it is more about combating the actual
causes and threats of terrorism. Nevertheless, Ikenberry’s prescription that this
encapsulates a new grand strategy post-9/11 seems questionable: many of the factors
which he highlights have a historical vintage. Indeed, Niall Ferguson’s excellent

study on the historical development of US supremacy highlights that such forces are

far from new.?’

*? Ikenberry, "America’s Liberal Grand Strategy: Democracy and National Security in the Post-War
Era,” 564-72.

5 G. John Ikenberry, "American Grand Strategy in the Age of Terror," Survival 43.4 (2001): 19-31.
* G. John Ikenberry, "The End of the Neoconservative Moment,” Survival 46.1 (2004): 7-10.
2 Ibid.

*® Ikenberry, "America’s Liberal Grand Strategy: Democracy and National Security in the Post-War
Era,” 564-72.

*" Niall Ferguson, Colossus: The Rise and Fall of _the American Empire (London: Allen Lane, 2004).
33-168.
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Ikenberry’s conception of a resurgent unilateralism is also interesting, but to what
extent can 1t be seen as something new when the United States has engaged in
foreign policy endeavours, such as the Kosovo campaign under Clinton, without
reference to international law that arguably subjugated the Westphalian notion of

sovereignty? Indeed, this allows us to question whether Ikenberry’s prescription of

its emergence post-9/11 i1s really as valid as he makes it out to be.

The willingness of the Bush administration to pursue unilateralism is contended by
David Skidmore as being less different to the Clintonian years than Ikenberry would
have us believe. Skidmore’s comparative foreign policy analysis in 2005 of Clinton
and George W. Bush’s propensity for a unilateral foreign policy suggests that

112

“{u]nder both presidents, US behaviour was strongly unilateralist. ’ He goes on to

say:
Under Clinton, US unilateralism was less a preference in itself than
the outcome of a policy process driven by domestic constraints.
Without the authority bestowed upon the presidency by Cold War
imperatives, Clinton was unable, and perhaps unwilling, to

. . . . 20
overcome domestic resistance to multilateralism.

In terms of how the foreign policy of George W. Bush compares, Skidmore writes:
Under Bush, unilateralism was the product of a combination of
unchecked power abroad, the sway of particularistic interests at
home, and the 1deological inclination of Bush and his top advisers.

Even the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, proved
insufficient to deflect the Bush administration’s unilateralist

. 30
tendencies.’

The importance of Skidmore’s comparative foreign policy analysis is that it

questions lkenberry’s contention that a radical shift towards unilateralism occurred

** David Skidmore, "Understanding the Unilateralist Turn in US Foreign Policy,” Foreign Policy
Analysis 2 (2005): 223.

2 1bid.
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under George W. Bush. Indeed, Skidmore suggests that “[t]he appropriate contrast is
not between a multilateralist Clinton and a unilateralist Bush, but between two

unilateralisms that differ not in kind but more in tone, emphasis and degree.””!

Overall, there are significant disparities in the competing interpretations of how US
foreign policy can be interpreted through a global geostrategic lens during the time
frame of this study. Although there 1s a general acceptance that the 9/11 terrorist
attacks had a significant impact on US foreign policy, it does not seem clear as to
how the overall time frame of this study can be interpreted. The significance for this
thesis is thus that it does not allow for a clear indication of how US foreign policy
towards the Middle East can be interpreted or conceptualised within US global
geostrategy. Therefore, justification arises for conducting a foreign policy
metatheoretical analysis of US foreign policy, in order to clearly provide an
interpretation which contextualises these issues by using US foreign policy towards
the Middle East 1993-2003 as a case study. The significance will be that 1t will test,
and ideally clarify, the trajectory and conceptualisation of the global geostrategic
framework of US foreign policy during what is debated as a transitional period.
Therefore, a clear account of US grand strategy will be provided 1n chapter 3. But, in
order to properly account for the competing interpretations of US foreign policy
towards the Middle East: the following section will provide a conceptualisation of
US geostrategy on a regional level towards Persian Gulf security; the Arab-Israeli

peace process; and political Islam.

3.0 CONCEPTUALISATIONS OF US GEOSTRATEGY TOWARDS
THE MIDDLE EAST 1993-2003

Interpretations of US geostrategy towards the Middle East are equally contentious. In
terms of the US regional strategy towards the Middle East, it was with the
announcement of the “dual containment strategy” by Martin Indyk in May 1993,

Special Assistant to the President for Near East and South Asian Affairs at the

National Security Council, that US foreign policy became officially lodged on the

*! Skidmore, "Understanding the Unilateralist Turn in US Foreign Policy,” 224.
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premise of containing and deterring both Iran and Iraq from challenging the security
of the key oil producing Gulf States, in addition to undermining the peace process
and threatening Israel.”* Indyk portrayed the Clinton administration’s approach to the
Middle East as a non-compartmentalised strategy which was premised on dual
containment. The definitive outline of dual containment was made, however, by
national security adviser Anthony Lake in a 1994 article in the journal Foreign

e t——e .

Affairs.”” Lake clarified the conception of the strategy as entailing a multilateral

containment of Iraq as a means of forcing compliance with UN resolutions; and a
unilateral containment with Iran until it altered its internal and external policies. The
fact that these policies provided for Persian Gulf security was merely seen as a by-
product as they were premised on other criteria.’® Indeed, Lake’s argument afforded
Iraq under Saddam Hussein the prospect of having sanctions lifted over a period of
time, once compliance had been recognised by the UN Security Council and
confidence had been restored within the international communityi.35 Iran received a
similar prescription in that the United States sought a moderation of Iran’s policies in
order for a rapprochement to occur, but would maintain sanctions as a means of
controlling Iran until it moderated its policies deemed provocative by the United
States. There was thus a degree of analytical conflict between these objectives and
the conception of it as a containment strategy which one can equate with

maintenance of the status quc)..36

Although Lake presented the dual containment strategy as a prudent policy
undertaking, debate exists on its origins and nature which contrasts with the official
position. In 1994, F. Gregory Gause III interpreted it as a strategy geared towards

achieving the wider regional strategic objective of Persian Gulf security.”’ Gause

** Martin Indyk, "The Clinton Administration’s Approach to the Middle East,” Address to the Soref
Symposium, Washington, D.C.: Washington Institute for Near East Policy, 18 May 1993. 4pp.
12/07/03 <http://www.washingtoninstitute.org/pubs/soref/indyk.htm >.

*> Anthony Lake, "Confronting Backlash States,” Foreign Affairs 73.2 (1994).

* Indyk, "The Clinton Administration’s Approach to the Middle East.”

3 Lake, "Confronting Backlash States," 45-50.

*® F. Gregory Gause 11, US Policy toward Iraq, Emirates Lecture Series, vol. 39 (Abu Dhabi: The
Emirates Center for Strategic Studies and Research, 2002) 12.

*" F. Gregory Gause III, "The Illogic of Dual Containment,” Foreien Affairs 73.2 (1994): 56-58.
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recognised that Iran and, to a lesser extent, Iraq were seen to pose a threat towards
Israel and the peace process, but interpreted the overall dual containment strategy as
being ultimately geared towards securing US geostrategic interests in the Persian
Gulf. Whilst Gause maintained that the Clinton administration’s dual containment
policy was premised on geostrategic concerns towards the Persian Gulf, he argued
that this was subservient to the long term objective of making neighbouring states a

1938

“sufficient counterweight to both Iran and Iraq.””” Therefore, Gause effectively

argues that containment was designed to weaken both countries to a sufficient degree
in order to usher in a balance of power: through the application of containment, the

status quo would be enforced and would thus cater for Persian Gulf security.

Anthony Cordesman also argued in 1994 that the adoption of dual containment was a
necessity given the inability of the Gulf countries to offer a credible detence against
their aggressive neighbours. Cordesman comments that “[it] 1s not solely a function
of what Iran can do or Iraq can do, it is a function of what the nations 1n the region
can do, and it is basically a function of American ability to contain Iranian and Iraqi
military power.”""39 He recognised that such an approach was required in order to
safeguard vital US political and economic interests. Nevertheless, he conceded that,
in the case of Iraq, containment would ultimately not be able to prevent an Iraqi
production of unconventional weapons as it merely slows their development.*’
Gause, however, went even further by arguing in 1999 that sanctions neither
weakened Saddam’s hold on power, nor stopped his development of unconventional
weapons.'' Nevertheless, both shared the premise that dual containment was
premised on geostrategic interests in the Persian Gulf. Kissinger lends weight to this

prescription by echoing Gause’s argument that dual containment was a thoroughly

geostrategic response to the threat both countries posed to US interests 1n the Persian

Gulf.*

¥ Gause I1I, US Policy toward Iraq 12.

* Martin Indyk, et al., "Symposium on Dual Containment: US Policy toward Iran and Iraq," Middle
East Policy 3.1 (1994): 13.

*“ Ibid.
*' F. Gregory Gause 11, "Getting It Back on Iraq,” Foreign Affairs 78.3 (1999): 62.

*? Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? 191.
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In contrast, Gary Sick contended in 1996, that the adoption of a containment policy
towards Iran was primarily based on serving the strategic priority of the Arab-Israeli
peace pmcess..'43 He highlighted how it was a policy undertaking which virtually
mirrored a policy paper authored by Martin Indyk in 1993, prior to him taking office
in the National Security Council, which called for a containment of the threats Iran
and Iraq posed to Israel and the peace process itself. Therefore, US bilateral foreign
policy towards Iran was arguably subordinate to US interests towards the peace
process. Sick conversely saw US policy towards Iraq under the dual containment
rubric as being premised on a compliance with UN resolutions: increased Persian
Gulf security was thus seen by him as a by-product rather than an objective.*

Indeed, Sick suggests that this resuited in the United States emerging as a regional

player rather than an external actor, and was thus able to ensure these objectives

were achieved.®

In what several scholars recognise as a seminal article on this subject, Zbigniew
Brzezinski, Brent Scowcroft and Richard Murphy refined these interpretations in
1997. They suggested that the Clinton administration’s bilateral policies towards Iran
and Iraq were part of the mutually reinforcing strategic objectives of supporting the
peace process, and providing for Persian Gulf securityq.46 Thus a mutually compatible
dual track US geostrategic policy towards the Middle East was applied, and the *“dual

containment strategy” was a mere slogan with little conceptual worth.

However, in terms of how US policy towards political Islam gels with this equation,
Fawaz Gerges’s important study has demonstrated that Clinton’s goal of combating
the structural causes of radical Islamism has been subservient to wider geostrategic
concerns premised on maintaining the status quo. Gerges writes: “[t]he Unmited States

has not only supported its traditional friends — in their fight against Islamists — but

3 Gary Sick, "The United States and Iran: Truth and Consequences,” Contention 5.2 (1996): 59-78.

* Gary Sick, "Rethinking Dual Containment,” Survival 40.1 (1998): 5-32.

> Gary Sick, "US Policy in the Gulf: Objectives and Purpose,” Managing New Developments in the
Gulf, ed. Rosemary Hollis (London: Royal Institute for International Affairs, 2000) 14.

4 Zbigniew Brzezinski, et al., "Differentiated Containment,” Foreign Affairs 76.3 (1997): 20-30.
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has done little to persuade them to open up the political field to existing, legitimate

1947

opposition forces.””" The significance here is that unwillingness to promote

democracy in the face of regional geostrategic interests demonstrates that the grand
strategic premise of the Clintonian era was not applied in practice. Indeed, this theme
was also articulated by Maria do Céu Pinto in 1959:
In the case of America’s friends in the Middle East, the US
eovernment’s overriding interest is to maintain the existing regimes
in power; their stabilising role, their position regarding the peace
process and their pro-Western orientation make them important
regional allies. In order to safeguard the integrity of these regimes,
the Clinton administration has toned down its promotion of the
‘democratisation agenda’ for fear that the opening up of their

political systems would give the Islamists an opportunity to gain

power..48

Even with the onset of the administration of George W. Bush, there is little dispute
that foreign policy towards the Middle East actually retained consistency from the
Clinton administration up until the watershed of the 11 September 2001 terrorist
attacks. Indeed, Robert Kagan and William Kristol critically remarked that prior to
the 9/11 attacks, Bush’s policy seemed “‘content to continue walking down dangerous
paths in foreign and defence policy laid out over the past eight years by Bill
Clinton.””> The views of other scholars, such as Kenneth Pollack, were more

moderate but still identified US foreign policy towards Iran and Iraq as showing

continuity from the preceding Clinton administration.””

‘I Fawaz A. Gerges, America and Political Islam: Clash of Cultures or Clash of Interests?
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999) 231.

%8 Maria do Céu Pinto, Political Islam and the United States: A Study of U.S. Policy Towards Islamist
Movements in the Middle East (New York: Ithaca Press, 1999) 281-82.

¥ Robert Kagan and William Kristol, "Clinton's Foreign Policy Cont.,” Weekly Standard 12 Mar.
2001: 11.

** Kenneth Pollack, "Next Stop Baghdad?" Foreign Affairs Editors' Choice: The Middle East Crisis,
ed. Gideon Rose (New York: Council on Foreign Relations, 2002) 116-32.
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Moreover, following the attacks of 11 September 2001, whilst there 1s general
agreement that significant changes occurred in US foreign policy towards the Middle
East, there 1s debate as to how these can be conceptualised and interpreted on a
regional geostrategic level. The key problem of assessing such 1ssues so close to the

time in which they have occurred allows for little historical reflection, and thus they

are uncertain at best.

From a non-academic perspective, George Friedman argued 1n 2004 that US regional
geostrategy towards the Persian Gulf had altered in that 1t now saw the threat
emanating from al-Qa’ida as the primary threat to regional and US national
security.”’ Freedman says that this shifted the focus towards Saudi Arabia’s
counterterrorism efforts as this was believed by the administration to be the key to
defeating al-Qa’ida. He maintains that this resulted in the United States seeing an
invasion of Iraq as resulting in a US military presence surrounding Saudi Arabia
which would have allowed for pressure to be used against the Saudis for them to
undertake comprehensive counterterrorism initiatives through repression rather than
political reform based initiative.”* Although Friedman’s interpretation is original,
there is reason to question whether this satisfactorily explains the origins of US
foreign policy towards Iraq given that it virtually disregards any concept of a
political reform based on counterterrorism that scholars widely believe is at the heart

of combating extremism.

In contrast, Ivo Daadler and James Lindsay suggest that the 9/11 attacks did not
result in a change in Bush’s outlook on foreign affairs, it merely confirmed them.

More specifically, they suggest that the March 2003 invasion of Iraq was carried out
in order to remove the threat Iraq was seen to pose on a geostrategic level to Persian
Gulf security, in addition to countering the potential threat of Iragi unconventional

weapons being transferred to terrorists for use on a wider level.” Therefore, they

>! George Friedman, America’s Secret War: Inside the Hidden Worldwide Struggle between America
and Its Enemies (LLondon: Little Brown, 2004) 253-80.

>2 Ibid.

>> Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay, "Bush’s Foreign Policy Revolution,” The George W. Bush

Presidency: An Early Assessment, ed. Fred I. Greenstein (Maryland: John Hopkins Press, 2003) 125-
36.
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equate a level of consistency on a geostrategic level in terms of the threat Iraq was
seen to pose, but nevertheless identify it as having been supplemented by an

overarching strategy designed to counter the proliferation of unconventional weapons

by hostile states for fear they could be provided to terrorists.

Rosemary Hollis offered a more sweeping assessment in 2003, by suggesting that US
foreign policy towards the Middle East in the post-9/11 international system was
viewed by the Bush administration as having failed on a geostrategic level, and thus
security threats, rogue states and stagnant reform had to be tackled directly. °* She
argues that the new approach is to rework the regional order. But importantly, Hollis
agues that they have been compartmentalised by the Bush administration so they are
dealt with as individual issues which in essence equates to derogation away from
geostrategy towards geopolitics..55 Therefore, the key issue arising from this
framework is the extent to which geopolitics, if at all, became guided by the post-

9/11 global geostrategic outlook which other scholars have identified.

In terms of whether the US foreign policy has a geostrategic objective towards the
Middle East, Marina Ottaway, Thomas Carothers, Amy Hawthorne, and Daniel
Brumberg suggested in 2002 that the Bush administration has adopted a new
geostrategic agenda that called for the adoption of democracy as part of a Greater
Middle East Initiative. They suggest that the Bush administration had redefined its
geostrategy towards the Middle East as resting on the premise of democratisation;
this was seen as a means of providing regional security and combating the root
causes of terrorism.”® Indeed, they maintain that the Bush administration adopted the

belief that terrorism and political extremism is a product of the undemocratic

> Rosemary Hollis, "Getting out of the Iraq Trap," International Affairs 79.1 (2003): 32-35.

% Ibid. 32-33.
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political structure of Middle Eastern countries.”’ The remedy to this was seen as an
overall rejection of the Clintonian geostrategy which called for the maintenance of

the status quo. From this basis, the invasion of Iraq in 2003 was undertaken to

“unleash a democratic tsunami across the Islamic world.”

The interpretation of US geostrategy towards the Middle East being premised on the
adoption of democracy is highly significant. Indeed, it 1s commensurate with John
Lewis Gaddis’s notion of US grand strategy being geared towards counterterrorism
and takes account of Ikenberry’s thesis that the promotion of liberal democracy i1s a
long standing guide for US foreign policy. But in terms of how this gels with the role
of the Arab-Israelil peace process 1s unclear and underscores the room for analysis. It
is possible to infer, however, that Ottaway and Carothers interpret the Bush
administration as believing the democratisation of the Middle East will make Israel
more secure and aid the peace process. Nevertheless, questions remain as to how US

foreign policy calculations towards the peace process fit in with this geostrategy.

According to Michael Scott Doran in 2003, the US invasion of Iraq can be viewed as
a key factor in a wider strategy towards achieving a resolution in the Arab-Israeli
peace process, by way of combating the root causes of terrorism.”” Indeed, Bill
Quandt notably echoed and expanded on this line of argument in 2005, by taking the
position that the Bush administration had come to view its geostrategic priority as
resting on combating the root causes of terrorism through achieving a resolution in
the Arab-Israeli dispute.®® He argues that the adoption of the preventative use of

force doctrine against rogue states, that were manufacturing or possessing

>" Thomas Carothers, "Promoting Democracy and Fighting Terror,” Critical Mission: Essays on
Democracy Promotion, ed. Thomas Carothers (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003)
63-73; Thomas Carothers, "Democracy: Terrorism’s Uncertain Antidote," Critical Mission: Essays on
Democracy Promotion, ed. Thomas Carothers (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2003)
251-58; see also Tamara C. Wittes and Sarah Yerkes, E., "The Middle East Partnership Initiative:
Progress, Problems, and Prospects,” Saban Center Middle East Memo, (Issue 5), Washington, D.C.:
Brookings, 29 Nov. 2004, 6pp., 12/12/04 <www .brook.edu/views/op-
ed/fellows/wittes20041129.htm>.
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unconventional weapons, was used as the justification for invading Iraq..61 However,
he views this as part of a wider strategic objective of countering the root causes of
terrorism and ultimately achieving a resolution to the peace process.®” Specifically,
Quandt draws a parallel with US engagement following the liberation of Kuwait in
1991: by removing Iraq as a strategic threat to Israel, a resolution in the peace
process was more likely to occur. Therefore, on a geostrategic level, the peace
process had become more important in US foreign policy calculations than betore as
it was now was viewed 1n terms of combating one of the key root causes of
extremism. The importance of Quandt’s geostrategic interpretation is that it places
the peace process as the key contextual factor which unpinned US strategy for
combating the root cause of terrorism. Nevertheless, it is questionable whether the
invasion of Iraq can be equated as having been undertaken to enable a resolution to
the peace process through removing Israel’s geopolitical threats. Indeed, it is possible
that the peace process was actually subservient to US grand strategy which sought
the promotion of democracy and freedom as a means for combating the wider root
causes of terrorism 1n addition to seeing a Palestinian Authority’s adoption of such
principles as a means to actually achieving a resolution through meaningful

diplomacy.

In sum, there is a level of ambiguity as to how US regional strategy towards the
Middle East in the time frame of this study can be conceptualised. The problem this
raises is that it does not allow for a clear determination of how US foreign policy can
be interpreted with specific reference to the wider global geostrategic interpretations
that have already been discussed. This provides justification for a closer inspection of
the interpretations of the trajectory taken by US foreign policy towards the three key
areas of this case study. The purpose behind this is that a clear understanding of US
foreign policy trajectory, which should allow for a distinction between tactics and
strategy, will allow for a clear conceptualisation within a geostrategic framework.
The following will, therefore, review the competing interpretations of the trajectory
US foreign policy took towards the Persian Gulf; the Arab-Israeli peace process; and
Political Islam during 1993-2003.

ol Quandt, Peace Process 3rd ed. 396-402.

°2 Ibid. 398-402.

- 37 -



40  INTERPRETATIONS OF US GEOPOLITICAL FOREIGN POLICY
TOWARDS THE MIDDLE EAST 1993-2003

As already highlighted, there are competing conceptions on US geostrategy but,
predictably, there 1s also disagreement on the trajectory US foreign policy took in
order to achieve such objectives. The focus of this section will, therefore, be based

on the trajectory of US foreign policy.

In terms of Persian Gulf security it is necessary at this stage to demarcate US foreign
policy on a bilateral basis towards Iran and Iraq. US foreign policy towards the
individual Gulf States will not be included as the scope of this thesis is limited to a

discussion of Iran and Iraq under the rubric of Persian Gulf security.

In terms of the trajectory of US foreign policy towards Iraq, Gause maintains that
although Clinton continued George H. W. Bush’s tactical policy of indefinitely
containing Iraq through UN sanctions as a means of achieving US strategic
objectives towards Persian Gulf security, this tactical policy altered towards a regime
change policy 1n 1998.% Indeed, Gause quite rightly highlights that on account of
Congressional legislation, US policy officially changed towards that of regime
change in October 1998. Gause cites domestic political factors within the United
States as being the cause. Although Gause recognises that Clinton also provided
limited support for opposition groups in varying degrees since 1993, he suggests that
this was merely part of a means of keeping pressure on Iraq to comply with UN

resolutions.

In contrast to this, however, Gary Sick contends that US tactical policy towards Iraq
altered towards a regime based approach in 1997. Importantly, Sick highlights that
this was an executive led change, and thus brings into question what caused a change
in US tactical policy. But, of equal significance, this challenges the view that tactical

policy only changed following the Congressional legislation in October 1998.

* Gause I1I, US Policy toward Irag 11-14.
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David Wurmser took a similar position in 1999, but argued that the change in US
tactical policy towards regime change occurred in 1995.°% He suggests that a
distinction needs to be made between overt and covert policy: overtly, US foreign
policy was officially premised on containment based on the need for a compliance
with UN resolutions; covertly, Clinton had changed tactics in 1995 towards regime
change on account of the international context where US policy was unravelling. The
significance is that US policy during the Clinton administration arguably went
through three stages to achieve its wider strategic objectives: containment through

sanctions; covert reeime change policy; and official regime change policy.

Although Wurmser’s account is convincing, there appears to be justification for
questioning why the Clinton administration only adopted a tactical policy of regime
change in 1995, when interpretations of the administration of George H.W. Bush
clearly suggest this tactical policy of seeking regime change was applied during his
administration from 1991-1993.% In other words, why does the academic scholarship
suggest a gap in US tactical policy towards regime change in the time period 1993-
1995? Officially the Clinton administration held a different policy from its
predecessor up until 1998, but the adoption of a covert policy towards regime change
as early as 1995 suggests a possibility that a policy continuation towards achieving
regime change may have occurred since 1991, thus justifying further in-depth

examination.

However, with the onset of the Bush administration in January 2001, it was officially
premised on regime change as a result of Congressional legislation that was signed
into law in October 1998. Nevertheless, there is general agreement that it continued
the Clinton administration’s approach of containing Iraq through sanctions as a
means of controlling the geostrategic threat it posed until an internal regime change

had been achieved.®® Nevertheless, the key divide 1s generally accepted as being the

% David Wurmser, Tyranny’s Ally: America’s Failure to Defeat Saddam Hussein (W ashington, D.C.:
AEI Press, 1999) 7-29.
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attacks of 11 September 2001. With the invasion of Iraq in March 2003, US policy
had clearly changed tactics. The issue is, therefore, what were the origins of this
change 1n foreign policy and was it carried out for the objective of regime change in
that had been official policy since 1998, or was it carried out for alternative reasons?
Indeed, as the above discussion on geostrategy indicates, there is reason to believe
that the strategic objectives had changed which brought about a change in tactical

foreign policy.

Given these trajectories in US bilateral policy towards Iraq, there is a clear ambiguity
on what the nature of US tactical foreign policy was in order to achieve its wider
objectives. Therefore, a qualitative foreign policy analysis is justified in order to
clarify the trajectory of US foreign policy towards Iraq through a descriptive and

analytical epistemology.

In terms of US policy toward Iran there are fewer disputes about its trajectory. It is
generally accepted wisdom that US containment policy towards Iran steadily
hardened since the adoption of the dual containment strategy. Indeed, it is
commonly accepted by scholars that the impetus for this trajectory was the domestic
political environment within the United States.®” Congressional legislation is seen as
having subjugated the foreign policy prerogative of the executive, and forced a
tightening and expansion of unilateral sanctions in order to achieve the objectives of
dual containment. However, Hossein Alikhani reminds us through a bureaucratic
foreign policy analysis that although US policy was primarily motivated by
domestic Congressional considerations, Iran’s behaviour towards terrorism: its
opposition towards the peace process; and the issue of weapons of mass destruction,

were ultimately provocative policies which perpetuated such a trajectory.®®

But the election of President Mohammed Khatami is understood as the key
contextual factor which promoted a change in tact. Stephen Fairbanks comments

that “Iran’s 1997 election process was a stage in an evolution toward greater

°" For an excellent discussion see Kenneth M. Pollack, The Persian Puzzle: The Conflict between Iran
and America (New York: Random House, 2004) 265-349.

°® Hossein Alikhani, Sanctioning Iran: Anatomy of a Failed Policy (London: I.B. Tauris, 2000) 402-
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pluralism and democmcy.""69 He stresses that the opportunities presented by this
election needed to be immediately realised. He maintains that although Khatami’s
reformist agenda faced real problems, its success was ultimately dependent on
reciprocity from the United States. Ruhi Ramazani highlights that Khatami's

»570

reforms were moving towards a “faqih-guided democratic peace.”’” Ramazani

concludes that Khatami’s reforms are directed towards greater democratisation. He
stresses that such reformist moves were a product of complex internal reforms, and
most importantly, are in the interests of the United States.”' He also argues that
although Washington initially failed to recognise Khatami’s reformist movement, it

ultimately ushered in a policy shift to support Khatami’s position base.’?

Although Ramazani is correct to highlight that Khatami’s election was a watershed
in Clintonian foreign policy towards Iran as Washington did indeed move towards
fostering closer relations with Khatami, Kenneth Katzman cautions that
Washington’s policy remained consistent. He explains that it maintained its
containment strategy, and only made subtle moves towards engagement.’> Moreover,
Katzman goes onto conclude that following the re-election of Khatami in 2000, the
Clinton administration reaffirmed this subtle dual track policy of engagement and

containment.

But with onset of the Bush administration, it is generally accepted that a policy
change did not occur until after the 11 September 2001 terrorist attacks as the Bush
administration was involved in a policy review which was not concluded in the
preceding time frame.’® But in the wake of the 9/11 attacks, Kenneth Pollack argues

that up until January 2002, there were signs of cooperation and engagement based on
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mutual interests.”” However, he argues that following Iran’s implication in the
smuggling of illicit arms to groups aligned with the Palestinian authority, Iran was
viewed as a sponsor of terrorism and was thus included as part of an ‘axis of evil’.
This set the tone for US relations with Iran for the remainder of the time frame of this
study.’”® Nevertheless, it is worth questioning whether the substantive engagement
and cooperation in the immediate wake of the 9/11 attacks was tactical or strategic.
Indeed, if we accept some of the wider geostrategic conceptualisations that indicate
the Bush administration had premised itself on the objective of pursuing
democratisation for the purpose of counterterrorism, the actual overriding objective
could be defined as seeking a change in regime in Iran and thus a rapprochement
would be seen by some as running counter to this. The importance of determining
whether US policy towards Iran post-9/11 was tactical or strategic would allow for a

conceptualisation of whether the promotion of democracy had indeed became a

geostrategic priority.

In terms of the interpretations of the trajectory of US involvement in the peace
process, the Clinton administration’s first term of office has been described by Avi
Shlaim as being one in which “Clinton refused to put pressure on Israel and adopted
a hands-off attitude to the peace process.”’’ In order to demonstrate this approach,
Shlaim argues that Washington refrained from applying pressure on Syria, and
simply confined US diplomatic efforts to “carrying messages back and forth”.”® Bill
Quandt supports this view by highlighting Washington’s policy towards the peace
process which can be categorised as “letting Israel set the pace for negotiations.”’”

Moreover, he argues that Washington preferred to have a laissez-faire attitude to the

peace process by not applying pressure. Nevertheless, Quandt argues that the first

Clinton administration did maintain a policy of facilitating the negotiating between

> Pollack, The Persian Puzzle 349-58.

76 bid.

77 Avi Shlaim, The Iron Wall: Israel and the Arab World (London: Penguin, 2000) 511.

8 Ibid. 531.

" William B. Quandt, Peace Process: American Diplomacy and the Arab-Israeli Conflict since 1967,
2nd ed. (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution Press, 2001) 339.




the parties when required, but saw the onus being on the parties themselves.*

Interestingly, Quandt seems to hint that the reason the Clinton administration took
such an approach was simply because of a pro-Israeli stance. Therefore, by
Washington allowing Israel to control the pace of negotiations and by refraining
from the application of US pressure on the parties in the dispute, Clinton was

ultimately acting in a pro-Israeli manner towards the peace process.

Whilst Quandt equates Clinton’s involvement in the peace process as that of a
facilitator by virtue of his sensitivity to his political position in Congress, he does
highlight that a change occurred following the election of Ehud Barak. Quandt
argues that Clinton saw an opportunity for the achievement of a historic agreement
and was ultimatcly driven by personal ambition.®! Nevertheless, following the
election of George W. Bush, Quandt contends that US foreign policy initially
reverted to disengagement as a result of the context of a high profile diplomatic
failure by Clinton. But following the attacks on 11 September, Quandt interprets US
policy as having moved to a policy of engagement as a resolution was viewed as
being commensurate with the overarching objective of combating the root cause of

... 82
terrorisim.

A similar view was advocated by Robert Freedman. He saw the initial months of the
Bush Presidency as premised on disengagement resulting from the failure of
Clinton’s high profile effort at Camp David. Nevertheless, he suggests that
“Palestinian terrorism” was also a key factor which thwarted Bush’s efforts prior to
11 September 2001.% But following 9/11, Freedman maintains that this had a
defining impact on the manner in which Arafat was viewed by Washington. He
characterises Bush’s approach post-9/11 as remaining reasonably consistent with the

main exception that Arafat had become persona non grata as a result of his alleged

%0 Quandt, Peace Process 2nd ed. 321-40.

81 1bid. 355-76.

%2 Quandt, Peace Process 3rd ed. 385-412.

%3 Robert O. Freedman, "The Bush Administration and the Arab-Israeli Conflict: The Record of Its
First Four Years," The Middle East Review of International Affairs 9.1 (2005), 27/03/05
<www.meria.ida.ac.il/journal/2005/issue1/jvonola4.htmi>.
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links with terrorism. Therefore, the emphasis had shifted towards promoting

democratic leadership within Palestinian Authority.

In sum, the available literature indicates that there are clear disagreements within the
academic scholarship on the trajectory of US foreign policy towards Middle East. In
particular, US policy towards Iraq shows a clear degree of ambiguity as to when
Clinton’s strategic policy became centred on regime change. But overall, given these
ambiguities there is justification for conducting an empirical examination, using an
analytical and descriptive epistemology, in order to clarify the character and
contextual origins of US foreign policy towards these three interlinked areas. Whilst
this has merit in its own right, its importance for this thesis is that it will serve as a

case study to assess the grand strategic conceptualisation of US foreign policy 1993-

2003 that will be established in the subsequent chapter.

5.0 CHAPTER CONCLUSION

From the above survey of the literature on US foreign policy, it is clear that there 1s a
degree of ambiguity as to its strategic rubric, nature and implementation.
Specifically, the existing scholarship offers competing interpretations on US grand
strategy during the Clintonian era and in the post-9/11 international system. Some
scholars have contended that the Bush administration’s response to the attacks
marked a reaffirmation of a long standing foreign policy strategy, whilst others view
a fundamental redesign of US grand strategy having taken place. As has already been
outlined, the premise of this thesis is that a fundamental departure from post-Cold
War US grand strategy occurred in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. But in order

to provide a more valid interpretation, a grounded qualitative examination of US

foreign policy is justified.

By using US foreign policy towards the Middle East as a case study, it will be
possible to identify the dynamics of US grand strategy 1993-2003. However, the
above review has also underscored that US geostrategy towards the Middle East is

also subject to competing prescriptions. This is also the case with US foreign policy

towards the three key areas of: Persian Gulf security; the Arab Israeli peace process;
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and political Islam. Therefore, by using a foreign policy analysis towards these areas,
this thesis provides a contribution to the current body of scholarship on the three
levels of: US grand strategy; US geostrategy towards the Middle East; and US
foreign policy towards the Middle East. By the nature of the methodology proposed,

it will provide for a clear interpretation of these interlinked areas.

Given this, the subsequent chapter will provide comparative observations on Bill
Clinton and George W. Bush. This will be attacked through a traditional foreign
policy analysis. This will establish the idiosyncratic and bureaucratic differences that
have contributed towards their differential foreign policies. But most importantly, it
will also establish the grand strategy of the post-Cold War era and the nature of
departure from this in the wake of the trauma of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. This will

then be used as the methodological framework for the case study analysis.
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“No foreign policy — no matter how ingenious — has any chance of success if it is
born in the minds of a few and carried in the hearts of none.”

Henry Kissinger

August 1973

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The most distinguishing feature of US foreign policy is the level to which varying
degrees of continuity and change stem from each successive administration. Each
President brings a new outlook, interpretation and agenda for US policy. The
President’s choice of staff disseminates change on a bureaucratic level which 1n tumn
has an impact on policy. The importance of recognising such factors is necessary in

order for a comprehensive foreign policy analysis and interpretation to be achieved.

Within the context of this case study, there is a need to provide for comparative
observations on Bill Clinton’s and George W. Bush’s administrations as such
analysis allows for a clearer understanding of the factors which contributed towards
foreign policy formation and trajectory. This will be achieved through a comparative
foreign policy ::malysis.l But significantly, it will outline a clear hypothesis which
suggests that a radical change in US grand strategy occurred in the wake of the
trauma of the 9/11 terrorist attacks. Specifically, the nature of the Bush Doctrine and
the manner in which the international environment was interpreted allows for an
interpretation that the response to the attacks marked a departure from the post-Cold
War towards the War on Terror era. This will serve as an overarching framework
from which a metatheoretical foreign policy analysis case study towards the Middle
East can be conducted in order to test and offer an understanding of the origins of US

foreign policy during the time period 1993-2003.

' Deborah J. Gerner, "Foreign Policy Analysis: Exhilarating Eclecticism, Intriguing Enigmas,”
International Studies Notes 16.3 (1991): 4-19.; Deborah J. Gerner, "The Evolution of the Study of
Foreign Policy,” Foreign Policy Analysis: Continuity and Change in Its Second Generation, eds.
Laura Neack, Jeanne A. K. Hey and Patrick Jude Haney (Englewood Chffs: Prentice Hall, 1995) 17-
32.; and Yaacov Vertzberger, The World in Their Minds: Information Processing, Cognition and
Perception in Foreign Policy Decisionmaking (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1990) 342-64.
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The following analysis will provide an examination of the idiosyncratic differences
between Clinton and Bush in order to highlight how their background, outlook, and
character would have had an impact on foreign policy. A second area which will be
examined is that of the bureaucratic level. This will highlight the idiosyncratic
differences of key staff members from both presidencies whose background and
beliefs are important factors that allow for a deeper understanding of the origins of

foreign policy trajectories. The final section will examine how this foreign policy

manifested and contrasted under each presidency.

2.0 IDIOSYNCRATIC ATTRIBUTES

One of the key elements in foreign policy formation is that of the individual level
which can lend itself to more psychological prescriptions.2 How political deciston
makers construct a view of the world in their minds is an essential component 1in
understanding foreign policy.” Such ontological factors would have an impact on

how foreign policy issues are perceived, interpreted and acted upon..‘1

The idiosyncratic differences between Bill Clinton and George W. Bush are
significant in that their style of leadership, political ethos, and vision difter markedly.
In terms of their backeround, the differences are stark. Whilst Bush followed 1n the
path of John Quincy Adams who also succeeded his father as President mn 1825,

Clinton grew up in a modest household at the hands of a drunken and physically

abusive steptather.

2 Philip E. Tetlock and Charles B. McGuire, "Cognitive Perspectives on Foreign Policy,” American

Foreien Policy: Theoretical Essays, ed. G. John Ikenberry, Sth ed. (New York: Georgetown
University, 2005) 484-500.

’ Vertzberger, The World in Their Minds: Information Processing, Cognition and Perception in
Foreign Policy Decisionmaking 111-91.

* Robert Snyder, et al., "Decision Making Approach to the Study of Foreign Policy," International
Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James N. Rosenau (New York: The Free Press, 1969) 199-206.;

Robert Jervis, "Hypotheses on Misperception,” International Politics and Foreign Policy, ed. James N.
Rosenau (New York: The Free Press, 1969) 239-54.; John Vogler, "Perspectives on the Foreign Policy

System: Psychological Approaches,” Understanding Foreign Policy: The Foreign Policy Systems
Approach, eds. Michael Clarke and Brian White (Aldershot: Elgar, 1989) 135-58.; and Graham T.

Allison, Essence of Decision; Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis (Boston: Little, 1971) 128-42.
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Clinton enrolled for his bachelor’s degree in Foreign Service from Georgetown
University. He subsequently attended Oxford University as a Rhodes Scholar for two
years. Bush went to Yale where he graduated with a bachelor’s degree in History.
Whilst Clinton subsequently went to Yale Law School, Bush opted for Harvard
Business School. This academic and professional background had an impact on
decision making style: whilst Clinton approached issues in a lawyerly systematic
manner, Bush’s style was more characteristic of demonstrating leadership through
decisive action. Although Bush’s academic performance at Yale and Harvard could
not compete with the excellent academic credentials of Carter or Clinton, his SAT

scores were, nonetheless, very impressive.

The most important difference about their activities at university level, however, was
that they took different positions during the anti-Vietnam war movement. Clinton
was active and vocally supportive of the movement during his undergraduate studies
at Georgetown, and his subsequent move as a Rhodes Scholar to University College,
Oxford, was something that his political opponents would later seize on as evidence
of his avoidance of the draft. Comparatively, Bush’s reputation at university was
more apolitical and hedonistic. In contrast to Clinton, Bush enrolled with the Texas
Air National Guard. But the importance of their differing political outlooks at the
time of the anti-Vietnam War movement is significant: the Clintonian administration
was, according to Henry Kissinger, “the first staffed by many individuals who came
out of the Vietnam protest.”™ Bush’s senior staff by comparison, was comprised of
more politically seasoned individuals: many had served in previous Republican
administrations dating back to Richard Nixon.® Indeed, Kissinger is correct to
highlight that generational forces are significant factors in how policy issues are

perceived and acted upon.

Their route to the White House was also different. Clinton’s first attempt at a
political career began in the wake of Nixon's resignation in 1974, when he ran
unsuccessfully for a Congressional seat in Arkansas. Clinton subsequently ran for the

> Henry Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? Toward a Diplomacy for the 21st Century,
Rev. ed. (London: Free Press, 2002) 29.

® James Mann, Rise of the Vulcans: The History of Bush’s War Cabinet (New York: Viking, 2004) 14-
19.
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State Attorney General which he then used as a platform for the Governorship 1n
1978. Elected as the youngest Governor in the United States, he held the position
until 1982, but was then re-elected again in 1984 and ultimately used this as a
platform for the presidency. Bush also unsuccessfully contested a Congressional seat,
but his political career really began in 1994 when he won the Texas governorship by
capitalising on the political dissatistaction with Clinton’s “political ineptitude by
pressing for and failing to achieve major health care reform.”’ Bush also capitalised
on the breaking Lewinski scandal in 1998 to discredit his Democrat opponent and

achieve re-election.

Whilst Clinton clearly had more political experience in office before winning the
presidency, Bush still had a wealth of experience from an inside exposure to his
father’s and the Reagan presidency. But even more importantly, their differential
political backgrounds had an impact on their political ethos in general: Clinton’s
political ability was fostered through domestic politics, whilst Bush had a more
rounded exposure but clearly still lacked the level of experience in office Clinton had
accumulated. Either way, neither could be described as foreign policy orientated

before taking office in the same manner of George H. W. Bush.

In terms of their religious outlook, Clinton was a Baptist whilst Bush was a born-
again evangelical Christian.” Whilst there is no question that Clinton was a devout
Baptist, there is little indication that this had a bearing on his policy during office.
Indeed, Clinton frequently spoke of the need to maintain a clear separation between
the church and state.” But for George W. Bush religion is much more significant in
~ that he regards it as having shaped his worldview outlook and purpose in life."° The
origins of Bush’s religious outlook is significant in that, although several Presidents

have been noted Christians — Ronald Reagan, Jimmy Carter and Richard Nixon — the

E _

! Stephen Graubard, The Presidents: The Transformation of the American Presidency from Theodore
Roosevelt to George W. Bush (London: Penguin, 2005) 669.

® David Aikman and George W. Bush, A Man of Faith: The Spiritual Journey of George W. Bush
(Nashville: W Publishing, 2004) 111-34.

> William J. Clinton, "Remarks on Signing the Religious Freedom Restoration Act of 1993,"
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1993), vol., lpp. vols.

' Kevin P. Phillips, American Dynasty: Aristocracy, Fortune, and the Politics of Deceit in the House
of Bush (New York: Viking Penguin, 2004) 49-51.
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Bush presidency appeared to be the most ‘faith-based’ to hold the White House."’

But crucially, Bush appeared more than any of his predecessors to draw a policy

12 and it seems reasonable to conclude that his beliefs

cguide from his spiritualism,
have complemented the outlook of key members of his administration on the basis of

their similarity.

The differences were significant even with their election to the presidency. Clinton’s
November 1992 election victory saw him inaugurated on 20 January 1993, as the
forty-second President of the United States and also as the first Democrat President
since Jimmy Carter. Clinton won by a comfortable majority over the incumbent
George H. W. Bush by wisely recognising that the key issue for the electorate was
the economy. An often quoted phase, “it’s the economy stupid,” typified Clinton’s

highly successful 1992 Presidential electoral campaign. He also entered office with
the 103 Congress (1992-1994) being Democrat controlled. Although the US
economy was experiencing recession and required immediate attention, Clinton
undoubtedly took office in a secure domestic political position. Nevertheless, the
Democrat’s control of Congress was short-lived as control was lost in 1994, and was

not regained during his two terms of office."”

In comparison, Bush became the first President since Benjamin Harrison in 1838,
and only the fourth since independence, to win the Electoral College vote but lose the
popular vote. The controversy surrounding the vote count in Florida, where the
Supreme Court had to rule on the outcome, tainted Bush’s first term on the grounds
of legitimacy. Nevertheless, Bush entered office with a firm Republican majority 1n
Congress and a strong economic environment which was only beginning to show

signs of slowdown.

' Howard Fineman, "Bush and God," Newsweek Mar. 10 2003: 3-35.

'2 Fred Barnes, "God and Man in the Oval Office," Weekly Standard (2003), vol. 008, 3pp. vols., 2.;
Stephen Mansfield, The Faith of George W. Bush (Lake Mary, Fla.: Charisma House, 2003) 149-76.;

and Paul Kengor, God and George W. Bush: A Spiritual Life (New York: Regan Books, 2004) 89-
290.

' David Brady and D. Sunshine Hillygus, "Assessing the Clinton Presidency: The Political

Constraints of Legislative Policy,” The Clinton Riddle: Perspectives on the Forty-Second President,

eds. Todd G. Shields, Jeannie M. Whayne and Donald R. Kelley (Arkansas: University of Arkansas
Press, 2004) 47-78.

-51 -



Although both had differential electoral victories, the most important factor was 1n
their contrasting styles of leadership. It is generally accepted that Clinton treated

issues in a highly systematic and unstructured manner in order to explore them to

their full potential..14

The propensity for lengthy meetings may have been a good
means of fully exploring policy issues, but it also highlights Clinton’s lack of focus
and decisiveness as a leader. The importance being that Clinton’s approach tavoured
decision making on an ad hoc level, whilst trying to accommodate as many different
positions as possible. In other words, Clinton sought wide ranging consent and
approval rather than being driven by an objective or ideology. Whilst such a style has
merits of allowing for informed decisions which are more utilitarian, it 1s also an
inherently weak style in that clarity of purpose and direction would be lacking. Either
way, it appears reasonable to conclude from the available evidence that Clinton had
an aversion to foreign policy risk taking. Stephen Graubard appropriately asks:

Why, then, was [Clinton] unable to address the problems that

surfaced abroad, that recommended a major reconsideration of

policies pursued by his two Republican predecessors? The short

answer is that Clinton, like Bush and Reagan, feared any

engagement that carried substantial risk, defined as the return of

American body bags. "

By comparison, Bush saw his position as the Commander in Chief who did not get
immersed in finer details in the way that Clinton had so typically done.'® The focus
was, therefore, on taking decisions once recommendations had been formulated,
whilst giving general direction for policy.'” The limitation of such an approach was
that the President became more dependent on the advice of senior staff, but 1t does

have its own merit in that there is clarity of purpose through decisiveness. Indeed,

14 Betty Glad, “Bill Clinton: The Character Issue Revisited,"” The Clinton Riddle: Perspectives on the
Forty-Second President, eds. Todd G. Shields, Jeannie M. Whayne and Donald R. Kelley (Arkansas:
University of Arkansas Press, 2004) 1-22.

15 Graubard, The Presidents: The Transformation of the American Presidency from Theodore
Roosevelt to George W. Bush 643.

'S Fred I. Greenstein, "The Leadership Style of George W. Bush," The George W. Bush Presidency:
An Early Assessment, ed. Fred I. Greenstein (Maryland: John Hopkins Press, 2003) 1-16.

' David Frum, The Richt Man: An inside Account of the Surprise Presidency of George W. Bush
(New York: Random House, 2003) 12-74.
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this allows for a style of leadership epitomised by Ronald Reagan. But in comparison
to Reagan and Clinton, George W. Bush appears to have been more comfortable in

using American power in general. This was especially the case following the terrorist

attacks of 11 September 2001.

In terms of a worldview, both candidates did premise themselves on a platform that
the United States should play an active role in world affairs: this is hardly surprising
as this is a common trait that every major Presidential candidate has positioned
themselves on since the end of the Second World War.'® For Bush, the promotion of
American values was clearly commensurate with US interests. Indeed, he notably
held in high esteem Natan Sharansky’s arguments that democracy and freedom were
the universal remedies to tyranny and extremism.”” But as early as 1999, Bush
commented that:

[Tlhe basic principles of human freedom and dignity are

universal... Some have tried to pose a choice between American

ideals and American interests — between who we are and how we

act. But the choice is false. America, by decision and destiny,

promotes political freedom — and gains the most when democracy

advances. America believes in free markets and free trade — and

benefits most when markets are opened. America is a peaceful

power — and gains the greatest dividend from democratic stability.”

Bush saw his position as being in direct comparison to Clinton, whose foreign policy
he alluded to as being “action without vision, activity without priority, and missions
without end.”?! But in terms of Bush’s vision, Robert Kagan characterised it as

having “no hint of a pseudo-realist notion that American principles have to be set

'8 Ivo H. Daalder and James M. Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign Policy
(Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, 2003) 36.

19 Anonymous, "The Odd Couple,” Economist Online (2005), vol., 3pp. vols.; and Natan Sharansky

and Ron Dermer, The Case for Democracy: The Power of Freedom to Overcome Tyranny and Terror
(New York: Public Affairs, 2004) 18-38.

Y George W. Bush, "A Distinctly American Internationalism,” Remarks at the Ronald Reagan
Presidential Library (Simi Valley, Califorma: FAS, 1999), vol., 8pp. vols.

2! Bush, "A Distinctly American Internationalism."
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aside in favor of exclusive concentration on America’s vital national interests.’*

Interestingly this is a worldview which is notably similar to Ronald Reagan’s
outlook.”> Nevertheless, Bush’s perception of American values being universal and
their promotion being in US national interests, underscores the point that he had a

. . . . . . 4
neo-Reaganite vision of international affairs.’

When compared with Clinton, there are surprising similarities in that he also saw the
promotion of democracy and freedom as being in US national interests. According to
Clinton, “[t]he defense of freedom and the promotion of democracy around the world
aren’t merely a reflection of our deepest values; they are vital to our national
interests. Global democracy means nations at peace with one another, open to one
another’s ideas and one another’s commerce.”> This vision articulated by Clinton
prior to taking office was maintained throughout his two terms of oftice; however, he
also saw geoeconomics as a key addition component. Clinton remarked, “[o]ur
economic strength must become a central defining element of our national security
policy.”?"s Indeed, this was commensurate with his domestic platform of defining the
economy as his primary policy concern. Clinton’s vision was, therefore, premised on
dual strategic objectives. The importance of this for foreign policy analysis 1s,
however, that in certain circumstances such objectives could be contradictory: the
promotion of democratic reform could unbalance the status quo and thus be to the
detriment of geoeconomics. Therefore, the key issue is the extent to which such

strategies were applied in practice and served as a strategic guide for foreign policy.

Overall, there are noticeable differences in the background, outlook, and leadership
style of Bush and Clinton. But more importantly, such factors highlight a differential

approach to how America’s role in the world was perceived, and leadership styles

%> Robert Kagan, "Distinctly American Internationalism," Weekly Standard 29 Nov. 1999: 6-9.

%> Graubard, The Presidents: The Transformation of the American Presidency from Theodore
Roosevelt to George W. Bush 547-87.

“* Hugh Heclo, "The Political Ethos of George W. Bush," The George W. Bush Presidency: An Early
Assessment, ed. Fred I. Greenstein (Maryland: John Hopkins Press, 2003) 37-39.

» William J. Clinton, "A New Covenant for American Security,” Speech at Georgetown University
(Washington, D.C.: GPO, 1991), vol., 3pp. vols.
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that would have had a bearing on policy formation. Nonetheless, it is also important
to recognise the general bureaucratic differences which played a key role. Whilst it is
outside the scope of this thesis to explore how individual decisions were bartered on

a burcaucratic level, the following section will draw attention to the idiosyncratic

differences of senior staff.

3.0 IDEOLOGICAL INFLUENCES ON ELITE DECISION MAKERS

Whilst Clinton and Bush do have clear idiosyncratic differences, 1t i1s also of
significance that this extended to the very character of their administrations.
Clinton’s choice of staff is telling as they closely mirrored his own style and outlook.
The importance of Clinton’s choice of staff for foreign policy was that they shared
his general lack of vision and caution in American foreign policy. This contributed to

the administration’s lack of strategic clarity and purpose in foreign policy matters.

In the first Clinton administration, the appointment of Warren Christopher as
Secretary of State, a distinguished lawyer who had been the Deputy Secretary of
State in the Carter administration, was viewed by many as a sate bet. However,
although Christopher was widely regarded as an efficient and capable bureaucrat, he
was also seen as “‘lacking originality and beliefs of his own.”*’ Given Clinton’s
lawyerly and at times indecisive character, the weakness of Christopher in pressing
for his own beliefs would have resulted in a relatively low key input from the State
department in foreign policy formation. Moreover, this contributed towards a

reactive based foreign policy rather than one that was striving for clearly defined

objectives.

A similar appointment was made in the form of Anthony Lake as National Security
Advisor. Unlike Christopher, Lake was _far from not having his own opinions: he was
notably critical of the Vietnam policy whilst he was on the Kissinger’s national

security staff during the Nixon administration and resigned over the covert bombing

*’ David Halberstam, War in a Time of Peace: Bush, Clinton, and the Generals (New York: Scribner,
2001) 174.




of Cambodia. But in Lake, Clinton had an individual who shared his sentiments over
Vietnam and took an equally cautious approach to the application of US military
power. “Lake was a Wilsonian figure in an era that was less and less Wilsonian”*®
David Halberstam writes. In many respects, Kissinger is correct that key members of
Clinton’s staff were opposed to Vietnam and thus had a particular generational
outlook on the international environment.>’ But although Lake was influential in
devising strategy, his relationship with Clinton has been described as formal, and
thus it 1s unlikely that he was able to exert a level of influence that some of his more

notable predecessors had done.™

However across the board, it is striking that the first Clinton administration was
devoid of individuals who had an inclination towards making use of US power

projection capability. This was underscored by Les Aspin at Detence, and James

Woolsey at the CIA, who found that they did not enjoy open access to Clinton.”’

With Aspin, Clinton’s choice was poor as he was 1ll qualified to run a bureaucracy as
large and complex as the Pentagon, even though he had an excellent command of
defence issues.” When compared to Robert McNamara, Aspin was a relatively weak
Secretary of Detence. Given Clinton’s unstructured style of leadership and focus on
domestic and, in particular, economic affairs, foreign policy was given less attention
when compared to previous administrations and this was compounded by the

idiosyncrasies of the key people he appointed.™

Few changes occurred, however, with the onset of the second Clinton administration
in 1996. The appointment of Madeline Albright as Secretary of State was a notably

change which gave the State Department a higher profile. Albright was a highly

281bid. 286.

* Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? 29.

*® John F. Harris, "New Security Adviser Berger Is Known as Consensus Builder,” Washineton Post 6
Dec. 1996: A27.

*! Halberstam, War in a Time of Peace: Bush, Clinton, and the Generals 244.

>* Graubard, The Presidents: The Transformation of the American Presidency from Theodore
Roosevelt to Georee W. Bush 6335.

* Ibid. 629-30.
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talented and articulate diplomat, who was more charismatic than Christopher, but she
was not noted for having a particular ideology: “no one associated her with any
particular view or wing of the p::u'ty..""34 Therefore, as with Clinton’s previous senior
level appointments, Albright was a highly capable individual but did not articulate a
sense of purpose in foreign policy which would have filled the void left by Clinton’s

lack of decisiveness, and weak vision in US foreign relations.

At the National Security Council, Sandy Berger replaced Tony Lake. Berger was a
long-time friend of Clinton and had been Lake’s deputy since 1993. Berger
immediately confined himself to pursuing what had become the defining strategy of
the Clintonian presidency: geoeconomics. According to Berger, he saw his purpose
as promoting “a new international economic architecture for expanding trade and

creating American jobs In the global economy.”” Whilst this underscored the

strategic outlook of the administration, it also was more indicative of lack of clarity
in which foreign policy was treated as geoeconomics is not a substitute for

geostrategy.36

Overall, on a bureaucratic level the Clintonian presidency was marked by a cautious
approach towards international affairs that generally seems to have resonated
throughout both administrations. Indeed, Clinton’s choice of candidates appears to

have mirrored his own idiosyncrasies.

In direct comparison, George W. Bush’s administration was notably comprised of
strong-willed characters that had a clear worldview betfore taking office. Bush’s
foreign policy team was “mostly drawn from people who had served in the third and
fourth tiers of his father’s administration.”’ Most importantly, several held a

common outlook on intemational affairs that can be likened to the neoconservativism

>} Halberstam, War in a Time of Peace: Bush, Clinton, and the Generals 386.

3 Harris, "New Security Adviser Berger Is Known as Consensus Builder," A27.

* Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? 19.

*7 Daalder and Lindsay, America Unbound: The Bush Revolution in Foreign Policy 22.
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originally spawned by Leo Strauss.>® Indeed, Condoleezza Rice famously coined the
term “Vulcans” to describe Bush’s foreign policy team.” It is, therefore, pertinent to
provide a discussion of neoconservatism in the following section with specific regard

to how this characterised the Bush administration.

3.1 The Neoconservative School

As a school of thought neoconservatism grew from the left wing radicalisation of the
1960s which was primarily a product of the anti-Vietnam War movement. A number
of left wing liberal intellectuals became disillusioned with the anti-Americanism of
the period and began to reassert against this counterculture. Norman Podhoretz
writes:

Neoconservatism came into the world to combat the dangerous lies

that were being spread by the radicalism of the 1960s and that were

being accepted as truth by the established liberal institutions of the

day. More passionately and more effectively than any other group,

the neoconservatives exposed those lies for what they were: an

expression of hatred, rooted in utopian greed, for the life lived 1n this

country, and the major weapon in a campaign to deprive it of the will

to defend itself against its enemies in the world outside.*

Although neoconservative intellectuals were of left wing origin themselves, their
critique of the ‘radicalised’ left of the 1960s proved to be the key divide which saw a

new intellectual school emerge. This became more pronounced as a neoconservative
perspective of the Welfare state developed into a critique of the expansionist policy
epitomised by the New Deal. Through this reaction to left wing ideology,
neoconservatism gradually became more identifiable with traditional right wing

conservatism.

% Anne Norton, Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2004) 141-43.

d Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 1-9.

¥ Norman Podhoretz, Neoconservatism: A Eulogy, 1996, AEI Press, Available:
http://www .aei.org/publications/pubID.18103/pub_detail.asp, 10/08/05 2005.
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A further key pillar of neoconservatism is anticommunism. This can be broadened
out into the desire for the promotion of Wilsonian ideals. Although traditional
conservatives were also noted for their anticommunist zeal, their focus was primarily
on the risks from internal subversion. Senator Joe McCarthy’s zealous
anticommunism within American society epitomised this approach. Neoconservative
elites approached the issue on a much wider perspective, focusing primarily on the
external risk of communist aggression against liberal democracies. President
Reagan’s ardent anticommunism meshed well with the views being articulated by
neoconservative intellectuals and his view that a clear pursuit of freedom, liberty,
justice and equality as universal ideals was wholly commensurate with this agenda.
Indeed, such values are also seen as fostering peaceful relations as this is viewed as
the norm amongst like-minded democratic countries. With this overriding belief in
the moral supremacy in liberal democratic values, neoconservatives see other
competing ideological or religious beliefs as a direct threat. Therefore foreign policy
is seen as a means of both safeguarding and promoting their morally based values for
the national interest. This is an interesting combination of Wilsonianism/Idealism

premised on realist calculations.

Although it is clear why neoconservatives desire the spread of liberal democratic
values, there is not, however, a uniform acceptance of the feasibility and role the
United States should play in achieving the goal of democratisation within
neoconservatism itself. In the seminal article “Dictatorships and Double Standards™
(1979), Jeane Kirkpatrick, a leading neoconservative, argued that while the United
States should uniformly promote the spread of democracy on moral grounds, it
should recognise that country specific factors may preclude the transformation to
democracy occurring in a stable manner.*’ She argued that although the United States
should promote democracy, it must recognise premature reforms may result in a
backlash which could allow communists to gain power: the support of non-
communist dictatorships was therefore justified. Indeed, Kirkpatrick recognised that
in many instances in the third world, a successful and stable democratisation process
would likely be a long term process, and went as far as advising against policies

which would lead to a premature democratisation. The essence, therefore, of what

*! Jeane Kirkpatrick, "Dictatorships and Double Standards,” Commentary 68 .Nov. (1979): 34-45.

- 59 -



has been widely described as the Kirkpatrick Doctrine, is the use of selective
measurers to promote democracy in order to combat the spread of communism.
Kirkpatrick’s argument, however, posed the key challenge to neoconservatives in
terms of defining the strategic objective: democratisation versus challenging the

Soviet Union in terms of refraining from policies which could destabilise friendly

regimes on a geopolitical level.**

Importantly 1t was with this mainstream promotion of neoconservative values by
President Reagan that its 1deological division with traditional conservatism began to
break down. But with the fall of the Soviet Union, and the ‘defeat’ of communism as
an 1deology, the neoconservative school of thought had lost its raison d'étre.
Intellectually 1ts scholars generally became engrained in with mainstream
conservatism and some of its more high profile advocates, such as Irving Kristol,

indicated that the fall of the Soviet Union marked the culminating success of

neoconservatism’s key objective over tyranny.‘f"3

But with the fall of the Soviet Union, George H. W. Bush reverted, in line with his
own beliefs, to a more realist foreign policy strategy reminiscent of the Nixon-
Kissinger era.* Consequently, the most notable neoconservatives such as Paul
Wolfowitz, Richard Perle, William Kiristol, Robert Kagan, and Max Boot, were
critical of Bush’s realist policy which they generally equated with appeasement.
Therefore, the end of the Reagan administration and the implosion of the Soviet
Union may have signalled the neoconservatives’ loss of direct influence over the
foreign policy reigns of power, but it was period which reinforced their optimism
that democratic values have universal applicability.* Nevertheless, this also marked
the evolution of the neoconservatives’ ‘Cold War ideology’ into new post-Cold War

strategy. It 1s this revision which later had a direct bearing on the presidency of

George W. Bush.

** Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 97-98.

* Irving Kristol, Neoconservatism: The Autobiography of an Idea (New York: Free Press, 1995).

“ Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 164-78.

*> Joshua Muravchik, "The Bush Manifesto,” Commentary 114.Dec. (2002): 28-29.
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A key event which galvanised neoconservative intellectuals in this new post-Cold
War environment was the failure of George H. W. Bush’s administration to take
decisive action and topple Saddam Hussain after the liberation of Kuwait. Following
on from the mantra of the fall of the Soviet Union, neoconservatives saw every
reason for the overthrow of Hussain and also saw the United States’ new undisputed
hegemonic primacy as every reason to believe it could be carried out. With Hussain’s
longevity and failure of the Clinton administration to formulate an effective and
coherent policy towards Iraq, neoconservative political groups such as the Project for
the New American Century (PNAC) were founded. The PNAC was tounded by
William Kristol and its membership included many high profile members of the
Reagan administration. Its core principle is listed as:

As the 20th century draws to a close, the United States stands as the

world's pre-eminent power. Having led the West to victory in the

Cold War, America faces an opportunity and a challenge: Does the

United States have the vision to build upon the achievements of past

decades? Does the United States have the resolve to shape a new

century favorable to American principles and interests?*

A further area of interest for neoconservatives was the issue of a rising China that
could threaten the pre-eminence of the United States. It was, however, with the
election of George W. Bush as President that many considered to be neoconservative
intellectuals were able to return to positions of power after an ‘exile’ during the
Clinton era. This included Donald Rumsfeld as Secretary of Defence, Paul
Wolfowitz as his deputy and also Dick Cheney as the Vice President. Given this, 1t
therefore seems appropriate to examine the specific role of neoconservatism in the
Bush administration and how this post-Cold War ideology evolved into a new one

which characterised the outlook of the War on Terror.

* Elliott Abrams. et al., Statement of Principles, 3 Jun. 1997, Project for a New American Century,
Available: http://newamericancentury.org/statementofprinciples.htm.
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3.2 Neoconservatism and the Bush Administration

It would be a mistake, however, to assume that the character of George W. Bush’s
senior staff was inherently ideologically conservative: Condoleezza Rice’s outlook
on international affairs was more of a traditional realist and thus shared the outlook
of Brent Scowcroft and Kissingt-::r.'tw Indeed, it would also be a mistake to assume the
ideological conservatives in the Bush administration held the same view as the

founding fathers of neoconservative school of thought.*

Nevertheless, Rice did hold some neoconservative views on the need for the

promotion of freedom and democracy which became more apparent after 11
September 2001.* In terms of her background, she gained her doctorate on a
comparison of the Soviet and Czechoslovakian militaries, under the tutelage of Josef
Korbel who was Madeline Albright’s father. She was thus more of a European
specialist. But her relationship with George W. Bush was particularly strong as they
both shared a love of sports, exercise and, as a devout Presbyterian, they shared a
similar outlook on life. Although Bush did not appoint her to Cabinet level as Clinton
had done with Lake and Berger, it is gencrally accepted that she enjoyed excellent

access to Bush and was instrumental in foreign policy formation.

Other senior level staff, however, held more ideological beliefs. Unlike Rice,

Wolfowitz upheld many of the ideals espoused by Leo Strauss. James Mann
describes Wolfowitz’s outlook as being premised on “stopping tyranny and
condemning evil; the notion that dictatorships operate in fundamentally different
ways from democracies; the belief that liberal democracies and their intelligence
agencies can be fooled by a dictator’s elaborate deceptions.””” Wolfowitz undertook

his doctorate on the risks of proliferation from nuclear desalination plants at the

" Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 148.

® Stefan A. Halper and Jonathan Clarke, America Alone: The Neo-Conservatives and the Global
Order (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004) 40-200.; and Norton, Leo Strauss and the
Politics of American Empire 141-80.

* Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 316.

°® Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 29.
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University of Chicago under Albert Wohlstetter who was a noted opponent of
proliferation. Wolfowitz initially gained experience in the Nixon administration in
the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency and later under the Carter
administration as the Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defence for the Middle East and
Persian Gulf. It was in this capacity that Wolfowitz’s views on the strategic

importance of the Persian Gulf were developed.

In the final year of the George H. W. Bush administration, Wolfowitz, as Under
Secretary of Defence, was charged with the task of formulating the Pentagon’s first
post-Cold War Defence Planning Guidance for 1992.>! The purpose of the document
was to develop an overall military strategy, and develop future defence budgets from
it. The person who actually wrote this classified document was Zalmay Khalilzad,
the Assistant Deputy Undersecretary of Defence for Policy Planning. Khalilzad built
on Wolfowitz’s ideas to develop a coherent post-Cold War neoconservative military
strategy. However, Khalilzad’s 1992 draft was leaked to the press, and was subject to
a wave of criticism, both domestically and overseas. Although the draft was rewritten
in a more diplomatic tone to alleviate the concems of allies overseas,”” its

overarching themes remained reasonably consistent in the revision. The primary

themes within the reports were:

1. The United States should work actively to retain its pre-eminence in the
world by preventing a rival power from emerging.
2. Future military coalitions would be ad hoc, and specitic to the cause.

3. The United States would act unilaterally if it defines such action as being in

its national interests.

4. The United States should aim to actively promote its values and interests on a

global basis.”

Unlike neoconservative vision during the Cold War, this revision had to alter

according to, as Leo Strauss argues, the definition of threat facing liberal

> patrick E. Tyler, "Us Strategy Plan Calls for Insuring No Rivals Develop,” New York Times 8 Mar.

1992: A12.: and Patrick E. Tyler, "Lone Superpower Plan: Ammunition for Critics,” New York Times
10 Mar. 1992: A10.

>2 Tyler, "Lone Superpower Plan: Ammunition for Critics,” A10.

> Tyler, "Us Strategy Plan Calls for Insuring No Rivals Develop,” A12.
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democracies.”>® Although during the Cold War the threat was clearly seen as
Communism, the post-Cold War revision saw the new threat being: potential
challengers to American hegemony. Nevertheless, it was with the onset of the
Clinton administration that the neoconservatives were essentially confined to an
opposition role as they lost their positions in government. According to James Mann,
however, despite using a different rhetorical vision, the Clinton administration did
not substantively depart from this post-Cold War neoconservative strategy:

Overall, the Democrats failed to come up with any clear alternative

vision of American strategy that would forswear the 1992 vision of

the United States as a sole superpower. When the Clinton

administration sought to articulate its own view of America’s role in

the world, it stressed the importance of globalisation, open markets

and democracy. Those themes did not contradict the 1992 strategy,

but rather described the economic and political basis of the new

international system the United States intended to dominate.>

Although the Clinton administration was indirectly pursuing this aspect of the post-
Cold War neoconservative vision, those neoconservatives who had lost their
positions of power when Clinton took office developed their opposition to the
Democrats through organisations such as the PNAC and also through influential

publications such as the Weekly Standard, National Interest and the Daily Star.

Indeed, during the Clinton years, Wolfowitz was particularly critical of the
administration’s policy towards Iraq; he, and many others, saw this as an incoherent
and unworkable policy. The issue of Iraq was, along with China and Taiwan, the
main moral and security i1ssues they saw the United States facing. Accordingly, these
Issues, In pai'ticular [ragq, served as the key mobilising agents for the

neoconservatives when they were not in office throughout the Clinton era.

By 1997 Wolfowitz and other neoconservatives had openly began to call for regime
change against Saddam Hussain, and were actively lobbying Congress, through the

Project for a New American Century, for an official change in Clinton’s policy

>* Norton, Leo Strauss and the Politics of American Empire 181-94,

>> Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 248-93.
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towards Iraq.”> Moreover, this effective opposition against Clinton’s policy toward

[raq played a key role in prompting Congress to legislate, and subsequently Clinton
signing into law, the Iraq liberation Act of 1998. This ultimately saw the

neoconservative policy towards Iraq being overtly adopted as a foreign policy

objective.

It was only following the 2000 Presidential election that the neoconservatives were
able to return to a variety of positions of power within government.”’ From an
opposition movement in exile during the Clinton years, the election of George W.
Bush marked their return to power. Although Bush’s foreign policy team retained its
hawkish views towards Iraq and its neoconservative outlook on international atfairs
in the months prior to 11 September 2001, its Straussian external threat remained
premised on countries which could challenge the pre-eminent position of the United
States. The 9/11 terrorist attacks, however, changed this perception of external threat.
With the attacks, terrorism had become a readily identifiable threat by the American

public which was capable of striking against them within the United States.

Others such as Secretary of Detence Rumsfeld, Vice-President Cheney, and his Chief
of Staff “Scooter” Libby, were more concerned with maintenance of the qualitative
edge the United States had over any strategic competitors rather than the more
idealistic doctrine advocated by W:t)lfowitz. As has been highlighted earlier, the
Pentagon’s Defence Policy Guidance 1992, which was officially authored by
Cheney, was later rewritten by Libby in diplomatic language without changing the
underlying theme of maintenance of US hegemony. Rumsfeld’s political views also
echoed this position as he established himself as a leading hawk opposed to a
reduction of the military capability of the United States whilst he was Defence
Secretary during the Ford administration.”® The findings of the 1997 Congressional

commission to assess the ballistic missile threat to the United States, which he

S Elliott Abrams, et al.. Letter to President Clinton, 26 Jan. 1598, Project for a New American
Century, Available: http://www.newamericancentury.org/iraqclintonletter.htm.; and Elliot Abrams, et
al., Letter to Trent Lott and Newt Gingrich, 29 May 1998, Available:

http://www.newamericancentury.org/iragletter1 998 .htm.
>’ Mann, Rise of the Vulcans 29.

>® United States, "Quadrennial Defense Review Report,” ed. Department of Defence (GPO, 2001), vol.
Washington, D.C., 79pp vols.
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chaired, further cemented this reput:sltic:onm59 In essence, some members of the Bush
administration held strong views prior to taking office for the need to maintain

hegemony by preventing the rise of a strategic competitor to American military

Superiority.

In a similar fashion, Colin Powell and Richard Armitage both had strong views on
the need for maintenance of the qualitative military edge of the United States. They
slightly differed from Rumsfeld, Cheney, and Libby by generally being more
pragmatic and more willing to see value in multilateralism. In many respects, they
were ideally suited for top two positions in the Department of State. Nevertheless,
they were not as political as the other members of Bush’s senior staff and both had a

disdain for idealism or ideology in foreign policy, which placed them in conflict with

Wolfowitz and Condoleezza Rice.

Nevertheless, the Bush administration did have a more religious character in
comparison to the Clinton administration which cannot be ignored: it has been
widely reported that religious practices such as bible readings and group prayers
before official meetings have been held in the Bush White House. But these were not
just symbolic gestures as such beliefs were translated into policy. Indeed, one of
Bush’s first domestic policies was the Faith-Based Initiative which sought to “unite
conservative evangelicals, urban Catholics, minority pastors, and traditional noblesse
oblige Republicans in a grand religious inspired approach to social problt’:ms.""'60 But
in terms of US foreign policy, the attacks of 11 September 2001 played a more
telling role. The attacks served to reinforce Bush’s existing convictions of the
universality of the values that have grounding in his own Christian faith: freedom,
liberty and democracy. Indeed, as with many other fellow Americans, Bush
categorised those who perpetuated the terrorist attacks as the embodiment of evil
and, consequently, a direct challenge towards the good values seen to be epitomising

the United States. Indeed, some commentators such as Martin E. Marty have gone as

> United States, "Rumsfeld Commission Report,” Executive Summary of the Commission to Assess

the Ballistic Missile Threat to the United States, ed. Congress (Brookings, 1998), vol. Washington,
D.C., 24pp vols.

°© Frum, The Right Man: An inside Account of the Surprise Presidency of George W. Bush 100-01.
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far as describing Bush as feeling that he has been called upon by God in the form of

a religiously justified cause against evil.®"

In his 2003 State of the Union Address, Bush illustrated his belief that such values
are universal and enshrined in the Christian faith by saying that: “the liberty we prize

»902

1s not America’s gift to the world, it 1s God’s gift to humanity.””* The importance of

this 1s clear: Bush’s own religious values and beliets, which are shared by many
within his administration, were a factor that shaped his outlook and, specifically the

desire to spread freedom, liberty and democracy as part of his foreign policy.

All things considered, it seems possible to recognise several important characteristics
on a burecaucratic level during the first Bush administration. There were two key
complimentary idiosyncrasies that resonated in the administration: a desire for
maintenance of US hegemony, and a firm belief in the desirability of spreading
Wilsonian ideals. Indeed, prior to the 9/11 terrorist attacks, the general foreign policy
focus of the administration was more geared towards the issue of China which was
seen as a possible strategic competitor. In the post-9/11 environment, however, these
idiosyncrasies were reflected in US foreign policy which saw a need to both maintain
US hegemony 1n addition to combating the root causes of terrorism through the
promotion of Wilsonian ideals. When compared with the Clinton presidency, it is
noticeable that there are clear differences on a bureaucratic level which had a bearing
on the perception, interpretation and decisions in US foreign policy during the time

frame of this study. Therefore, on an idiosyncratic level the differences form a near

dichotomy.

40 FOREIGN POLICY

From the preceding observations, 1t 1s possible to draw some initial comparisons on
the foreign policies of Bill Clinton and George W. Bush. The following examination

1S, however, only an initial survey as 1ts validity 1s understandably dependent on the

°! Martin E. Marty, "Bush and God," Newsweek Mar. 10 2003: 5-7.

62 George W. Bush, "President Delivers State of the Union Address,” The President’s State of the
Union Address (Washington, D.C.: GPO, 2002), vol., 20pp. vols.
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data available at the time of writing; nevertheless, there 1s good reason to conclude
that a fundamental change in US grand strategy occurred in the wake of the trauma

of the 9/11 terrorist attacks which ultimately permeated throughout the US foreign

policy agenda.

With the onset of the Clinton administration, the overarching strategy unpinning US
foreign relations was articulated as being premised on the dual objectives of a global
promotion of democracy and a furtherance of global economic capitalism. The
Clinton administration saw these two strategic objectives as mutually reinforcing.
Whilst the promotion of liberal democracy and market capitalism has a strong
vintage in US foreign policy history, the key issue for scholars has been whether the
end of the Cold War truly marked the demise of a grand strategic era in US foreign
policy. Whilst some scholars such as John Ikenberry equate US grand strategy since
the end of the Second World War as premised on the Jeffersonian pursuit of
democracy, one cannot deny that the fall of the Berlin Wall and the implosion of the
Soviet Union marked the end of an era where a clearly identifiable external threat
was perceived by Washington which served as a strategic guide for US foreign
policy during the Cold War era. Therefore, despite the Clinton administration
maintaining what can be described as the quintessential American goal of promoting
liberty, freedom and democracy; there is justification for taking the position that the

Clinton presidency occurred within a different grand strategic era to that of the Cold

War.

Despite the Clinton presidency articulating a grand strategy based on the promotion
of democracy and global capitalism; there is good reason to conclude that
geoeconomics alone served as the strategic point of reference for Clintonian foreign
policy. The problem with this approach, according to Kissinger, is that

geoeconomics ‘“‘is not a substitute for global order, though it can be an important part

of it.”"®’

In the case of US foreign policy towards Persian Gulf security and political Islam,

the promotion of democracy was subjugated at the expense of regional geostrategic

* Kissinger, Does America Need a Foreign Policy? 30.
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interests. Indeed, the very nature of Clinton’s geostrategy was premised on
maintenance of the status quo through containment and deterrence. Despite the
administration’s position towards political Islam being premised on widening
democracy and civil liberties throughout the Middle East, this conflicted with
Clinton’s policy on a regional level. Therefore, at least in the case of the Middle
East, 1t seems justified to conclude that Clinton’s objective of pursuing democracy

was more rhetorical than substantive.

But on a more general level, the Clinton administration failed to provide a coherent
strategic guide for foreign policy: this was reinforced by the idiosyncrasies of
Clinton and the senior personnel that he appointed. In terms of the Middle East, and

the Arab-Israeli conflict in particular, it is fair td characterise Clinton’s foreign policy

as reactive and applied on an ad hoc level.

Nevertheless, Clinton’s use of geoeconomics as a strategic guide for foreign policy
and his ad hoc response to political developments was conducive to gamering
multilateral support. Although Iraq proved to be a key point of contention with US
allies in Europe in particular, Clinton’s foreign policy did allow for a greater degree
of multilateralism within the international system. Through his emphasis on
geoeconomics, Clinton was better able to conduct his foreign policy and the
cooperation it delivered would have fostered the spectacular global economic
performance of the late 1990s. From this, one can interpret Clintonian foreign policy

as being Jeffersonian on a rhetorical level, but overall distinctly Hamiltonian in

character.

Although Clinton’s foreign policy was inherently weak through its general reactive
nature stemming from its geoeconomic basis, George W. Bush’s foreign policy
marked a clear departure from this trajectory. As has already been discussed, the
idiosyncratic outlook, perception, and vision of the Bush administration was wholly
based on differential criteria. On a