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Introduction

The election of Obama as 24J.S. President, after two consecutive
Bush’s terms, opened a new season for Americamngfogolicy, re-launching
a new rhetorical imprinting deeply different frotmetprevious one. This was
particularly evident as, already in 2008, the inbemt President had to
confront with a twofold challenge requiring a refad approach in some of
the most prominent fields in the U.S. foreign agerferst, Obama had to deal
with a widely changed world order, more concernledua the role of the new
emerging actors - such as the BRICS countriessHilkesly to deal with the old
system pivoted on the American “exceptionalism’c@ully, the U.S. failure
to stabilize the situation pertaining to the Middtast in the wake of the
Afghanistan’s and Iraq’s commitments, called Obammaeinvent the U.S.
strategy in the region, departing sharply from approach carried forward by
Bush.

This necessity was particularly evident as, sevearg/later, the rhetoric
which characterized most of the Bush presidenayetl out to be ineffective
to ignite the public opinion anymore, in what colld regarded as the post-
ideological phase of the 9/11 attacks, giving o tmain pillar which
sustained the presidential legitimacy in foreigriqggo However, President
Obama made clear, from the moment of his electivat, the hallmark of his
presidency would have been constituted by a clepadure from the old-
fashion American policy, reaffirming not only a reomultilateralist-centered
model of diplomacy, but also restoring the lostitntional dialectic between
the White House and Capitol Hill.

Beginning with these considerations, this work lspedvide a practical
assessment of achievements and failures obtaine@hbayna throughout his
first and on-going second term, analyzing the qoestoncerning the elements

of continuity and discontinuity between the currpregsidency and the one of



George W. Bush. In doing so, first and foremoswill be analyzed the
institutional structure of the U.S. and how the h@usms of checks and
balances influence the action of executive andslagve within the realm of
foreign policy. As it will be shown, the degreeashbiguity, characterizing the
constitutional debate in this field, leaves a csiesit leeway to adapt the
institutional system to the historical circumstasmicen which phases of
presidential prerogative or else congressionalepneence have alternated
repeatedly.

Once developed these considerations, in orderdeige a solid basis
for the comparison between the two administratiding, main components of
the Bush presidency will be outlined and contexzeal. The analysis will thus
proceed on a twofold path. First, it shall evidetieeprocess that progressively
characterized the “imperial presidency” of Bushhbi@ni 2008) and therefore
will analyze the ideological structure of the Bu3bctrine and its application
within the context of the U.S. commitments in thedtde East, ranging from
the Irag War to the enforcement of the “freedonna@é (Lindsay 2012). With
regard to the former aspect, the main stress bbeglllaced over the shift from
the divided government season, which charactertbed most part of the
Clinton presidency, to the centralization of powenshin the White House
offices occurred during the Bush terms assuming ttha rhetoric post-9/11
imprinting was closely linked to this institutionaend. Indeed, as it will be
shown, the perception arisen from the terrorisackd provided a solid
ideological ground which justified and triggerea ttentripetal-power process
actuated by Bush.

Moving forward to the Obama’s years, the two temilEbe considered
separately as they presented two different chadierfigr the presidency. Indeed,
the first term, from 2008 to 2012, was centeredhenidea that Obama should
offer a brand new approach to foreign policy widéispect to the Bush years.
The expectations in this sense were great alreadingl the presidential

campaign, as seen in Davis (2009), appealing tavidespread discontent for



two extremely costly commitments in Iraqg and Afgisean and for the
anachronistic role assumed by the U.S. in an isangdy globalized world.
Consequently, the two main efforts carried forwlaydObama were, on the one
hand, the repositioning of America within the im@ional arena, recognizing
that U.S. resources, power and leeway were boumaletie actual world’'s
interdependency whilst, on the other, the re-defini of the Middle East’s
agenda in the wake of the Bush’s “war on terrord ahthe events triggered by
the Arab spring.

Conversely, regarding the second term, it will bguad that this time,
the lack of perspective for re-election is givinpaina a greater leeway than
before. Although the progressive centralizationtlod agencies reflects, to
some extent, the work done by Bush, what constttite very environmental
difference is the strong opposition exerted byHloeise of Representatives and,
more importantly, by the more conservative strainsuch as the Tea Party -
within the Senate (the branch of the legislativa thields the most consistent
power of influencing foreign policy-making). Theoe¢, the continuous
struggle between the executive and the legislativihis field, represents the
peculiar trait of the Obama’s second term and itlikely to influence
substantially the presidential plans in foreignigol This will have particularly
repercussions on the relations’ reset with Ruseh engaging and hedging
with China strategies as well as on the ongoingepts in the Middle East —
with Syria and Egypt representing the hotspotshef @bama’s agenda in the
region.

| the light of this, Egypt has been chosen as #s® study for the last
chapter, since it constitutes the crucial framewddt assessing the
achievement of the Obama Administration, whilsthat same time confronting
the two presidencies over their approach towardMidele East. The regime
of Hosni Mubarak represented for over 30 yearsuaial ally for the United
States in the region and the only power - after @@enp David accords -



capable to shoulder the role of peace and stabilgyarantor between Israel
and the rest of the Arab world.

At the same time, during the Bush’'s second termypEgvas the
country in which the failures of the “freedom agahdvere more evident.
Nowadays, Obama inherited a difficult situationhandle especially in the
storm center of the Arab spring. Moreover, the omrarsy over the
continuation of the U.S. economic and military dm Egypt after the
overthrowing of Mubarak and, since Jul§ 2013, of Mohammed Morsi, is
likely to further exacerbate the tones betweer/hite House and Capitol Hill.
However, notwithstanding these obstacles, the d@safar Obama to delineate
a clear-cut strategy from the Bush Doctrine aréi@aarly consistent in Egypt,
given the political importance that the promotioh democracy and the
conservation of the American interest in the regiepresent for the new
administration.

From the analysis proposed in these sections lttherefore be clear
what points has Obama effectively implemented vatltcess, besides its
rhetoric, and what have been, conversely, the wessas of his presidency by
far. The work will thus present a general assessmethe effectiveness of the
policies undertaken by Obama based on the consimlerdrawn previously
and taking into consideration institutional, idegptml and practical

considerations concerning the actions of th U4s. President.



CHAPTER | — U.S. foreign policy in the post-9/11 era.

Foreign policy holds a particular role within then&rican institutional
system, given its complexity and the difficultyitientify a univocal pattern of
accountability. Over time, both the President dmel Congress have tried to
affirm their prerogative, within different histodatcycles. In this regard, the
realm of foreign policy has always represented firemost battleground in
which the institutional competition among the exe®i and legislative has
been fought. The reason for this continuous comften among the two
branches of government hails from the design oful& Constitution which,
from 1787 up to the present, has consistently &étlthe boundaries among the
presidential and congressional roles.

Such institutional ambiguity, which represents r@merent feature of the
U.S. Constitution itself, was already remarked bgx#s de Tocqueville in his
“Democracy in America’(1840), as he stated thdtf the existence of the
Union were perpetually threatened, and if its chialerests were in daily
connection with those of other powerful nationg #xecutive government
would assume an increased importance in proporiiothe measures expected
of it, and those which it would carry into effect] [but] The practical part of
a Government must not be judged by the theorg @bistitutioi

Indeed, the U.S. Constitution confers directly uploe President only a
limited number of powers in the realm foreign pglienclosed by Article I
Section 2 and 3. Here the President is regardé@@amander in Chief of the
Army and Navy of the United Stategihd, at the same time, entitled todke
treaties as well as to appoint ambassadors with the advice and consetfeof
Senaté On the other hand, the Congress retains a deeatay to check and
balance the presidential prerogative. First, thhotige advice and consent

expressed in Article Il, Section 2, Clause 2, in&ional treaties become



effective only after the Senate’s approval by a-thiods vote (United States
Senate). Second, the legislative is entitled pyovide for the common
Defencég, “regulate Commerce with foreign NatiGnsdeclare Wat, “ provide
and maintain a Navyand ‘“raise and support Armi&d).S Constitution,
Article 2, Section 8).

However the abovementioned ambiguity embedded ensiystem of
allocation of powers has contributed to shape, dirae, a system which
represents, in the words of Corwin, (195@n*“invitation to struggle for the
privilege of directing American foreign policy For this reason and for the
uncertain interpretation of the powers of which thesident is entitled, in
affirming his own foreign agenda vis-a-vis the Caesg, there has been a
continuous alternation of cycles of presidentiatongressional pre-eminence
(Fabbrini 2010).

The American approach to the international scerseiideed changed
over time, and the consolidation of the U.S. heggmwas not a process
inherent to the nature of the country, yet it wae teaction to the post-World
War Il international order and to the differentqrities posed at the top of the
U.S. political agenda. Therefore, it can be notiteeughout the course of
American history, a continuous alternation betwe&olationist and
interventionist prods, albeit with different nuaace

Indeed, starting at the very beginning of the Aweati constitutional
history until the end of World War I, the U.S. latonist trend, focused on
domestic policy and on the necessity of fosteringernal growth over
international hegemony, carried forward an overwined) predominance of the
Congress vis-a-vis the presidency (Fabbrini 2010). this context,
notwithstanding the efforts of making a separatedqys institutional
framework, the outcome could be envisioned as aeégunent of separated
institutions sharing power” (Neustadt 1990: 29). Thus, this period was
characterized by the emergence of a confederabgaéve (Fabbrini 2010: 61),

with a great accent on the state-entities withim fibkderal system. This trend



brought about great fragmentation and decentradizatf the decision-making
processes as the product of the continuous mediatioong the territorial
actors. Therefore, not only the presidential powas confined into a merely
ceremonial role, but the Congress became, factgo the first branch of
government (Fabbrini 2010: 61).

The rise of the presidency is, in this regard, rejty linked to the
external historical junctures. Indeed, insofar las attention was internally-
oriented, the Congress was the agency better abtkedl with the political
agenda of the U.S., taking into account the tetataequests. However, the
post war era posed some challenges - first andniosethe confrontation with
the Soviet Union - that the U.S. could not facemaose with the ambiguity of
the Wilsonian foreign policy. The foremost goal what of reinventing the
structure of check and balances among the Presmtshtthe Congress in
favour of the former and over the latter. In suantext, the role of the
executive evolved toward the shape that still nayadconstitutes the main
imprinting of the Obama presidency.

Therefore, the phenomenon of so-called “imperiaktency” relied on
an increased centrality of the figure of the Presidand on a progressive
institutionalization of the executive, as well as the development of the
“personal presidency”, comprehensive of agencieh as the White House
Office (WHO) and the Executive Office of the Presitd (EOP) (Fabbrini
2008: 153). The rising of this system enables tiren&tion of an thformal
regime of crisis managemént(Gaddis 1991: 117) which retained a
predominant power vis-a-vis not only the Congrésg,also the departmental
sectors of the executive themselves. The rise@ptlsidential role in foreign
policy, whereas some restrains for having the slmeway in domestic affairs
still persist, had coincided with the rise, forne tand of the 40’s, of a strong
and trans-party component of internationalists;avids a small minority of

isolationists. This tendency offered to the presayea greater freedom in



operating resolute choices in foreign policy, whisdill facing substantial
domestic burdens (Fabbrini 2008: 140-1).

After decades of Presidential pre-eminence, beggwiith the 70’s the
legislative branch took back a certain extent dfuance in foreign policy,
fostered, in this circumstance, by the widespreastrost toward the
presidency originated by the fiasco of the Vietneampaign. As soon as the
consensus polarized around the steadfastness omtrexial presidency had
waned, the Congress regained ground in the atteémpe-orient the U.S.
approach toward the international arena (Lindsa941®4-5). This is the
period of time in which, in rapid succession, than®owers Resolution (1973)
and of the Hughes-Ryan Amendment (1974) were aggrovhe former
provision was aimed at checking the presidentiarqgative of initiating an
armed conflict without the consent of the Congrdsssetting out thatThe
President in every possible instance shall consulih Congress before
introducing United States Armed Forces into hastsi or into situation where
imminent involvement in hostilities is clearly iogtied by the circumstances
(War Powers Resolution 1973), whilst the latterthvihe same approach, was
meant to affirm the preponderance of the intell@gemversight committees
within the Congress over the services of the Clar{\Wagenen 2007).

However, the new push performed by the legislatiice not wreak a
new phase of congressional pre-eminence. Rathedyoie the following
presidents to work around the Congress and to appesctly to popular
consensus, launching a new phase of personalizattihre presidency (Fabbini
2008, 141). This trend, evident particularly durthg administrations of Ford
and Reagan, has showed that the focus of the mquesidencies has shifted
toward a more direct interrelation among the Wititeuse offices and the
grass-roots, whilst, at the same time, renounamgiany cases to the direct
support of the institutional establishment (Fabl@008, 142). In this respect,
the Bush and the Obama Administration where exjmessf this new

tendency of linking the presidential rhetoric tqoptar support - particularly in
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the wake of 9/11 - and to enlarge the executivevdgeby enforcing a clear

strategy or doctrine in foreign policy.

1.1 - Congress vs. President, how the legislativarcrestrain the executive

agenda.

However, in developing an analysis of the mechasisvhich enable
the institutional actors to dictate their prior#tim foreign policy, it needs to be
stressed the role of the Congress and more spbjifiof the Senate. Indeed,
the latter retains consistent powers to check aaldnioe the presidential
conduct. The Senate was conceived by the Frametiseasart of legislative
body dealing largely with internal problems (Humghrl959: 525). In the
Federalist Paper No. 64 (1788), Madison argued that Senate has its
distinctiveness in the fact that it operategith more coolness, with more
system, and with more wisdom than the popular brartéor this reasonthe
Constitution provides that our negotiations for dties shall have every
advantage which can be derived from talents, in&drom, integrity, and
deliberate investigations, on the one hand, andhfeecrecy and despatch on
the other” (Hamilton, Madison and Jay 1788: 493).

The evolution of the U.S. global leadership aftesrl War 1, and the
need for a well-defined grand design for Americareign policy, were among
the reasons for the rise of the Senate. The lasmumed a role well beyond the
one envisioned by the Founding Fathers - only fedusn the participation in
the process of ratification of international treatiand of the presidential
appointments (Humphrey 1959: 526).

However, the gradual growth of the Senate’'s prdrogahas been
constant and complementary to the one of the prasid According to
Humphrey (1959: 527), the expansion of the preregatf the second chamber
was anabsolute rather thamelative phenomenon, in comparison to the role of

the executive branch. Indeed, “if the Senate'sarsipilities have increased
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ten-fold, the international responsibilities of thexecutive Branch have
increased a hundred-fold” (Humphrey 1959: 527).

The importance of the second chamber in outlinfgdirection of U.S.
foreign policy is probably, for the most part, idental to the advice and
consent power. The latter gives a significant resgmlity to the Senate in the
treaty-making processes, conceiving the second lohaas a check to the
presidential vested power to enter into legal ape¥ds with other sovereign
nations (Humphrey 1959, 527). This role, embodiad thhe Senate, has
delineated some consistent restrains to the presadi@rerogative, but has also
significantly hampered the effectiveness of U.plainacy. It is not by chance
that the chamber has been called the “graveyardeaties” (Pevehouse and
Kelley 2012), as demonstrated in practice by for&hexamples such as the
rejection to join in with the League of the Natians1919 or, more recently,
with the Kyoto Protocol. Therefore, the constitaab process of advice and
consent has high costs for both the President lam&énate, especially where
the latter needs to be constantly informed by trenér to ensure its support.
The outcome of this structure of check and balameesich that these costs
effectively slow down the processes, or even in esarases, block them
completely (Pevehouse and Kelley 2012).

However, the powers expressed by the Senate, anel gemerally by
the U.S. Congress, are essential to raise the at@smand the transparency of
foreign policy processes within the executive. As then-Secretary of State
Dean Archeson had observed, "[in ospect of foreign affairs Congress is
all-powerful. This is in the establishing and maining of those fundamental
policies, with their supporting programs of actiomhich require legal
authority, men and money. Without these foundati@widly laid and kept in
repair - even wise and skillful diplomacy cannobyde the power and
develop the world environment indispensable toamati independence and
individual liberty for ourselves and othér§Lefever and Hohenstein 1960).

Therefore, the role of the Congress should notelganded only as an obstacle
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to the smooth management of diplomacy by the ekexibranch, yet, through
the legislative power to “investigate, to criticiaed to advocate, the Congress
does exert a significant influence on the quality airection of United States
foreign policy” (Humphrey 1959, 529).

However, as pointed out by Humphrey (1959, 533,wlry weakness
in a system of check and balances, is not the slss/or the widespread use of
a “government as usual’ logic projected into theerinational realm; rather, it
is mainly constituted by the governmental fragmeota Both the Congress
and the executive branch results deeply disunited.former because it lacks
the necessary degree of independent expertise tablgrevent the entire
legislative body, and more specific the local iasts, form making hasty
discriminating judgments between alternative prograand proposals
(Humphrey 1959, 530). The latter because of thetiphigity of different
interest expressed by the executive agencies iadola foreign affairs, in
addition to already bulky role of the State Depantinand the Department of
Defense. Therefore, it is no surprise that to pmevee risks of an excessive
fragmentation and of a centrifugal tendency witthi@ party system, capable to
hamper the executive’s action in matters of foreplicy, the modern
presidency, and especially the one of Obama, hagedoat the core of the
foreign apparatus the National Security Council amdinnermost circle of
loyal advisers to better rein their long-term pypldesign.

For these reasons, there exist a fundamental eiféer among the two
branches, which justifies the presidential prervgatin some matters
concerning foreign policy and the consequent cénéition of powers in the
hand of one. This is, according to Tower (1982,)28% fact that the Congress
represents, for its nature, many competing regiandl parochial interests and,
therefore, is the least advisable body for purswngnified national foreign
strategy. Moreover, Capitol Hill “must of necessitgke a tactical approach
when enacting legislation, since the passage o iavachieved by constantly
shifting coalitions” (Tower 1982, 232). This appecbaif on the one hand is
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deemed necessary in domestic policy to enhance répeesentation of
constituencies and parties within the federal staten the other is, for its
conformation, not conceived to produce the sameltsesvithin the realm of
foreign policy, hampering or at least slowing-dothee channels of fast-track
diplomacy (Tower 1982, 233).

Conversely, the President is the only governmentiter directly
responsible before the whole nation, for the veature of his election.
Moreover, working closely with a team of advisemsgessing the necessary
expertise, the President appears to be the onhytutisnal figure in the
condition of embracing and dictating the lines oti@fied foreign policy’s
strategy, especially whilst dealing with other oa#il powers and carrying
forward large-range policies (Tower 1982, 232).rEfare, the inherent feature
of long-termness - which characterizes foreign qyolprocesses - needs a
certain degree of stability that the Congress cah ensure, given the
fragmentation of interests and the short duratibrthe political mandate,
partially renewed every two years with the mid-texiections.

This aspect, conceived as a restrain to the pmesal leeway in
domestic policy, offers in return a weak power &rhancing an aggregate
long-term strategy. Instead, what the Presidenidcamore comprehensively is
to produce an overarching strategy which would &ty fit into a grander
design capable to be quickly changed and adaptadesponse to the changes
in the international arena (Tower 1982, 233).

The presidencies of Bush first and Obama then, eetdhis necessity
of a greater presidential autonomy in foreign polas a necessity deriving
from the urgency of a quick and resolute resporite 8/11. Both the Bush
and the Obama doctrine in this sense were aimegdretforming the role of the
U.S. in the international arena and, in order tsdpthe White House and the
team of advisers within the presidential inner leirconstituted the core actors
involved within the design of centralization. Enagrfast decision-making and

the presidential capability of affirming his owméi became, therefore, the
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priority for the executives of the 2000’s and isthegard there is not a great
difference between Obama and Bush. However, alssidering the different
historical environment in which the two presidewnjgerated, there can be

underlined some crucial diversities among the tporeaches.
1.2 - The Bush Administration and the presidentiaprerogative

To develop an in-depth analysis of the Obama twmdg one needs
first to examine the political context in which thd" President initiated his
term, being the legacy left from the previous adstiation very consistent in
terms of commitments undertaken worldwide and ler ileological remnants
persisted from the Bush doctrine. Indeed, the Buskidency can be regarded
as “the most executive oriented of the post-WorldrW period” (Fabbrini
2010: 167), and the great leeway the Presidentyedjthroughout is first term
and the first part of the second, was a primarilyjcansequence of an
institutional environment particularly favourablepainly because of the
unexpected tragedy of September 11.

However, the seeds of the Bush ascent were alng@dent during the
Bill Clinton presidency. Indeed, already in 1994 tfiRepublican Revolution”
not only inaugurated a season of divided governni@etmocratic executive
and GOP majority in the Congress) corroding theseasus around the
presidential party, but also revealed the firsttdiof the new Republican
foreign policy’s strategy which would have condeu, shortly thereafter, the
ground for the Bush Doctrine. The necessity to gppibe Clinton presidency,
exploiting the juncture of divided governmentsggered the Republican
promotion of a unilateralist scheme in foreign pwliThis was opposed to the
Clinton-Democratic multilateralism and, on a largeale, to the whole system
of U.S. relations built since the end of World Whi(Fabbrini 2008: 163).
With the end of the Clinton’s divided governmenasen and the election of
George W. Bush as #3U.S. President, the Republican Party can finally
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promote its foreign agenda actualized in the Buséw' unilateralism”. This
consisted basically in the exaltation of Americateiest as the very factor to
define the nature of the accords and alliances.h Suew relied on “a
willingness to go along with international accortdat only so far as they suit
America, which is prepared to conduct policy owsitheir constraints”
(Fabbrini 2008: 164).

Albeit foreign policy was not his foremost concetaring the 1999
Bush’s presidential campaign, there were alreadyesdints of a more
unilateral approach carried forward well before @&l events. In this regard,
the refusal to ratify the Comprehensive Test Bagailiy and the Convention on
the Rights of the Child as well as the withdrawahi the ABM Treaty and the
refusal to join the International Criminal Cour€(Q) and the Kyoto Protocol
(Fabbrini 2008, 164) demonstrated how the Bushigeasy was principally
focused on heightening the American interest in thiernational arena.
However, what gave to these isolate events theeslidpan out-and-out
doctrine were the terrorist attacks of Septemberahdl the consequent “War
on Terror”. Indeed these events contributed sigaifily to shift the focus from
domestic issues to the international realm raigigfight against terrorism as
very priority for the administration.

The messianic tone that surrounded the Bush’s staas in line with
the ones used during the Cold War. That was fan foeing only a geopolitical
clash, rather, it represented a struggle betweed gmd evil and that had a
world-wide significance (Lindsay 2011: 766), as Bugresented, dur
responsibility to history is already clear: to ansmwthese attacks and rid the
world of evil (U.S. Department of State 2009). Another import@ctor was
that the action of the U.S. would now go offensieeface the threat of
terrorism, bearing clearly in mind that the latteas not only represented only
by Al-Qaeda, but also by all global terrorists &né states supporting them, as
Bush stressedafe will make no distinction between those who cdtadithese
acts and those who harbor theRehm 2001).
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As remarked by Lindsay (2011, 767), the Bush sisatéd war on terror
relied primarily on five pillars, which are express of the new course of
American security policy. First, the U.S. hegemamythe international scene
now was deeply tied with the unprecedented capwptwh fighting terrorism
everywhere in the globe, without any restrictioBgcond, the 9/11 attacks
were read as the outcome of over two decades of flgl&ctance to engage
directly in contrasting terrorism. In this respethe then-Vice-President
Cheney also argued thatvéakness, vacillation, and the unwillingness of the
United States to stand with our friends, that isvmcative. It's encouraged
people like Osama bin Laden to launch repeatedkesriagainst the United
States, and our people overseas and here at hoitieth& view that he could,
in fact, do so with impunityAlterman and Green 2004). Third, the awareness
that the old-schemes previously used during thel @éhr - as deterrence and
containment - would not work against terrorist greubeing the latter hidden
entities, with no territory to defend and no speanationality. Fourth, terrorist
groups like Al-Qaeda can not operate without thepsut and the aid coming
from some states in the Middle East. It is in tieispect that, in his 2002 State
of Union Address, President Bush identified theisaof evil”, constituted by
Iran that ‘exports terror, while an unelected few repressIthaian people's
hope for freedoi Iraq “a regime that has something to hide from the ciedi
world” and North Korea d regime arming with missiles and weapons of mass
destruction, while starving its citizén@Bush 2002), (definition successively
enlarged to include Libya, Syria and Cuba by thedétsecretary of State
Bolton). These were considered states “arming teaten the peace of the
world” (Bush 2002). Fifth, alliances and multileaérorganizations are
functional for the U.S. only to the extent in whittey serve its interest. They
were not considered as essentials, as the Bushidanelms conceived as a
military superpower capable to handle the war otism without allied help.
This conception relied on a solid basis of “Amenioaxceptionalism”. This

idea can be further inferred from many statemeraslarby the President in
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different occasionsAt some point we may be the only ones left. Tiukizsy
with me. We are AmeritgDunn 2003: 283).

1.3 - Pre-emption and the use of American power

From the assumptions underlined before, the sed¢&@ush Doctrine —
initially used as rhetoric to justify the intervemt in Afghanistan — was
enlarged in scope to include the use of pre-emmtéons as fundamental
corollary of the war on terror. Again, also thigastgy envisaged some
fundamental ideological pillars. First, The U.Sncattack any country and
overthrown any regime, if they constitute a th@atJ.S. security, no matter if
this threat is immediate or, rather, only likelyritappen in the future. Moreover,
not only terrorism constituted a security issueitbglf, but also other factors
were taken into consideration such as the detentionveapons of mass
destruction (Dresner 2009: 282). Second, the massiale surrounding pre-
emption turned out to be closely tied to the praoroaind the exportation of
democracy after the Irag war (Dresner 2009: 283)ird as remarked
previously, the action promoted by the U.S. forusiég concerns could not
encounter any external constrain, fundamental tsdiich demonstrates “a
willingness to act without the sanction of interoaal bodies such as the
United Nations Security Council or the unanimougprapal of its allies”
(Kagan 2007: 17).

Moreover, the strategy of pre-emption was furtheegrated by the
2002 National Security Strategy paper entitled:e¥fent Our Enemies From
Threatening Us, Our Allies, and Our Friends with apens of Mass
Destruction”. Here the rhetoric was partially torgmvn by stressing the fact
that the U.S. interest should be embedded intontbst comprehensive sphere
of world’s peace and democracyhé& United States will not use force in all
cases to preempt emerging threats, nor should natigsse preemption as a

pretext for aggression. Yet in an age where thenge® of civilization openly
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and actively seek the world’s most destructive rietdgies, the United States
cannot remain idle while dangers gather. We wiways proceed deliberately,
weighing the consequences of our actiqhsS. Department of State 2009b)

However, what allowed Bush to ingrain such a sutistbturnaround in
foreign policy was not only the great popular supgdter 9/11, but also the
favourable institutional environment concerning thelations with the
Congress. As Fabbrini pointed out (2008: 166) ‘ftkeas international strategy
of ‘American national sovereignty comes first' alsmplied a renewed
domestic strategy definable as ‘the President cofinsts’. This feature of
executive-legislative relations came after a loegsen of divided government
which had characterized the Clinton presidency had hampered a well-
defined strategy in U.S. foreign policy for ovedecade. With Bush, not only
the role of the President came out considerabgngthened, but since the
Republican Party increased its majority in the Hoo$ Representatives and
regained the Senate in 2002 mid-term elections,mbgrity partyde facto
ruled uncontested the U.S. foreign agenda. Thigltveas evident by the strong
harmony between the Congress and the Presidentc@uhe only consider that,
for instance, compared to the average of 9 pregalaretoes per year in the
period 1960-99, under the Bush administration samlier was used only once
to block a congressional act, the Stem Cell RekeBrthancement Act 2006
(Fabbrini 2008: 70)

The massive enlargement of the presidential préregan foreign
policy depended mainly on two factors: the wideagdreense of national unity
brought about by the unheard-of attack on Amerisait, which seen the
President embodying the role of popular leaderregahe external threat, and
the overwhelming GOP majority in both houses, kegpander the executive’s
initiatives. Therefore, if September 11 symbolizked turnaround of the Bush
presidency and the breakthrough which triggerechtwe security strategy, the
role played by the Republicans within Congress evasial.
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In this context, Bush had the chance to push fawam extensive
interpretation of its powers especially as Commamu€hief (as set out in
article Il, section 2, clause 1 of the Constitujionhe President extended its
authority to declare war, and not only to make with no restriction,
notwithstanding what expressly set out in the Gtutgin on article I, section
8 clause 11, which allocate the power of declanmgy to the Congress
(Fabbrini 2008: 166). Moreover, on September 14912@he Congress passed
legislation S.J.Res. 23, authorizing the Presidentise all necessary and
appropriate force against those nations, organimasi, or persons he
determines planned, authorized, committed, or aithedterrorist attacks that
occurred on September 11, 2001, or harbored sucbargrations or
person¥(Grimmett 2007: 4).

However, the hallmark of the progressive empowetmeh the
President was undoubtedly represented by the USARPAT Act, passed by
the Congress on October 2001. It is indeed ess$eatiznderstand deeply the
turn of Bush foreign policy occurred since the setbalf of his first term. The
Act, whose acronym stands foiUditing and Strengthening America by
Providing Appropriate Tools Required tolntercept andObstruct Terrorism”
was meant to enlarge enormously discretion of texw@ive and in order to
shield the citizens from the threat of terroristhamng a model of intense
secrecy (Mark 2004, 5). Particularly it conferreat-feaching new powers,
deriving from the modification of 15 previous staits; of the FBI and many
others international intelligence agencies, elimintg at the same time, all the
structure of check and balances which previouskraguteed the courts to act
against any abuse of the presidential powers (M@afl4: 6).

Many are the provisions embedded in the Patriot that are worth
mentioning here, among its 342 pages the documeantygy the Justice
Department the power to: “tap telephones, e-maiksages, and personal
computer hard drives without a legal probable causequest private and

personal business and bank records, without a dwmating”, “investigate a
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person who is not suspected of a crime and/or ish®target of a terrorist

investigation”, “secretly conduct “sneak-and-pes&éarches without a warrant”,
“hold closed hearings and monitor jailhouse coratBras between attorneys
and clients” (Mark 2004, 6). Moreover, the Act fislmed a new definition of

domestic terrorism, by giving to the government f{mwer to designate

domestic groups, including religious and politicaine, as “terrorist

organizations,” and by empowering the Presidenddsignate individuals as
“enemy combatants” (Mark 2004, 6).

Once more, it needs to be stressed the emphasibyptite Justice
Department on these provision, justifying the acttiondertaken with the
safeguard of national security, “the threat preserty terrorists who carried
out the September 11 attacks required a differemd kf law enforcement
approach. The Department needed to disrupt sugdomperfrom carrying out
further attacks by turning its focus to preventicather than investigation and
prosecution” (U.S. Department of Justice 2003).silent Bush, of course,
oriented the public opinion in the same directiemphasizing the messianic
mission represented by struggle against U.S. erseamé that the issue at stake
was the freedom of all the Americand. Know many Americans feel fear
today; (Woodward 2002, 209) he declared in October 20/t,“to answer
these attacks and rid the world of evil [...] we veiport death and violence to
the four corners of the earth in defense of thisagmatiori (Woodward 2002,
49).

1.4 — Conclusion

Therefore, the season of President’s “new sovetgig8piro 2000) put
back the concept of “America first” at the coretbé foreign agenda. Bush
indicated the backward path toward the Westphaliate (Fabbrini 2010, 223)
and dismantled the previous equilibrium reachetheaxmultilateralism era by

placing domestic security and internal interestobefthe retention of the
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system the U.S. contributed to build up since tbstqvar era. Still, he was
able to do so only because of two factors. Firkieinthe Congress always
retained the tools to counterbalance the presialepte-eminence in foreign
policy, it decided not to use them, constitutingoam-and-out “abdication to its
war powers” (Fabbrini 2008, 167). Second, the Demator minority was
relegated to a subordinate role vis-a-vis the Rlqar majority, depriving in
such way the former of any power of influencing theeign agenda. Moreover,
another element in favour of the Bush administratsas the structure of the
Senate, which overrepresented the small states asidlaho, Wyoming and
others, easily controlled by the GOP. The crucaitml of many small red
states gave Bush the control on the second chathb@ughout almost his
entire term after giving him the victory in the pigential run against Al Gore,
notwithstanding the 500.000-vote difference wite dpponent. Such junctures
allowed the President to hold a stable control othe¥ decision-making
processes, overcoming also the rising conflict betwthe different branches
of the government the Defense Department (resplensoip undertaking the
military action in Iraq) and the State Departmeas, a consequence of the
growing militarization of the American foreign poyi.

However, the Presidential power in the Bush era m@dimitless. As
indicated by Fabbrini (2008, 169-170) the open-dnldegemony of the Bush
presidency encountered two constrains of differeitire which restrained the
action of President. The first was political: athibie first phase of the war on
terror seen the national security as the main ityidor the public, therefore
favoring the image of the Republican President, cbmplications deriving
from Iraqg and Afghanistan campaigns and the admn@tien’s fiasco in
managing the two warfare at a later stage, evidetioe first signs of rupture
within the theretofore-solid majority (Fabbrini 280169). The second factor
was institutional, and it is represented by twdiinBonal mechanisms. First,
the tight timing of the electoral cycle, relying ond-term elections held every

two years. This gives the chance to the electa@tmanifest actively their
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dissatisfaction for the President’s choices. Selyortide two- term limit for the
re-election of an incumbent President @22mendment) limits considerably
the hegemony of a powerful presidency, and make®natically any
President a lame duck during, at least, the lastyears of his second term
(Fabbrini 2008, 170).
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CHAPTER 1l — Obama'’s foreign policy in the first term:

walking away from the Bush years.

From the very beginning of his activity at the Caexs, as a young 44-
years-old Senator from lllinois, Obama distingutsh@mself for the harsh
criticism toward the Bush wars and, more generatiward the role that the
United States was assuming on the internationalaar@lready in October
2002 Obama, in the midst of his Senate electonadpedgn, expressed stark
judgments particularly over the Irag war, makingtements that closely
resembled the leitmotif of his first-term presidahspeeches. The nucleus of
his criticism lied in what he depicted as an attepgrpetuated bydrmchair,
weekend warriors [...] to distract us from corporadeandals and a stock
market that has just gone through the worst momitesthe Great Depressidn
(Laidi 2012: 15-16).

Nonetheless, this did not place Obama in such aitiqos of
unconditional rejection of the idea of war as atsigic tool for American
international engagement or from opposing blindlyatl the wars. Only five
years later, in January 2007, from the benchete®iUS Senate stood out his
sponsorship for thérag War De-Escalation ActThe importance of such act
lied in the fact that it was intended primary notréverse the troop surge in
Iraq per se but to gain a sufficient leeway in order to lehdir reallocation in
Afghanistan. Indeed the latter was deemed - aloitig Rakistan and at least in
the Obama’s original intention - as a more prolifiattlefield to contrast
terrorism.

Those two brief examples are meant to underline hobama
approached the 2008 Democratic primaries -and dhsesjuent Presidential
elections- with a steadfast reputation of innovatdnis conception of the Bush

foreign policy. He represented the only candidata, only in stark contrast
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with John McCain, but also within his own party, avbould bring credibly
some sort of “change” and “hope” after the two teiwhGeorge W. Bush.

The game of credibility for Obama was played oweafold level, being
not only linked to the growing domestic discontimtthe two extremely costly
wars, but also, and particularly, to the internadioreputation the US has
assumed during the previous eight years. The dedirthe American image
abroad, although begun far before the 2000’s, hadengone a sharp drop
during the two terms of the Bush Administration.eOof the main causes of
this was represented by the disclosure, among stemsi shares of
neoconservatives inside and outside the White Hoakdhe pressure for
reasserting the American freedom of action in fygmeelations (Davis 2009: 2).
This conception, as seen in chapter I, involved basic principles. First, the
United States would no longer accept the interiezeof either international
organization or individual countries, aimed at d¢oaiging American power to
intervene in sensitive areas of the world. Secoowce free from any
international constrain, the US would alter theustaquo targeting all those
countries, in the Middle East and everywhere eldach represented a threat
to the US or, more broadly for “democracy” as s(lahvis 2009: 3).

The call for a more consistent freedom of actiaansed by the United
States in the wake of the Bush’s first installmeatl a high price though. On
the one hand, the #3President triggered the already existing wavearntk
Americanism by, for instance, refusing to ratifye tyoto Treaty, by opting
out of the Rome Treaty on the ICC or else by anomgnthe intention of
withdraw from the Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM), wiuh, from Nixon onward,
represented a solid ground for multilateral negmtnes. Still, on the other, he
obtained world’s support to his commitment to castrterrorism, in the wake
of the 9/11 terrorist attack (Davis 2009: 3). Theg@n “We are all Americans”
represented chiefly an attempt to mold a US-ledtipalar world system, in
which the global struggle against transnationabtesm is fought by the many
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international actors grasped at the US in terms cobrdination and
participation.

The terroristic attack of 9/11 represented, in tl@gard, the turning
point for the definitive affirmation of the neocamsgative ideology which
constituted cornerstone of the Bush administratibomot only gave Bush a
solid base to succeed in affirming its doctrineaashessianic task to ensure
world’s security, but it was the main factor whietitail the shift from domestic
to foreign policy as the primary focus in the Busenda. The existence of
international actors not playing the rule of thengaand acting uncontrollably -
such as Al-Qaeda - triggered the US claim for igadey of the traditional
deterrence as a mean of containment and prevehtzoe 2012: 10).

Therefore, as seen in chapter |, the Bush doctehed on a twofold
blueprint: it claims to be legitimate as a normaation in the international
framework, whilst it asserts that the recourseai@d can result necessary in
order to deal with both imminent and potential #tse All of this was designed
in order to keep the primacy and exert a stronggue to the international
arena through a mix of pre-emption and its politicarollary inherent to
regime change and exportation of democracy (Ladd22 10). All those facets
of the Bush Doctrine represented a great challeftge Obama in the
presidential run, since the “change” he promisethasvery core of his project
for America, passed through a definitive breakjat a complete reversal, of
the policies undertaken during the previous yeBssticularly the focus was
thorough in those multiple regional contexts in evhhis predecessor had so
crucially engraved his doctrine, such as the Midgtst.

In restoring the American image abroad, Presidenbanta
acknowledged the importance of managing in thet gy the bulky agenda
bequeathed from the previous administration, hgldit the two pillars of
moral authority and leadership (Davis 2009: 1),h&s own hallmarks. The
fields in which to disclose this discontinuity wesgsentially two, the so called

“war on terror” and its implication in the relati®@mwith Middle East powers,
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and the role of the US in an increasingly globaliagorld. Both these

framework were not limited to their original defion as such, but had many
implications and collaterals that Obama had to g@hetimes did not) take
into account in proposing his new course.

Moreover, never as in the years of the economicfimadcial crisis, the
domestic and the foreign policies were so deeqraonnected. Indeed, if the
great crisis constituted the first and foremost ceon for the Obama
Administration just as it was installed, at the satime, internationally the
legacy of the Bush years was still an ongoing mscender the new
administration. In 2008 Obama inherited a globatnscio in which two
warfare that can not be win or lost completely sashirag and Afghanistan,
two countries such as Iran and North Korea towarish the resolution of the
nuclear issue seemed hardly fixable in the sharh,téhe slow process of
rearrangement in many regional conflicts, abovehallsraeli-Palestinian one,
and, more generally, a widespread global hostibtyard the US leadership -
which had at his epicenter the Muslim world and \Wesly to be a powerful
trigger for fundamentalism and terrorism - undemxirJS image abroad and
had a massive impact on the US leeway in the iatemmal arena (Laidi 2012:
4).

Moreover, American supremacy in the world was diyadpclining for
several factors that undermined the role assumdaeinvake of World War |l
and, at later stage, after the unipolar world efplost-Cold War era. This trend
was chiefly linked to the role that the US has pthas an economic model for
the rest of the world. The subprime bubble and dhesequential economic
crisis that struck the US from 2008, called int@spion, for the first time since
1945, the legitimacy of US capitalism. Thus, it woly affected the already
decreasing confidence on the United States abln#df also undermined the
very basis on which entire sectors of foreign pohave relied on previously.
Indeed, not only the Congress was and still is kjeegerconnected with

American finance, but the “easy money” of Wall $treonstituted a fast track
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for financing the increasing aggressive and cdstigign policy of the Bush
administration (Laidi 2012: 2). Thus, the challef@gama has to address in the
pathway toward such “change” was only in part inedl in detaching himself
and his policies from the ones of his predecessir,at the same time, he had
to acknowledge the necessity of dealing differemlan altered global order,

in order to redefine the role of the American leatig internationally.

2.1 — The “team of rivals”, how the domestic framewrk influenced the

Obama’s foreign policy.

The first notable event with which the Obama preisay begun was a
clear, great-margin victory over his opponent, Wwhgéeemed to support the
expectation that the electorate have on his capatnl redefine the American
agenda. Barack Obama, already in his early monthsampaign, never
encountered consistent hindrance to affirm his aiaw on foreign policy
against McCain, depicted as a Bush-clone for thaichv concerns the
continuation of the policies of the previous admiration. However, the path
toward the affirmation of “change” and “hope” enotered many external
burdens to deal with.

If, as it will be shown, Obama retained, to soméeety a favorable
political and institutional environment during thiest half of its term, the
limited achievement he accomplished during thd fi® years of presidency
were in many fields a mere continuation of the Bsiglolicies. The latter trend
hampered further the prospects for the Presidentotopletely fulfill his
foreign policy design in the short term and paveslway for both external and
internal pressures in contraposition to his govemmal action. The most
evident consequence of this was represented bynititerm elections held in
November 2010 and the surge of the GOP, which ttatesd the radical switch

of the Obama’s policy toward a more mediate potitgompromise. The 2010
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represented in such a way the advent of a secoasepdf presidential foreign
policy, with a radical switch from its original impting.

However at the beginning of 2008, possessing wid@nties in both
the Congressional houses, the potential for exagcs powerful leadership in
foreign policy was great for Obama. In the same Bagh imposed his agenda
as easily after 9/11, thanks to the outstandingoritgjin both the chambers,
Obama had the chance in such scenario to both @enthe Congress and
impose new policies in clear discontinuity with $Boof his predecessor. As
President, he embodied himself his own foreign gyoldesign. His very
strategy aim to reverse the course in many keysaness pursued primarily
through a decisive centralization of power and timplementation of an
influential Presidential leadership.

In this, what constituted the main reference fa finesidential action
was the National Security Council (NSC). Originallyeated with its 20
members to advise the President on national sgcondtters as well as to
strengthen the cooperation among the different igowental agencies, the
NSC has indeed progressively gained a favoredfrole Bush Sr. onwards.
The original purpose of the National Security Caluat his creation, in 1947
by the National Security Actwas that of ensuring coordination among the
Navy, the Army, the Air Force, the CIA and variather agencies, concerning
security matters. Yet, its responsibilities progresly expanded, especially
after 9/11, becoming a powerful tool in the handsth® White House to
struggle against other branches, especially thie Stepartment, in controlling
the counterterrorism strategy and implementingdégree of centralization of
decision-making within the White House (Laidi 2018). What characterized
the Council under the Obama Administration was ithabs used as a mean to
take advantage of the latent contrasts amongdtiffezent institution outside
the presidency, in order to retain a broader leewaymposing his foreign
policy agenda (Laidi 2012: 20). Particularly, toeypent the development of

parallel influences outside of his control whichready undermined Bush
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action in some fields, the whole apparatus of ti®CNvas further centralized
by Obama and the Council was used as a direct awdrful emanation of the
White House establishment. In this way the Nati@®edurity Council became
“the sole process through which policy could bedleped” (Singh 2012: 49).
As soon as terrorism became more concerning foOtbema Administration,
the NSC and the Homeland Security Council (thestastrongly backed by
Bush during his presidency) were merged togetheviay 26, 2009. Although
both the bodies continue to exist nowadays by tgatnd to support the
President, the signal Obama wanted to give wasatheliminating the barrier
between domestic and foreign security, albeitpitld be argued, still relying
on the institutional scaffolding adopted by Bushili 2012: 20).

Overall, all the conduct of the Obama presidency matters of
international security was notably highly centratiz given the conception that
the President should have a prominent role oveotiher department as well as
the powerful and influential lobbies, in determigithe orientation of foreign
policy. The aim in doing so was that of leading imdously from the above
the transition from the approach shown by the Bacdministration in security
policies and the disclosure of the new course pethiby Obama. In this
direction can be explained the initial choice ané&a Logan Jones - a former
Commandant of Marine Corps - as National Securtyigor, albeit replaced
in less than one year by Thomas Donilon. Appoingérfggure with just a small
experience in the bureaucratic apparatus justReswas, especially for a role
which over time resulted always crucial in definibg foreign agenda and
given, in particular, the close strategic relatlops established between many
Presidents and their NSC advisors (the most notbéleveen Kissinger and
Nixon), represented once more the will of Obamanake his foreign policy
options prevailing over all without a mastermindoardan oppose them (Laidi
2012: 21). The same trend was ensured by Tom Dgnilones’ successor as
NSC adviser. Although Donilon had previous expergn being already
Assistant Secretary of State for Public Affairs en@linton from 1993 to 1996,
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he does not represent a turnaround of the trendqusy underlined. His role
continued to be subdued by the presidential preinggaand it crystallized in
ensure that Obama’s decision in foreign policy @otounter any significant
constrain at home and did not hamper his re-eledtiothe second term (Laidi
2012: 21).

In his design of centralization and of univocalediton of foreign
policy, Obama built up, a cohesive “team of rivalséing particularly
concerned in the appointment of his principals atdsors in foreign policy in
the key offices of the administration (Singh 2049). As previously recalled,
the choice toward this solution was aimed at tigimg together some of most
prominent figures of the Democratic establishmeadteady distinguished
during the Clinton administration, such as Hill&linton or Joe Biden, with
those whom James Mann called “the Obamians”: tlesigent’s “inner circle,
representing the relatively youthful, politicallftned side of Barack Obama’s
foreign policy” (Mann 2013: 68) such as Susan Rarel, at later stage,
Samantha Power. The strategic cleverness of Obaasatwat of mounting
these two generations of Democrats together withesold glories from the
Bush legacy, such as Robert Gates at the Defenparfdeent, in the varied
patchwork of his foreign policy. Although this mopesvented to some extent
the creation of a handful of rival teams contragt@ach other, as occurred in
the previous eight year of Bush administration,abtcome was often that of a
lack of steadfastness in the Obama’s foreign agehda mediation among
different ideological barriers in order to prevemanflicts within the White
House, too often limited the presidential leewaydmaling with the most
urgent contingencies in the international arena miost prominent example of
this was represented by Obama’s Secretary of $tdtary Clinton.

After being Obama’s fierce rival during the presitdal primary in
2008, Clinton rapidly transformed herself into afehe most loyal supporters
of the Obama’s foreign agenda. Therefore, it resutiear from the very first

moment the prominence of the role of Obama, andctirapliance of his
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Secretary of State of her respective tasks. In m@ewgisions, such as the
appointment of John Ross as ambassador in Japtadnsf the Clinton’s
proposal Joseph Nye (Mann 2013: 242), the leademshiObama was never
guestioned and the Secretary of State adhere cthpld the Obama’s
strategic decisions. However, what really represgite difference among the
two most prominent characters of the Democratimfdron was the emphasis
they put and the perspective they have on Ameficgeign policy. For Hillary
Clinton, the role that the US would eventually pldyring those years of
economic emergency and of repositioning on thermattgnal arena was
indeed a matter of great concern.

The Obama’s speech on August 2010, regarding tmealoend of the
military operations in Iraq underlined this contnag view between the two
sides of the administrationAhd so at this moment, as we wind down the war
in Iragq, we must tackle those challenges at hontle & much energy, and grit,
and sense of common purpose as our men and womamform who have
served abroad. They have met every test that gdf Now, it is our turn.
Now, it is our responsibility to honor them by cogitogether, all of us, and
working to secure the dream that so many generatizave fought for the
dream that a better life awaits anyone who is nglto work for it and reach
for it” (CNN International2010). Obama seemed to delineate the beginning of
a phase in which the United States would have tupage and moved back to
address the domestic issues (Mann 2013: 248). @nother hand, Hillary
Clinton pursued a different approach toward Ameri@ngagement in the
world, and had, at the same time, a different cptice of the role of the US
within the international system. A few days aftee Obama’s speech on Iraq,
Clinton reassured that the world needs to Bring people together as only
America cafl and she specified thatHe United States can, must, and will lead
in this new century(Clinton 2010).The greater remark of her speech, however,
and the most explanatory feature of her distanm® f©bama in this field, lied

in the assertion thattfe complexities and connections of today’s wodsieh
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yielded a new American Moment, a moment when avagjlleadership is
essential, even if we must often lead in new waysoment when those things
that make us who we are as a nation — our openaadsinnovation, our
determination and devotion to core values — haverenebeen more
needed(Clinton 2010).

The claim for an “American Moment” evoked the thenoé the US as
the “indispensable nation”, used in an old, andstme extent outdated,
conception which accompanied the presidencies afymmom Roosevelt to
Bill Clinton and, of course, George W. Bush (Mar®il2: 251). The actual
contingence resulted to be crucial in the Clintom&rspective, a& moment
that must be seized through hard work and bold siees to lay the
foundations for lasting American leadership for ages to come”(Mann
2013: 251)By contrast, Obama realized, given the economitirdeof the US
and the necessity to face some domestic challemgasto establish a global
leadership, that America can not keep anymore rigglgminance unaltered
(Mann 2013: 251). For this very reason he reckamed reappraised and more
modest role of the United States in the internaticarena, recognizing the
relevance of the obstacles posed by the econonsis on the path to reaffirm
American primacy.

However, the difference in the approach betweenn@band his
Secretary of State was significant. If the Predidearried forward the
“engagement” as the central point of his designfarkign policy, which
included the recourse to diplomacy and dialoguéh wite other countries,
conversely Hillary Clinton insisted on the view tlthe world “do look to
America not just to engage, but to le@@finton 2010) restoring such
conception which do not admit to call into questi@ither American
exceptionalism or its primacy. Hillary Clinton, ladtugh being one of the closer
collaborator of Obama in contriving his policiet|l selied on the concept of
America as the indispensable nation and the woddlg leader, demonstrating

to be still rooted to some extent to the Clintomadstration in the 90’s (Mann
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2013: 252) and recalling some of the constitute@ures which distinguished
the Bush’s conception of “America first”. This redted the lack of unitary
direction within the Obama Administration, whichnstrained the President,
albeit a system highly centralized, not to havelearcand unquestionable

approach toward foreign policy.
2.2 - The 2010 mid-term elections and the change thie Obama’s strategy

The midterm elections held in November 2010 repriesk to some
extent, a referendum to assess the credibilitthefgrogresses brought about
after two years of Obama. The persistent probleommiected to the economic
crisis such as the high rate of unemployment, adl we the few
accomplishments on the promised “change” in foremplicy, weighted
considerably on the Obama’s image after two yeaesiministration. If on the
one hand Obama insisted on the assertion thatatmevpy toward change was
long and intricate and required time, on the ottier swing back of many
independents toward the GOP was symptomatic of high level of
dissatisfaction polarized around the Obama’s pedi@n the first half of his
term (Mendell 2013). The acquisition of 60 seatsfr2008 in the House of
Representatives by the Republican Party thus repted not only the biggest
swing since 1948, but the nightmare of return ®odlvided government which
so deeply undermined the foreign agenda of thet@limdministration. Still,
whilst the latter responded to this contingencyalppting a “schizophrenic”
agenda (Fabbrini 2008) in foreign policy, Obamamafit to prevent such
outcome passed trough the call for bipartisandiign@ell 2013).

Such drift took the form of more insisted promotmnAmerican power
as a presuppose to affirm democracy and freedondwiale in such a way
that recalled, albeit with softened tones, the dgeBush has embraced during
his terms. It was particularly evident in his sgeatthe United Nation General

Assembly in September #2010 how this changed perspective accompanied
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Obama during the second half of his term. Despigegreat dose of realism
displayed in international relations, Obama asdéttteat freedom, justice and
peace for the world must begin with freedom, jestand peace in the lives of
individual human beings. And for the United Staths is a matter of moral
and pragmatic necessityMoreover he claimed thawe stand up for universal
values because it's the right thing to do. Butalso know from experience
that those who defend these values for their pebphke been our closest
friends and allies, while those who have deniedéhights -- whether terrorist
groups or tyrannical governments -- have choserbeéoour adversaries.”
(Obama 2010a).

This speech outlined how the agenda of Obama uresera drastic
change of course on the wake of the events of 2000also after the end of
his first phase of engagement. As Ben Rhodes enguldiThe most important
thing we needed to do, particularly in that firskay, was to repair the
damagé (Mann 2013: 254) with a clear reference to thaglrdismissal.
Moreover, he said:We had a long way to come back, to restore Amescan
luster in the world. If we had just come in, gutezlng on democracy, without
having taken steps to restore America’s appeal Anterica’s example, we’'d
have been less able to advocate for democracy.deathink this moment is a
natural pivot point (Mann 2013: 254).

To what extent the pivot point outlined by Obamadsiser for strategic
communication was therefore influenced by the polsult, is not easy to
assess. What is certain though is that, notwitlastgrthe limited achievements
of the Obama’s electoral promises - some of thesontrovertible such as the
shutdown of Guantanamo - Obama decided to movertbwasecond stage

which thinned sharply the ideological gap betweiem énd his predecessor.
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2.3 - The shift toward a multipolar partnership: the limits of the Obama’s

engagement.

The very burden as well as responsibility for theufe, which Obama
inherited from the Bush administration, was an AT image harshly
discredited and which represented, to some exéeodncern even bigger than
the war on terror itself, given the wide extensudrthe former and the incisive
role it played in defining the strategy to addréss U.S. commitment in the
Middle East. Barack Obama, already in 2007, madeesdgerpiece of his
campaign and of his political image, the issueltgirimg the perception that the
world had had of the US after the two terms of @edW. Bush. In a speech
delivered to the Chicago Council on Global Affairs April 23¢ 2007, Obama
remarked that: There is no doubt that the mistakes of the pasyeaxs have
made our current task more difficult. World opiniloas turned against us. And
after all the lives lost and the billions of dolkaspent, many Americans may
find it tempting to turn inward, and cede our clawh leadership in world
affairs. [...] This election offers us the chancdum the page and open a new
chapter in American leadership{Davis 2009: 6). As seen, the American
leadership continued to constitute for Obama a megotiable principle in the
shift toward a new multipolar and globalized woddler. Nonetheless, this
does not represented, as it could appear, an gnalatp the “American
exceptionalism” so hardly carried forward duringe tBush years. Rather,
repositioning the US in the international scenaymbolized the hot topic of
the Obama presidential campaign. It was indeed waegal instrument to
distinguish himself from Bush as well as from hignibcratic competitor
Hillary Clinton during the primary elections, shagi Obama’s receptivity to
the world blasts of American-centrism in foreigrlipp (Laidi 2012: 17) 1 see
no contradiction between believing that America has continued
extraordinary role in leading the world towards peaand prosperity and

recognizing that that leadership is incumbent, ahejseon, our ability to create
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partnerships. We create partnerships because wé salve these problems
alone stated Obama in Strasbourg on Apffl, 2009 (Shear and Wilson 2009).
The matter concerning the leadership was thus migt@nnected to the need
of redefining the internal and external prioritiglsthe US after the economic
crisis and two fruitless wars, but also was thaaafepting the globalization of
international relations and all the implication sthproduced. The Bush
administration had marginalized globalization amderestimated its power as
a driver for emerging counties, whilst it emphadizke struggle against any
threats to national security as priority; consedyent brought about the
militarization of American diplomacy (Laidi 20125

In his endeavor to reverse what previously donean@bdemonstrated
in his first term a marked discontinuity from hisegecessor. The very core of
this caesura lied in the acknowledgement that tile way to preserve the
American primacy in the global chessboard was thinoa renewed kind of
participation from within the international systeatbeit with some limits and
imposing itself some self-restraints. Under thghtiit can be interpreted the
establishment and the enforcement of cooperatikion with great powers
playing a mounting weight in the global scene saglChina, Russia and India,
yet without displacing those rising powers such Bxszil, Turkey and
Indonesia (Laidi 2012: 46).

Therefore, it appears clear that, at least in uteroformulation, the
foreign policy of the Obama’s years acknowledgezl dklineation of a “post-
American” world, as President Obama adhere pritigipa this conception in
dealing with this enlarged system. In such framéwdine awareness of an
inevitable decline of the US led him to drive thaitdd States toward the
acceptation of such trend instead of attemptingeterse it. Still, this does not
made Obama an anti-American, as he was sometimeistet by some
consistent neoconservative opposition, or a glsbalhstead, he accepted -
differently from what Bush had made previously atttUS resources, power

and leeway were limited and bounded to an incrgisinterdependent world.

37



In such system America can not anymore disregaddle of emerging actors
as well as the one of the international organimatigLaidi 2012: 4). The
Obama’s design thus outlined, differently than Busbw the United States
should address its challenges from within the magonal system. Indeed, the
twin pillars of global cooperation and US leadepshas expressed by Laidi
(2012: 46) were likely to match only to the extemtwhich these both were
directed toward the same direction and intentidngaerform the same goals.

Hillary Clinton itself, as Secretary of State, waase of the first political
figures in the Obama’s team to stand up in asgethiat redefining the role and
the approach of the US in the international areaa mot a matter of American
leadership — it was never called into questionhegtit depended on how to
delineate the “change” form the Bush years that nbgromised. In her
address to the Council of Foreign Relation in 2G0@ stated that:The
guestion is not whether our nation can or shoultllebut how it will lead in
the 2F' century. Rigid ideologies and old formulas dorpply. We need a new
mindset about how America will use its power te@gaérd our nation, expand
shared prosperity, and help more people in moregdaive up to their God-
given potentidl (Clinton 2009). At the same time, although withet
consciousness that the modern challenges can nfackd by the US alone
anymore, she always struggled to assert that, yncase, nothing in the world
could still happen without an American active rivlet.

If one could notice in this trend a clear cleavégen the unilateralist
perspective of the Bush years, at the same tim&arkilClinton rejected
vehemently multilateralism as an order which the &Msuld be willing to
move on. Indeed, albeit both she and Obama recegnize US has to move
into a multipolar globalized world in which all trectors and the states are
configured as interdependent, the idea of multipiylavas firmly rejected in
favor of a “partnership”. The major difference argdhis two concepts lays on
the fact that whereas in a multipolar system adl gtates act as equal forces in

the international process, dealing with the Unit®thtes as peers, in the
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Obamian partnership the former are bonded to addjemtly to the US, all
the major concerns that America can not solvegsffitin exchange for the US
recognition and support for its partners (Laidi 20B5). Accordingly, as
Clinton (2009) stated in the same address at tHe i@RVashington D.C.:We
believe this approach will advance our interestsuoyting diverse partners
around common concerns. It will make it more diftidor others to abdicate
their responsibilities or abuse their power, butlwifer a place at the table to
any nation, group, or citizen willing to shoulderfar share of the burden. In
short, we will lead by inducing greater cooperatemong a greater number of
actors and reducing competition, tilting the balanaway from a multi-polar
world and toward a multi-partner world.

In a world in which all the main actors are deeptgrconnected and in
which emerging countries benefit greatly of thetsysc stability, the United
States put pressure on the international systenstared responsibilities in
order to have every state contributing to the dl@uds in accordance with
their means and the benefits they got from suctesygLaidi 2012: 36). Still,
these partnerships are lead by the realism thaages most of the action of
Obama in foreign affairs. There is not an openetablanyone, but only one
open to those state that can concrete help or sxahly the US to achieve their
goals in a variety of different fields such as dewterrorism or nuclear
proliferation. In this regard, while in negotiatimgth North Korea in the Six-
Party Talks the EU was excluded in favor of a nimaminent role for Japan,
conversely for that which concern Iran, the role tbé Europeans was
considered crucial differently from the Nipponeseeo underlining how
selectiveness and realism constituted the very obr@®bama’s partnerships
(Laidi 2012: 36).

In this respect, the Iranian framework represented Obama a
particular ground on which emphasize the depaftora the Bush policies and
affirm his project of engagement through multilatesm and diplomacy. A

“rogue state” such as Iran, constituted a twofdldehsion in which Obama
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could use diplomacy to find a way toward negotidtesthe nuclear impasse,
as well as revitalizing the multilateral perspegtin insisting on opposing to
nuclear proliferation from within the UN (Singh 20190). Yet, Obama
encounter the greater obstacle in achieve his igodde Iranian intransigence
on openly negotiate with the US and responded te tontingency by
uncertainly delaying any resolute stance. Yet, ity burden to set down an
incontrovertible decision was represented by therimal constrains Obama has
to face once more in such field.

In declaring that fran and North Korea could trigger regional arms
race creating dangerous nuclear flashpoints inkiddle East and East Asia”
and that: fn confronting these threats, | will not take thaitary option off the
table’ (Singh 2012: 92) it was clear that, as his predsor did, Obama was
not willing to decline a resolute action, notwidnsting his opening to
multilateralism and diplomacy. In this regard thsrakli concern and the
influence of the American Israeli Public Affairs @mittee (AIPAC) played an
essential role in contrasting an approach thateddbeing too soft in front of
such a clear nuclear menace. On the other handhtdreal differences among
the member of Obama Administration moved in theosjip direction, given
the perplexity expressed by figures such as Clin@ates and Mullen on a
direct use of military force toward Iran (Singh 2013). Divided between
such conflicting interests and with the need tol eath the Bush’s legacy as
well as begin its new course, the Obama Adminisingbroved to be unable to
drive toward a major change from those policiesciwhwere already pursued
during the previous presidency.

The 2010 symbolized also in this framework the ingrpoint for the
Obama’s foreign policy and the definitive abandonmeof strategic
engagement in favor of a mixed approach betweerptbgsure for sanctions
toward Iran in the United Nations, and the callifog regime change. In
following the path already undertaken by Bush om d&dvise of Saudi King

Abdullah to “cut off the head of the snake” in 20th@re was a sharp increase
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of target assassination of nuclear scientists amekert attacks on nuclear
processing plans (Singh 2012: 100-101). Althoughpfesupposes of Obama’s
mild rapprochement with Teheran seemed to haveffaret perspective if
compared with the previous US administration, tilddoe acknowledged how
the things abruptly changed as soon as the forelee@dransigence of Iran
came out. From the original realist approach thahstituted the basic
imprinting of the Obama’s foreign policy the shitward an harder-line for
that which concerns Iran, resembled in many aspbetdeature of the post-
2004 Bush policies and the link between the interegime and the external
behavior of Teheran (Singh 2012: 108).

Another example of multilateral dialectical whichnstituted one of the
major economical concerns for the United Statesthvaselation with Beijing.
The effort performed by Obama in order to estabéistight connection with
China on the wake of the Bush attempt to make"iegponsible stakeholder”
of the international system only revealed the absesf strategic trust (Singh
2012: 141) and the lack of a clear position witkive@ administration. The
Obama’s principal aim was that of framing Chinabiat G2 relation with the
US with an increasing responsibility of Beijingdefining global concerns into
international organization such as the UN andhatsame time, connecting its
economy with the US trough the WTO or the Stratagid Economic Dialogue.

However, what emerged clearly from US-China refatieas nothing
but a resistance of Beijing to any attempt playettbe Obama Administration
to hamper its economic growth through binding tbia multilateral net, which
would be likely to force China to accept broadl tlule of the international
game. Such over resistance in addition to the p&ose inside conspicuous
parts of the US government which view China asavgrg threat to the US
security, mainly in economical terms, representeddriving force toward an
ambiguous compromise between cooperation and caropgbut in place by
Obama. He realized that the effective chances mwinoe China to play on a

multilateral level at the same table of the US wasimal, but that a policy of
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open competition against Beijing could affect negdy the American

economy as well. Thus, abandoning the premise @aha has the same
interests as the US, Barack Obama continued omadltte pointed out by the
Bush administration. On the one hand he consolid&sestrategic commitment
in the Asia-Pacific in order to hedge the overflogriChinese power in the
region, whist on the other, he sought to estalaligheater collaboration for that

which concern global economic cooperation (Singh220.61)

2.4 - The new “war on terror” and the drift toward the Middle East.

As seen, the first term of President Bush did negum with any
specific intention of strengthening the Americargagyement in the world,
therefore focusing primary on the continuation lué unilateralist agenda, so
hardly carried forward by the Congress since thet@ years (Fabbrini 2008:
159) Still, the occurrence of the 9/11 attack amel subsequent invasion of
Afghanistan and Iraq shaped the basic imprintinghaf foreign policy,
radicalizing the already existing shift toward armoonspicuous unilateralism.

The engagement on two frontlines under the labélmair on terror”,
albeit with so different aims and legitimacy betweke two, was firmly called
into question by Obama since the early years of gultical career. As
analyzed before, with the new presidency came ¢osilrface a great gap
between the commitments in Afghanistan and Iragsident Obama, far from
being an anti-war activist, always insisted on ithgortance of defeating Al-
Qaeda directly in those places in which US effaild be deem prolific. On
this assertion lays one of the pillars in the effagainst terrorism: the
differentiation between the Afghanistan war, degrcas a “war of necessity,
and the war in Iraq, challenged repeatedly by Obama “war of choice”
(Laidi 2012: 43). All of this implies a concentiati of the efforts on the former
field to the detriment of the latter.
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However, the legacy of the Bush years that Obarsarterited in the
war on terror relied on three constitutive pillaFstst of all, under the Bush
presidency the war used to be depicted not as iicpblstruggle, but as an
ideological crusade. Second, it was denied anyipalirationale to terrorism.
Terrorists were portrayed as a group whose onlyveas to wreck those values
the US is bearer in the world. Moreover Bush alwegfsised any opening
toward dialogue or negotiation with this kind oft@s, given their atypical
nature (Laidi 2012: 62-63). Third, inside the coexpframework of the Middle
East, the American effort to export democracy wiésnoseen as an imposition
from the outside, no matter to what extent the ofleeaders such as Saddam
Hussein was oppressive for the population. This egfidead sentiment,
resilient to any attempt of “regime change”, conéd to jeopardize any
attempt to carry forward the American project un@rama, even in Muslim
societies which broadly rejected terrorism (Lai@l2: 65).

The first decision undertaken by the Obama Admmai&in involved
the most tangible aspect of the two wars: the atloo of the contingents. By
deciding to redeploy many of the troops from IragAfghanistan, Obama in
the first place sought to highline the break frdva &pproach used by the Bush
administration toward the Middle East. Yet, theiniéfe withdrawal of troops
from Iraq by 2011 followed the path already undataby his predecessor at
the very end of his second term, when, after pgitinplace the US-Iraq Status
of Forces Agreement, Bush signed the security peith Irag on 14
December 2008.

The element of change Obama disclosed was theredoneally
conceptual one directed to address the ideologiaatblem which lies at the
ground of Bush messianic crusade. Not only his &ffort was in the direction
of declaring finished the previous approach of Bteshkard the war on terror,
but President Obama stressed how the new courskl waue been follow a
political track rather than the ideological onetbé past (Laidi 2012: 66).

Instead of focusing on a fierce battle against raefined enemy ascribable to
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the broader category of “terrorists”, Obama focusada more specific actor
such as Al-Qaeda and all the terroristic orgamzatinked to it. The very
premise in this effort against the “war on terrards to detach the scope of
contrasting terrorism from the Muslim world as aoléh In his remark at CISI,
the adviser for Homeland Security and CountertesmorJohn Brennan (2010),
underlined how: The President’s strategy is absolutely clear alibetthreat
we face. Our enemy is not “terrorism” because ¢eism is but a tactic. Our
enemy is not “terror” because terror is a stateraind and as Americans we
refuse to live in fear”.Moreover, he insisted on the core point of Obama’s
strategy: Describing our enemy in religious terms would |lemeldence to the
lie—propagated by al Qaeda and its affiliates tastify terrorism—that the
United States is somehow at war against Islam. réaéty, of course, is that
we never have been and will never be at war witdmis After all, Islam, like
so many faiths, is part of AmeritaBrennan 2010) So for the first time,
instead of blurring the separation line between INMusvorld and terrorism,
Obama specify that theefiemy is al Qaeda and its terrorist affilidtes
(Brennan 2010), exculpating and clarifying the rofethe Muslim world as
Bush never did before in his “war on terror”.

The strategy in this action was clear: dissocibte war against terror
from any reference to a hypothetical war againains dampening the basis of
religious legitimacy terrorist groups benefitteddan the Bush administration
(Laidi 2012: 66) In this framework, the Obama’seg® held in Cairo on June
4™ 2009, gave the perspective for the “new beginnimgivanted to represent.
“I've come here to Cairo to seek a new beginningvden the United States
and Muslims around the world, one based on muto#tdrest and mutual
respect, and one based upon the truth that Amenchislam are not exclusive
and need not be in competition. Instead, they laperand share common
principles -- principles of justice and progressla@rance and the dignity of all
human beings (Obama 2009). The very scope of these words was of
tighten the link with the Arab world, always coneed with the American
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intervention in the Middle east - from the oil canitto the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict - and that of showing a significant idegical reversal of the policies
undertaken under the Bush presidency (Laidi 20I2: 6

The Obama’s approach vis-a-vis the Bush one, symdiblhow a
marked discontinuity, at least in the leading pgples, was the key factor in
corroding the consensus of Al-Qaeda in the MidddstEThe latter benefitted
during Bush years of a great net of solidarity frarorldwide Muslims, given
the global dimension Bush conferred to the strugglainst terror. The change
from the National Security Strategy of 2006 in whibe Bush Doctrine can be
summed up in the phrasefhe struggle against militant Islamic radicalism is
the great ideological conflict of the early yearsSthe 21st centuty(Family
Security Matters2013), is evident. Obama, independently from tbeccete
results achieved in the Middle East region, rewetthe conception and the role
of the US within the Islamic world and laid the falations for a long-lasting
cooperation with the countries of the region.

However, the practice revealed to be nothing but warclear
continuation (and sometimes implementation) of tleey core strategies of
Bush, along with the tentative attempt to mediaith \the oppositions in the
Congress in defining a clear path of action indbenterterrorism strategy. The
massive recourse to targeted killing through drattacks passed from 4 in
2007, under the Bush administration, to, respelgtivd6 in 2008, 54 in 2009,
122 in 2010, 73 in 2011 and 48 in 20Nee(v America FoundatioB013), still
what represented the most unsuccessful attemm@itoedte the change was the
failure of the closure of the Guantanamo detentfanility. What had
represented one of the heaviest promises of then@kacampaign ended up in
a fiasco given the impossibility for the Presidemtypass the Congressional
refusal to vote for closing the prison in 2009 andduct the trials of detainees
in civil rather than military courts. In this reglaralong with the still missing
closure of an handful of the “Black Sites”, thededramework of the Bush
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years remained in many ways only superficially ecdiuring the Obama’s
first term.

Regarding the two warfares Obama inherited fromhBhe first move
was to decide of abandon the “war of choice”, amdpdsignificantly the
number of ground troops in Iraq, and at the same tio parallel increase the
American engagement on the twin battleground ofhafgstan (Laidi 2012:
43). However, such decision did not have any eféecthe planned reduction
of the military overall expenses. Paradoxicallyteafharshly criticizing the
military spending of the Bush administration, anednademning the
militarization of its foreign policy, the cost of av under the Obama
Administration —decreased in the first two yearsmaindate - increased since
2010, as the perspectives for continuing the warAfghanistan became
dimmer, until reaching $165 billion overall threeays later (Laidi 2012: 44).
However, despite many changes of course and thé fsbin a counter-
terrorism to a counter-insurgency strategy (COINg, war remained unsolved
and still presented many analogies with the Busitsydf the killing of Osama
Bin Laden symbolized how Obama can effectively dedh the new war
strategies without taking away from contrastingragsm, underlying his
ability as Commander-in-Chief, at the same timeeitved only to deteriorate
the state of relations between the US and Pakidgpening the gap between
the two countries in the war against Al-Qaeda dred dther terrorist groups
(Singh 2012: 67)

The peculiarity of Obama’s position toward Pakistaas indeed
already evident at the time of his 2008 campaigah drawn criticism from
many notable figures even inside the same DemocRairty. Indeed, the
statement that the US would eventually attack PRakisif actionable
intelligence existed and if the Pakistani governtiaited to contrast Al Qaeda
within its territory, raised harsh objections frddillary Clinton. “Last summer,
he basically threatened to bomb Pakistan, which oh'd think was a

particularly wise position to take{Davis 2009: ix) was her reaction in an
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MSNBC debate. Anyhow, the strategy pursued in Afgstan by Obama
during the first half of his term relied on stremgiing the cooperation with
Pakistan, continuing on the pathway already emiordne Bush with a $10
billion dollar aid in military assistance in 2005ifgh 2012: 79). The
Enhanced Partnership with Pakistan Act approved0@9 kicked off a $7.5
billion in aid over 5 years (Singh 2012: 79). Hoeser, the attempt to rebuild
a net of strategic collaboration with Islamabadefhimainly for the dreads
moved by the latter to be confined in a too coerci@dimension of

counterterrorism back-up. This aspect, along witle tcountry’s fragile

economy, widespread corruption and shaky politeetnario, provided to
jeopardize any attempt moved by Obama to stabiliee relations with

Pakistan as a long lasting bulwark in the strugglginst terrorism in
Afghanistan.

However, by 2012 it resulted clear the evolutioringf Obama’s policy
toward the Middle East and the engagement in Sésih. First, given the
premise that American engagement was aim at rdstth# policies promoted
during the Bush administration, Obama was somewband to shift the focus
of his policy toward the United States itself asatked in his speech at West
Point in 2009. At the same time, the deep intedmakions within the same
administration on the Afghanistan war, were likel\jeopardize the pursuance
of Obama design in many other fields. In this regire action of President
Obama was focused primarily on reaffirming his autly over all the other
offices as attested by the replacement of GenereChvlystal with David
Petraeus notwithstanding his closeness to the G&én the late appointment
of the latter as CIA Director in September 2011place of Leon Panetta, just
changed a little in the final assessment on hownémage and finally depart
from the Afghanistan warfare (Singh 2012: 82-83)

Notwithstanding the harsh situation Obama inherit@in the Bush
administration and the consequent impossibilitgisengage the US as quickly

as he planned because of the deep-rooted divisomeng his own team,
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Obama proved to be no more successful than Busihenconduct of the
Afghanistan-Pakistan issue (Singh 2012: 86). Whie escalation of US
military resources along with the “Americanizatiaof’'the conflict, staving off
any chance to share the responsibilities of the avtahe international level,
“Obama’s substantive policies contradicted hisestatownsizing of the global
war on terror” (Singh 2012: 86). Even the killing@sama Bin Laden, albeit
its strong impact on the public opinion — represgnta victory of Obama’s
strategy at the expenses of the previous Bushisypsellet unaltered the major

concerns regarding the prosecution of the engageiméme region.

2.5 - Conclusion

Overall, in a general assessment of Obama’s for@gicy, what
results clear is the great gap between the proaiisghange” and the effective
policies aimed at reaching this goal. This wordjaoltconstituted the blueprint
of Obama’s first term along with “hope” and “we &anepresented more a
signal of closure with the past, rather than a oetecproposal for an alternative
future. The strategic engagement that America chasder Obama relied then
on some degree of ideological ambiguity which,hat $ame time, represented
the framework for Obama’s success. The lack of lmpg more than any
concrete political proposal, embodied the offsethef deep-rooted ideological
imprinting of the Bush administration, and thus stitated the key for the
victory trough a marked discontinuity with the pas presidency (Fabbrini
2010: 10).

The American international engagement during Obanfast term
constituted a rupture from the Bush years in rezigg the very existence of a
shifted world balance toward multilateralism andsinving to act from within
the international system with the open involvemanother world actors. This
trend, accompanied by the acknowledgement of tloéndeof the US as the

hegemonic power and the necessity to renew itgiposwithin this system,

48



signed the decline of the American exceptionaligmtavas intended during
the Bush years and the beginning of a the ObanwsAmerican strategy.

However, the great successes of Obama in thisdeaide prevalently in
the domains where he continued or expanded allethoaslicies which
characterized the mandate of George W. Bush (MR2I&t2). If on the one
hand Obama abandoned the vehement tone used pretiescessor on the “war
on terror”, he still proceeded on the same pathwaderlined by Bush for that
which concerns the extensive vision of the pregidemprerogative, and the
consequent centralization of power, as well asighting terrorism with, in
many cases, the very same means Bush had adoptdastaitially,
notwithstanding the different point of departured @ more prominent self-
consciousness of the limits of US engagement, Obmmanued in following
the path traced by his predecessor in both the gesment of the warfare and
the war on terror. The switch of the focus fronyglta Afghanistan was thus an
element of evident continuity as it represented l#s step of a withdrawal
strategy already negotiated by Bush through theuStf Forces Agreement on
his last year as President. Furthermore, the surg&fghanistan continued,
especially after the failure of the COIN stratetyy,recall the features of the
Bush era by the use of targeted killing and a massicourse to drone strikes.

On the international field, notwithstanding theesaipt to play with
China at the same level, the refusal of the ldtiebe bound into multipolar
rules and the consequential US strengthening ofrétetions with emerging
regional powers such as India (Miller 2012) as vesl the increased naval
presence in the area, led inexorably to an uncegalicy between confront
and cooperation with Beijing, which recalled clgstie ambiguous approach
delineated in the Bush era and from which Obamiadiegarted little.

At the same time, the areas in which Obama dethdtdtself more
firmly from his predecessor, revealed to be thg wame in which only limited
steps forward have been achieved. The unsatisfaasults in this extent and

the 2010 drubbing led in many cases to a reversi& bawvard the Bush
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position (Miller 2012). Not only the breakthrougiorih Bush in the progression
of the war on terror remained only a mere propesgen failure of signaling
such rupture with the shutdown of Guantanamo -ast many parallel war
features were implemented rather than forsakerthétsame time, as soon as
the unsuccessful soft approach toward Iran didpmotluce any result, once
more the administration reversed back to Bush eligips and promoted from
within the UN tougher sanctions whilst keeping tafka military option alive
(Miller 2012).

Therefore Obama, in his first term, albeit sharpgnihe ideological
distance from his predecessor was distant fronvérg aim when it comes to
undertake in practice the concrete steps to retrete the Bush’s policies.
This outcome, being the result of the differenetaovhich marked the Obama
presidency, represented a starting point for tkerse term in which, re-elected
as President, he has to underline a new courshosetmany fields which

urged the United States to take a more resoluteinachbiguous position.
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CHAPTER 1l — Obama’s foreign policy in the second term

As already seen, the first term of Obama was cedten the necessity
of redeploying the resources at home and definingew approach in both
foreign and defence policies. The ongoing econogrisis continues to
represent a great burden on the Obama’s leewayainyrfields of his foreign
agenda also during the second term. The UnitesgsStatcurrently facing, in
this regard, a cut on the defence spending fro®bh6GDP to 2.7% in 2017
(Dormandy 2007). Such progressive contraction eftibdget influences also
the pillars of the presidential strategy for theas® term, and it is revitalizing
international diplomacy as a mean to delineateearclObama doctrine” after
the re-election. Among the goals fixed by the adstiation, the balance in the
Asian region, played by prosecuting a policy of agigg and hedging with
China on the wake of the first term’s strategyeisresenting the priority for all
the economic as well political implication it holdst the same time, the new
challenges posed by the Middle East region recuinew strategy, detaching
the American image from the commitment in Irag &fghanistan and starting
a new season of democracy promotion within the Aspiing. If the former
issue will involve a shift from defence policy ton@w focus on trade and
diplomatic channels, the latter is likely to undezl the lack of strategic
coherence of the first term, given the multiple lidrges generated by the
uprising of the Middle East, which will require #fdrent approach time by
time depending on the circumstances coming to tineace in each national
context (Dormandy 2007). In this regard, the regahe relation with Russia
and the strengthening of the ties with the inteomati community operated by
Obama (with the recent opening to the cooperatidtth whe International
Criminal Court), are intended to shape the growrdah international support

of the Obama’s actions in such fields, consideredial by the administration.
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However, if the policy toward China is currentlyntimuing on the same track
of “hedging and engaging” as the first term, th@l®\spring represents a new
challenge, especially with regard to Syria. Theidisined prominence of the
Afghanistan warfare after more than a decade actliengagement, and the
progressive deployment until the elections in Mg is shifting the focus of
the administration toward a new set of key actaseful to understand the
future of the region. At the same time, the turmnoilSyria and in the other
countries involved in the Arab spring uprisingsclsuas Egypt, Libya and
Tunisia, request a resolute stance by Obama imdifg the new democratic
affirmations, freeing him from the specter of thesB administration and
giving to the U.S. President an incontrovertiblgrée of responsibility for the
actions undertaken. Albeit the wide room for a vee@ approach, however,
Obama is still facing the same internal constramisich hampered the
implementation of his agenda in the second hatheffirst term. Although the
willingness of delineating a net approach to théerimational challenges
restarting from the drawbacks of the first terng thternal challenges posed by
the Congress, but also by the White House itsedf]ilely to exert a consistent

weight on the administration by dictating the ceun$ the Presidential agenda.

3.1 - Internal structure and pressures in the Obamaecond term.

After his re-election for the second term, Obameedh a widely
changed political and international environment cihidefined a set of
presidential challenges broadly different from ¢mes of his first term. Yet, at
the same time, many of the internal constrainsPifessident encountered after
the mid-term elections of November 2010 recurrethensame manner. First of
all, albeit the Democratic Party gained 332 Eleat@olleges, Obama failed to
regain the control of the House of Representatiaes, thus is still facing a
stark conservative opposition likely to hamper mast the Presidential

initiative - as demonstrated by the recent shutdafnfederal financing
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operated by the GOP majority (The Washington P64BR2The pressure put
by the Republican Party inside the House, partibulan the Democratic
speaker John Boehner, as well as the robust pres#ne consistent share of
the Tea Party in the Senate, constituted a consifimke on the Obama’s
policy-making in the international arena (Dormar2®@7: 2) This is one of the
reasons why Obama followed a different pathwayhe telations with the
Congress in respect to the first half of his ftestm. If the two years between
his election in 2008 and the midterm defeat of 2B&®%e seen the progressive
centralization of Obama’s apparatus and the pastightying of any effective
power in foreign policy for the Congress, the secterm resembles many of
the features of the previous two years, in whiclkergvdecision from the
presidential side was considered carefully in tightl of the Congressional
opposition.

It is true, though, that from an institutional stpoint the analogies
between the two terms are not so obvious. Firffieréntly than in the 2008-
2012 period Obama has not the perspective of i@teanymore, his action
is less concerned with any gain of consensus peldraround his figure for a
future electoral ride, and he is more focused wiitb aim of defining an
“Obama’s legacy” by the end of this term. Both Inel &is Vice President Joe
Biden do not have any defined political perspeca¥er 2016 and they can
play the game which is likely to be less risky tliaar years before. However,
Obama can not depart too widely from his previotendpoints, having
contributed to shape a clear ideological path airaedleparting from the
George W. Bush unilateralism, notwithstanding thanyn drawbacks and
fallouts. This, of course, does not fade the gtidminent role played by the
GOP within the Congress, particularly when it corteethe implementation of
the assistance toward countries such as PakisthrEgypt, perceived to act
contrary to the U.S. interest, or else limiting 8pgace for Obama to confirm
his Cabinet, as demonstrated by the controversy theerejected appointment
of Susan Rice as Secretary of State (Dormandy 22)07:
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Similarly to the first term, the structure of theb&@na’s Cabinet
remained centered on his influential figure, alomigh the outstanding role
retained by the President’s inner circle, partiabpewed after the first term.
Most of the decision-making in the inside of the WWHHouse continues to be
enforced into a dualist logic of president-closdviaers confrontation with a
marked prominence of characters such as SusamaRit8oe Biden, and lately
in particular Samantha Power. These figures, régssdf their position in the
chessboard of the White House, continue to holégre® of proximity to the
President such that they still maintain the featwkextreme centralization of
the first term. Moreover, the second term offerssleonstrains and more
leeway to Obama in his design of personalizatioforgign policy. Having no
perspectives for presidency after the current t&@bama now benefits of a
greater freedom to carry forward such radical pedidikely to antagonize part
of the Democratic grass-roots, albeit being awheg the internal support of
the party will be less marked insofar as the nd&ttmn will come close
(Dormandy 2007: 3).

Recently, the choice of President Obama to seekCrmmgressional
support on an eventual military intervention in 8wian civil war showed off
the renewed path followed by the relations among ¢lecutive and the
Legislature. Although it might appear as a backwst&p in respect to the
centripetal trend of first term, the difference day the very nature of the
international frameworks the U.S. President hasotdfront with. As a matter
of fact, the two largest warfare of the first temere, as explained in the
previous chapter, more of a legacy from the Busimgethan an issue put in
place by Obama itself. The greater concern of thmimistration was indeed to
sweep away some of the resilient features of trhBadministration and pave
the way for a new changed course (Chrapter II). The overall situation was
yet different during the last years of the Obanfas term and the beginning
of his second, especially regarding the Arab Spaind in particular the Syrian

events. These frameworks represented a new groumthich Obama was the
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first U.S. President to deal with, and in whichbiames can be imputed to any
previous mismanagement. Moreover, without any matsge toward the polls’
response, Obama has definitely less concerns {at addear-cut strategy.

This trend is distinctly evident in the role ther@eess is playing in
delineating the approach toward the Syrian issigeseen, the presidency, and
particularly Obama himself, enjoys an extraordinpoyer on the ground of
foreign policy. In this regard, the President has nnany circumstances
advanced his own agenda unilaterally facing a Gssggisharply limited by
partisan polarization as well as pervasive griddoakich put a limit to any
attempt by the latter to address many of the mosinment foreign policy
challenges (Howell 2013). What changed in the sgdemnm with Syria, in
respect to the first presidential term, was theuese of Obama to the approval
of the Congress for the undertaking of a militacgi@n in retaliation for the
Assad regime’s use of chemical weapons (Howell 20Ihis move
symbolized the different conception of the presidgprerogative vis-a-vis the
Congress in the Obama’s second term and it sughesgpecially in the actual
Syrian framework, the misgiving of a negative capsce in case of a
military action, which requires a broad supporhame. Over the U.S. recent
history, in military matters, the Congress alwagted more as a restrain to
counterbalance Presidential power. Still, what lyealatters on the second
term of Obama, in dealing with the interventiorSyria, is that it represents a
framework rife with risks which the President bymiself can not tackle
without being fist backed up by some sort of leg#cy. At every presidential
misstep there would be a Congress (with a GOP &&srajority in the House
of Representatives) ready to point out all of heiadencies publicly (Howell
2013). That is why, as William Howell (2013) undeed: ‘the President
wants Congress to sign off on his plans now to ensome modicum of
support later, when anti-U.S. protests flare, jildsl are emboldened, more
lives are lost, and foreign leaders condemn whaty tperceive as further
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evidence of American imperialism. It is a calcuthfmlitical decision. But it

has nearly nothing to do with constitutional obeicd.

3.2 - John Kerry and Samantha Power: the two facesf change.

The transition from the first to the second term tbe Obama
Administration led to a new scenario in many of kleg roles within the White
House’'s departments and offices. One of the mosicah shifts was
represented by the appointment of John Forbes Karhe Department of
State at the post of Hillary Clinton, who has ale/agnstituted one of the most
loyal Obama’s partners in the management of hisidorpolicy during the first
term. Kerry represented a figure strongly differeahan the one of his
predecessor in terms of leadership but also fotebway he has, to operate in
many critical fields of U.S. foreign policy. The age and the work of Hillary
Clinton during the first term, as seen in the poesgi chapter, were centered on
the departure from the Bush policies and the reheifvéthe American image
abroad. As Heather Hurlburt, the executive direabrthe liberal National
Security Network, pointed out “[the Clintosignal achievement was to restore
a sense of U.S. leadership and engagement on pthenditic side as opposed
to the military side.”(Lawrence 2013). However, her action was alwalsrta
under control by Obama in his attempt to centratfze direction of foreign
policy in the hand of the presidency (Cfr. Chapifer

Kerry, conversely, benefits of a greater marginnmanage his own
foreign agenda during the Obama second term, bgirigpla position now
aimed at ensuring a clear stance in internationaginesses instead of being
bond to the legacy of Bush unilateralism. Kerryigsgpto a more central
policymaking role in the Obama Administration thalinton and her
“‘odometer diplomacy”, projected at strengtheningeiita’s relations abroad

in as many countries as possible (Thrush 2013)rd¥iously the Presidential
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determination to avoid new foreign entanglementsatied a limited leeway for
Hillary Clinton in foreign affairs, Kerry is likelyo have a more relevant role
representing less of a threat to the Obama’s teBmugh 2013). As former
State Department official Aaron David Miller sam February 2013:Hillary
had to travel, she made a virtue out of necessitg president was not going
to let her dominate on foreign policy. In a waytbig is going to be crueler to
Kerry, if he can’t figure out a way to be a morengentional secretary of state.
He doesn’t have Clinton’s ascendant arc. The baiferry in the job is much
higher because this is his last act, and he knowdd’s going to want to have
a more meaningful rofe(Thrush 2013). In respect to Clinton, Kerry is i@o
oriented in treating the Middle East as the vegaanf major interest for the
State Department rather than focusing primarily rearienting the balance
toward China as his predecessor did. Moreover hdgeu Israeli and
Palestinian officials back to the negotiating tafaethe first time since three
years ago. He is also more concerned in intercedirgctly on Syria and
simultaneously in Iran and in setting out a newdérgact with Europe in
compliance with the Obama’s address at the StatteeofJnion in the spring of
2013 (Thrush 2013). Overall, the position of Joherr in the Obama’s inner
circle is deeply different than the one that hisdacessor covered during her
mandate. If Hillary Clinton was often overshadowsdthe loyal “Obamians”
(Mann 2013) such as Tom Donilon and Susan RiceryKietends to be a
player who engage the actions from the very insudethe team. As
demonstrated by the creation of a top departmeta#fi with David Wade, Bill
Danvers and the former Boston Globe reporter Gmgon(Thrush 2013),
Kerry turned up to be less fussy about what arephgsogatives and more
concerned to contribute with his hallmark in advehaping U.S. relations
(Thrush 2013).

On the side of tightening of the relations betwdlem administration
and the international organizations at large, th&iouity with the first term is
embodied by the appointment of the 28th United eStaimbassador to the
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United Nations Samantha Power. Already as Natiddaturity Council’'s
Senior Director for Multilateral Affairs and HumaRights, Power is
continuing on most of the work already done by predecessor in the office,
Susan Rice. Already in the first term, the new Asdaaor distinguished
herself in pushing resolutely for the approval bé tUN Security Council
resolution to protect civilians from the attacks Miammar al-Qaddafi in
Libya (Nossel 2013). Samantha Powell is thus aiatdigure in the Obama’s
team. Not only because to some extent she is, diogoto Suzanne Nossel, the
continuator of Richard Holbrooke’s “pragmatic apgrb by using the UN as a
problem-solving agent” (Nossel 2013); but also bseashe’s part of the post-
9/11 political generation and “her only first-haedperience of the United
States' role in the world is one framed by Ameridapendence on the genuine
partnership of others, and by the need for theddn&tates to behave in ways
that can elicit such cooperation” (Nossel 20I3)is aspect, which represents
both a renewal of the U.S. engagement strategyarnternational system and,
at the same time, a continuation on the line alrerdwn by Obama during the
first term, is a key indicator of an increasing ssveess of the presidential
administration of the role of the U.S. in the im&iional order. In an era of
diffused centers of power and widespread globatinathe functioning of the
UN and more a definite role of the United State#,irtonstitutes the crucial
move to protect the American interest without nedyon the previous Bush’s

dogma of “exceptionalism”.

3.3 - Multilateralism and the weight of the Senate

The shift toward a more multilateralist engagemehtthe Obama
Administration was also confirmed in April 2013, evl) at the Brookings
Institution, was held a summit between officialsnfr the U.S. government and
the International Criminal Court (ICC). This eveflfils a four-years-

rapprochement between the U.S. and the ICC, ontheoflast symbols of
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Bush’s opposition to a broader multilateralist vielihhe previous burden on
any kind cooperation with the Court was the peakiefunilateralist agenda
through the article 98 — stating that U.S. citizermild have never sent to the
ICC- and the American Service-Members’ Protectian, Avhich prohibits any
extent of cooperation between the U.S. and the IC@hversely, Obama has
raised the cooperation with the ICC to unexpeceatls which open to the
possibility of a future U.S. direct participatiohhe million-dollar rewards for
information leading to the arrest of ICC fugitivasd the unanimous vote of
Washington to make the UN Security Council refer Worsening situation in
Libyato the ICC (Kaye 2013a) paved the way for a newagugh of the U.S.
to this crucial international organization undes thbama Administration, and
Washington seems to be supportive to the courtfansas its interest goes in
the same direction.

Conversely, what really had a great impact on #ssvhy of Obama’s
multilateralism in the second term was the roleg/@thby the two chambers of
the Congress, and especially by the 45 GOP Senatoos albeit with two
seats less than November 2010, still represeneat ¢gnurden in the definition
of the presidential foreign agenda. The Senaténsetabroad power to act as a
counterbalance to the President in foreign poley this trend became glaring
as soon as some conspicuous shares of the mirpanity (with a consistent
guota of the Tea Party movement) follows a converselivity in respect to
Obama. Many Republicans indeed seen the most isigmifthreat of this new
dimension of multilateralism as something thatikely to affect permanently
American sovereignty and democracy, bounding tleemdystem thatcteates
rules that interfere with the democratic processabbgwing foreigners to make
law that binds the United State@Kaye 2013b). As buttressed already as a
salient mantra of 2012 Republican platform, the agon to the Obama’s
design would actualize to the extent in which tleaties are liable ofweaken
or encroach upon American sovereigntitaye 2013b). In the second term of

the Obama Administration this trend is likely toopardize above all the
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international role that the President is reserimgthe U.S. in the renewed
multilateral equilibrium. Indeed, if China is grasg an increasing important
role in many of the actual global concerns, atsame time the U.S. is also
challenged in its world leadership by rising powsush as India and Brazil as
well as Europe. The American disengagement on ttendwork of
international diplomacy trough the ratification mfany treaties is allowing a
decisive hastening of all these trends aforemeetipnendangering the
Obama’s design and the role of the U.S. in thermatiional scene (Kaye
2013b). The presidential response to the challggoged by the Republican
strong minority in the Senate is embedded by thesiwa recourse to non-
binding commitments, used to override the policiesdertaken by his
predecessor as well as to advance upon the limerdfalization of power in
contrast with the Congressional prerogative. Irs ttegard is important to
underline the steps forward made by the Obama Adtration in many fields
that have a great influence in bracing the pathisfpolicy guidelines. The
Nuclear Security Summit held in Washington in 20d:i@d the follow-up
meeting of Seoul in 2012 shows the ability of Obamaircumnavigate the
deadlock of Congressional approval on a sizableieissuch as nuclear
disbarment, which constituted the core of the Wtgategy toward Iran in the
second term. On the same wake the bilateral cuts ®f and Russia’s nuclear
arsenals were negotiated on the basis of a bilatetang rather than a legally
binding treaty, as it would have been habitual this kind of agreements
(Kaye 2013b). The effort of bringing together wdsldeader to discuss over
themes of such importance thus clashes with thesireasecourse to sole
executive agreements - effective on the Presidesijsature and limited to
areas that fall under the presidential constitwia@uthority- which pushes out
of the negotiation table the Congressional weigherefore, the centralization
trend underlined in the Obama’s first term can ksirdguished also in the
second term, as a prosecution of the post-201@ased presence of the GOP

inside the two branches of the legislature andstitessequent need for Obama
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to address many issues resolutely. This featur&Stdalth multilateralism” —
using the words of David Kaye (2013b) — is thussobidating a dualism
within the U.S. institutional settlement of the @@ era in which the most
conservative shares of the Senate can retain #mdirinternationalist traits,
whilst the President can still give his persondinhark on many fields of the
U.S. foreign policy. However, the problem in thisntinue struggle is that
stealth multilateralism does not constitute a lterga answer and that still
many scenarios in which America is engaged requinedbinding force and

the wide consensus that only the internationatize@&an guarantee.

3.4 - The new course of the Arab spring

Two years after the Cairo speech, which symbolibedrenewed ideal
and approach of the Obama Administration toward Nheslim world (Cfr.
chapter II), the events of the Arab spring occusiede 2011 established a new
step toward the alteration of the relations betwthenJ.S. and the Middle East
region countries. This was already evident at thgy Weginning of Obama’s
first term in which the abandonment of the previBush's “freedom agenda”
relegated the issue of democracy promotion to thekdround of the
presidential strategy (Singh 2012: 123). This trengarticularly evident in the
extent in which most of the foreign aid budget was(by more than a half for
instance toward Egypt) in favor of a greater foondiplomatic channels. The
use of diplomacy in such a framework as the onehef Arab spring was
however significantly distant from the traditionapproach the U.S. has
pursued toward the region from the years of GedkgeBush administration
and thus after the terroristic attack of 9/11. Téalism that pervades most of
the action undertaken by President Obama indeed| te a case-by-case
approach to the democratic claims of the couninethe Middle East region
(Singh 2012: 123), underlying different patternsaation in Egypt than in

Syria or in Libya. Moreover, for the first time the recent years, the uprisings
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in many countries of the region were not about Acge(Singh 2012: 125).
Therefore, overall the problem of defining an “Amsan interest” in the
Middle East resulted to be tricky to the extentwhich, using the words of
Ryan Lizza ‘Obama’s instinct was to try to have it both waystalk like an
idealist while acting like a realist(Singh 2012: 125). These circumstances
foster some kind of ambiguity in the conduct of @laatoward the countries
involved in the Arab spring, particularly for thack of a unique set of
strategies and goals to pursue in order to addnesquivocally the situations
evolved in the different national contexts. Thigme of incertitude depends
undoubtedly on the different necessities each cguhtas, taking into
consideration its previous history and politicakckground, but also and in
particular by the hazard of paving the way for tf@rmation of Islamist
groups of various hues in the vacuum left by trsenisal of the previous Arab
leaders (Singh 2012: 124). In this regard it resluitlear the implicit move
toward rapprochement put in place by Obama withyr&umni countries, first
and foremost with Saudi Arabia, in order to contdia extremism of Iran in

the region.

3.5 - The Libya intervention

The Libyan framework represented surely the mogtontant example
of regime change and of partnership collaboratighivthe NATO of the two
Obama terms. The popular revolt against the dithip of Colonel Gaddafi
offered Obama the chance to put into effect thesehof U.S. involvement in
multilateralism that he had drawn during his prestthl campaign over and
over again. The indirect approach carried forwaydHe United States relied
therefore primarily on the support offered by thaited Nations and the
NATO countries. In this respect, the action of th&. was conditional to the
joint initiative of these two bodies. From the siolethe United Nations the

approval of the UN Security Council Resolution 197@ith which for the first
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time in 68 years the United Nations authorized &tany action to prevent
what was perceived as an “imminent massacre”- ttf& gain the degree of
legitimacy that always lacked in the Bush actioBs. the other hand, in the
context of a renewed transatlantic relation withrdpe, which —according to
the U.S.- would now need to assume a greater regplity in for its backyard,

Obama stated that the role of the United Statesldvbave been only a
supporting one once the NATO would have taken conumaver the

operations (Singh 2012: 127). These two steps dirdepicted the Obama’s
vision of a post-Bush America in which the U.S.Ivavoid any rush toward a
unilateral action, rather involving the internatdbn community and

strengthening the ties with the transatlantic ai& in a broad design of
promotion of multilateralism as the very force ofSUdiplomacy. Therefore,
the Libyan engagement resulted to be, for the Olsmteam, a victory in the
affirmation of the new pathway of discontinuity Wwihis predecessor. The
overturning of the Gaddafi's regime was obtainethaut a single loss on the
U.S. side, and democracy was achieved following rilles of the game:
involvement of international organization, deepenrtections with European
powers, support of the Arab region (such as Qatdrthe UAE) and no direct
or unilateral engagement, which contributed to st image of an Obama’s
victory by “leading from behind” (Singh 2012: 128).

However, in the evolution of the Arab spring maroings suggest an
extent of continuity with the Bush administratiaathrer than a net break from
the years of the unilateralist agenda. Unquestignali least in its original
purpose the progress toward the Obama’s multiledergpresents many odds
if compared with the foreign policy of his predes@s yet in this field as in
many others analyzed in the previous chapter,riedf continuity discloses
itself in the outcomes of the various presidentdlative. Although led from
behind the intervention in Libya was the third direavolvement in a Muslim
country in less than ten years (Singh 2012: 128)pwing on the heels of

Bush. Notwithstanding the humanitarian impulse #émel UN mandate, the
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features of regime change and of U.S. commitmenMiddle East were
nothing but still alive at the time of Obama’s mvention in Libya. Moreover,
the still central role played by the U.S. in sugjmgy the NATO countries (to
which the US aid has increased by 25% in the lastde) outlined how the
cooperation in Libya resembles the Bush’s “coaiitad the willing”, given the
lack of strategic coordination among the Europeanntries and the still
central and indispensable role played by the Un8tades (Singh 2012: 129).
Furthermore, the American commitment in Libya ocedy differently than
during the overwhelming congressional majority @mder the Bush presidency,
without the authorization of the Congress. This uomnce resulted
symptomatic of the great division within the two udes, but also the White
House staff itself, around the engagement in Libya.this regard is
explanatory enough the strong opposition of RoGeates in stating thatYou
could have a situation where you achieve the nyliggoal and not achieve the
political goal [of regime change]” (Cassata and Baldor 2011), evial the
opposite end both Susan Rice and Samantha Poweniithin the UN pushed
for a solution given the humanitarian emergency.

The approach of the Obama Administration towardLibgan uprising
therefore demonstrated all the main features thapesd the transition from the
Bush’s engagement in Middle East, the new coursabkshed by the new
President and the strategies adopted in the &rst simed to consolidate the
Obama'’s design throughout the second term. Howeleejt the presupposes
of multilateral engagement and the shift towardaaking role of the U.S. in
support of the international initiative along with more active role of the
European allies constituted the ground for the Gbarmpolicy toward the Arab
spring’s events, it is still visible the absence afclear strategic pathway,
feature which represented one of the strong idecddgillar of the Bush
administration, and that nowadays seems to underthia shift toward the so
evoked “change”.De factojust a few changed from the Bush years are

occurred in terms of outcomes in the approach tdwhe reality of the
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widespread uprising in the Middle East. The U.Sedgagement from the Iraqi
front, in the light of the Libya intervention arat, later stage, of Syria potential
commitment, seems to represent only an ideologiisiancing from the
“exportation of democracy” and “regime change” addgge W. Bush, but still
presents many analogies in the actions performéldeimew challenge that the

Middle East presents.

3.6 - The challenges of Syria

Syria represents one of the most controversiatgighat Obama is
dealing with throughout his first and now secondmte The presidential
approach toward that country has evolved over tima spiral of different
policies aimed at keeping the lid on the powder &kdliddle East, given in
particular the close ties between the evolutiothefsituation in Syria and the
backlashes in Iran. Starting in May 19, 2011 Obastated clearly that
fostering the democratic reforms in the Middle Easgion would have
represented one of the overriding goals of U.Sicppbiven the unfolding of
the Arab spring’s events. In asserting th&trategies of repression and
diversion won't work any more ... Change cannot baietk and that ‘After
decades of accepting the world as it is in the argwe have the chance to
pursue the world as it should'b®bama implicitly indicated, amongst others,
Syria as still failing to ensure the democraticl caming from the Arab
peoples (Singh 2012: 131). Simultaneously, the Acaar approach toward
Syria proceeded on a pathway that not always stwadfor its internal
coherence. Indeed, if on the one hand Hillary Ghnpaved the way for the
possibility of a future intervention of the U.S. 8yria, on the other Obama
firmly ruled out any possibility of a direct Ameao intervention by stating
that “The United States cannot and will not impose tlaisgition on Syria. We
have heard their strong desire that there not beigm interventioh (Singh
2012: 132). This conflicting attitude within the W House represented the
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outcome of a twofold concern over the approach loe $yrian internal
situation. If some of the members of Obama’s cadbioend essential for the
U.S. to show up a clear signal of rejection of $ki# existing dictatorships in
the Middle East, in such a way to ensure that timeld States could be
universally recognized as a promoter of the new esawf democracy,
conversely Obama preferred to step aside and digenthe U.S. as long as
possible to foster a European stance, given th ¢tignnection between Syria
and the latter concerning oil exports (Singh 2Q132).

From the beginning of the presidential second téimama has to face
the worsening of the situation in Syria, begun witle use of chemical
weapons ascribed to the Assad’s regime. Such adtas a particular
significance to the extent in which it crossed thed line” of what is
internationally admissible during the warfare (Kes2013). On August 20
2013 the President underlined thatye have been very clear to the Assad
regime, but also to other players on the grounaf th red line for us is we
start seeing a whole bunch of chemical weapons mgoaround or being
utilized. That would change my calculus. That Mathange my equation.”
(White House 2012) and again, one month later otitolm, that:“l didn’t
set a red line. The world set a red lin@AVhite House 2013)it resulted clear
therefore that the situation delineated in Syrivggathe way for a new
approach from the side of the U.S., more frontahth was planned only a few
years before. However, two things outlined a degoéeprudence in the
presidential approach to such issue: the room dégotiation left to the United
Nation and foremost to Russia, and the recourskeet@ongressional approval
before authorizing any U.S. military commitmentiagathe Assad’s regime.

The role played by Russia in this extent symboliaely partially the
successful strategy of Obama to reset the relatitin Moscow over the long
term. Notwithstanding the openness of the coumtigoime on board in the UN
Security Council, Russia continued to play an disue role in the Middle

East region especially regarding its relations witlhn and Syria and the
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attempt to preserve the status quo against aneiurisraeli enforcement
(Blank 2012: 62) Yet, given the actual status @& thS.-Russia relations, the
intermediation of Putin as well as the Geneva takSeptember between the
Secretary of State John Kerry and Russian ForeigmsMr Sergei Lavrov
played in favor of the Obama’s strategy and sigdifa positive step forward a
better achievement of the U.S. goals for MiddletE&lse Syrian admission on
the possession of chemical weapons, and the fgtigrature of the Chemical
Weapons Convention (CWC) - which seems likely tpd®n - by the Assad’s
regime (Joseph 2013) as well as the stress putisol ‘that the UN Security
Council - in which Russia retain the veto powewill be the sole authority for
deciding any measures to take in the event of afiegs about Syrian non-
compliancé (Joseph 2013) outlined how the U.S. game musplaged from
within the international system with no room foiilateral manoeuvre.

In the wake of this, it resulted clear the choit®bama to rely on the
congressional approval for any further decisionceoning U.S. intervention.
The broad perspective through which Obama posegithiglem of the U.S.
intervention on his September ™L@peech stressed indeed the necessity of
addressing the problem not with the U.S. standiogeaas it used to be 5 years
before. When dictators commit atrocities, they depend uperworld to look
the other way until those horrifying pictures fatem memory. But these
things happened. The facts cannot be denied. Thestiqn now is what the
United States of America, and the international oamity, is prepared to do
about it. Because what happened to those peoplethase children - is not
only a violation of international law, it's also danger to our security
(Obama 2013). What resulted clear is that Obamdssepport and legitimacy
for any further enhancement of his policies, anat ihternally the political
struggle will play its decisive role. In passingtbuck to the Congress the
latter must now share responsibility in any positioe U.S. would made (Betts
2013) This is, to some extent, what lead so fah#oindecisive use of military

power as a compromise between the risk of beinglwed in another long-
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term engagement, which is likely to jeopardize thié multilateral result
accomplished during five years of presidency, drerisk of doing too little
which can overshadow the American internationale rat favor of the
affirmation of the other great powers (Obama 2013).

The Obama’s strategy in Syria, albeit being still angoing process,
has demonstrated so far most of the drawbackseoAtherican international
engagement already outlined in the first term. Hé tcall for a broader
cooperation, operated prevalently from within thé&llUSecurity Council or on
the basis of bilateral rapprochement, paved thefaagome progression in the
shift away from the Bush international legacy, l# same time the call for a
broad consensus, externally but also internal & Glongress, hampered the
delineation of a clear political line of the Obamdministration. To the net
stance against the Assad’s regime, has not comespoyet a likewise
determined concrete action, and the outcome restttdoe a back and forth
between threats of direct intervention and renagjon of the terms of such
commitment with the internal and external oppositidlthough the Bush
inheritance is progressively clearing away, thdfautiveness of delineate an
incontrovertible line of the first term is stillggent in the second term, and the
chance of an abrupt turnaround seem to be blockekdebonumerous constrains
that Obama still has at home, from the White Hatsalf, to the “consistent

minority” within the Senate.

3.7 - From China to Russia: the Obama internationaém in the second

term

The second term is likely to continue on the pathaineady outlined
for the first one regarding the relation betweerstiagton and Beijing. One of
the main features, which continues to stoke theigumolois approach conducted
by Obama, is the lack of clarity over the balant@aver among the various

institution of the Chinese ruling class. The casligovernment, the Communist
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Party and the military power exercise centrifugalssures in trying to preserve
their own class’ prerogatives, leading consequédntly wide variety of interest
and objectives (Dormandy 2007: 36). As a consequehthis, as already seen
in the first term, the policy pursued by the U.8ermated engagement and
hedging, often with no clear aims. Also from th@mmmic point of view the
rapprochement with Beijing played an important role the U.S. political
advancement given the fact that China represemtdatiyest holder of U.S.
securities and it is therefore economically tiecaty fluctuation of the dollar
in the market. Notwithstanding this, the undervabra of the renminbi has
been strongly criticized by both sides during tifd2 Presidential campaign
and it still represents one of the main field aluggle between the Obama
Administration and the Chinese establishment (Dowhgad2007: 36). Moreover
the territorial disputes involving Beijing and th&in U.S. allies in the south-
east Pacific area, along with the massive Chinesesiment in offensive
weapons —which suggests the intent of extend Chimeach in the next
oncoming years- represent a brake to a total omsnoé Obama toward
peaceful negotiation with Beijing (Dormandy 2007-38). Indeed in many
cases, the administration maintained a line of maéityt in the territorial
disputes between China and its allies albeit camopin indirectly supporting
the latter, in particular Japan, giving often rteea policy of standby rather
than taking a resolute position, resembling in sactay many of the features
of the first term.

All these factors contributed in the last few yeaos deepen the
interrelation between the two countries, but atsamplify the likelihood of a
dangerous open confrontation amongst the two sopens. In his second
term Obama is facing a new Beijing strategy beefedby its ascending
economic and military power. Albeit it will not regsent a direct challenge to
the U.S. for at least one more decade, as Averystaih (2013) remarked in
October: “there is a real danger that Beijing anésWngton will find

themselves in a crisis that could quickly escatatemilitary conflict”. The
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greater risk comes from the fact that no one oftée parties has provided a
bold definition of what is their vital interest asis many areas in the western
Pacific region (Goldstein 2013). The U.S. still hast indicated clearly
whether Taiwan falls under its security umbrellad at the same time the
position taken by Obama in the marine disputes éetwBeijing and the
adjacent countries is still vague. If on the onach&@Vashington has clearly
pointed out its commitment to stand on the sidésoéllies in case of an open
conflict, on the other it has remained neutral floost of the course of the
disputes giving little weight to the rival soveneig claims and insisting on the
peaceful resolution of the disputes (Goldstein 2013

In regards to the readjustment of the balance enRar East, but also
more generally to the rebalancing of the U.S. maé&onal ties, Russia weights
consistently in the Obama’s second term foreigricgolAfter almost three
years spent on the re-opening of a more constdlatbooative front, the reset
of the relation between the two countries is cantig during the second term
on the tracks of the pre-existing agenda. Armsrogrtuman rights, trade and
regional security issues in defence policy aré tté priority as perceived on
the western shore of the Atlantic (Blank 2012: 53). the other side, the latent
anti-Americanism continues to be the leitmotiv ofrtestic and foreign policy
on the Putin’s agenda. If the reset policy succéedome extent, to induce
Russia closer to the U.S. position in regards tddié East, and especially to
Iran and Syria, at the same time, differently tlilha Bush administration,
Obama never used an hard line in negotiating witteddw, failing to push
decisively in the direction of a Russian complianegh the international
standard, foremost concerning human rights (Blabk22 60). However, the
soft-line carried forward by Obama achieved suc@edbe opening of Putin
toward the World Trade organization and the NorthBrstribution Network
(NDN). Therefore, the second term disclosed wiftegible approach toward
Russia, with the aim of simultaneously tie Moscowite American interests in

the core context which required cooperation betwientwo countries. The
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drawback, or at least the limit of such policy epmresented by the stark
opposition manifested internally by the Republi®anty, especially now that it
retains a greater leeway in influencing the predidé decisions, which is

progressively narrowing the range of applicationtled reset policy (Blank

2012: 63). Moreover, now that Afghanistan does neprresent the foremost
concern for the Obama Administration anymore, amat Putin has clearly

marked its opposition to any further UN measureiregal eheran, Russian
support for American initiatives will proceed undedimmer perspective than
before. As demonstrated in Syria, the only conuecgeof intents between the
two superpowers can, at the moment, by only happ&ussia has its own

interest to ward, and to the extent in which sudverequires the necessity of
a closer cooperation with the U.S.

Thus, not only the disengagement from the MiddlstEagion, and
particularly Afghanistan, is reshaping the relatlmtween the two countries,
relegating the NDN in the backward in the bilatesdhtions (Blank 2012: 61),
but also the rising of China and the restart ofttikes concerning arms control
is diverging the paths of Russia and the U.S. Bibibse countries are
emphasizing the East Asian security as a mattpriofary concern, yet so far,
if Obama is considering the role of Moscow as sdaoy in the region,
compared with the current strategy of direct tiéth Beijing, Russia is trying
to exert a more significant weight in the regiondsthatching itself from the
burden posed by the international system and bybilaéeral rapprochement

with America.

3.8 - Conclusion

As seen, after his re-election, Obama has to cohfsith a wide set of
challenges across the international scene. Matteopolicy undertaken during

the first term in order to move away from the Blspacy, are, in the second

term, overshadowed by the attempt made to delireeatearer position toward
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the changing of the international system. Moreotee, internal situation is
weighting decisively in determining the Obama’sign agenda, as well as the
priorities of the administration. The majority dfet Republican Party in the
House is recalling the political approach perforngeding the second half of
the first term and paves the way for a necessackeof internal consensus
for Obama, before proceeding carefully in any exdéfield that required the
U.S. direct participation. In this extent the pdesitial centralization which
characterized the first term and represented tle gwean to ensure a stark
breakthrough from the past, albeit still presentits essential features, is
anesthetized by the internal burden of the secenu.tThe appointment of
mighty characters in the key role the administratisuch as John Kerry and
Samantha Power, revamped the perception of Amahoaad, yet at the same
time, did not prevent the administration for actimgakly in many contexts in
which the first term brought about unsatisfactoryoly partial achievements.
In this regard, the Middle East continues to repméshe nerve center of the
Obama’s foreign agenda. Yet, the objectives andrtbans of engagement are
constantly changing, given the fact that the Arpbng offers a new scenario
for the American presence in the Middle East, drad the engagement in the
two countries —Iraq and Afghanistan- which shapegdeat share of the Obama
foreign policy in the first term is simultaneoustiecreasing. The wide
differentiation between the individual national texts contributed to foster a
time-by-time approach from the side of the U.St,the democratic transition
is still ongoing and the role of the Obama Admuason is likely to adapt
further over time. However, notwithstanding the gmect of delineating a
comprehensive doctrine - or at least strategythéregion after the definitive
conclusion of the Bush’s cycle, the American resgoto the recent uprisings
is still dealing with a great degree of ambiguitiggered by a case-by case
approach in line with the presidential realism toividliddle East affairs. What
could be asserted is that the openness of the OBamanistration to the rules

of the international game, along with the necessargl ceaseless internal
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negotiation in seeking for a broader consensus,rfakited, to some extent,
the presidential leeway to build momentum for issaloctrine.

The same trend is portrayed by the policy adoptethb U.S. toward
China and Russia during the second term, represgemtinew and an old
American competitor, but on the same level of ingroce for the international
balances and, more specifically, for the ones iatleto the Asian region. In
both cases the rapprochement enacted on the semomds a continuation on
the diplomatic grounds of the first. Still, a feiirtgs changed over the two
terms’ approaches and the lower common denominststill represented by
the lack of a precise stance of the U.S., con@eétiwith a hedging and
engaging strategy with Beijing which resembles nmetevist and turrand, on
the other hand, a soft line of neutrality with Mogg consistently hampered by
the recent events n Ukraine. Overall, assessindptieggn policy of Obama in
his second term is still complicate, given that tmafsthe key areas in which
the Administration disclosed its policy line ardlsinder an ongoing process.
Still, so far, the first steps made and the fewltssachieved symbolized only a
partial degree of departure from the lack of strefigctiveness of the first
term. The internal and external burden that theiaidtnation is facing at the
moment are surely more consistent now than foursyago, and until a clear
and pragmatic political track will be delineatedpaina will be trapped
between the ideological barrier of his program Hrelrise of new powers on

the international scene.
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CHAPTER IV_— A case study: Obama’s foreign policy and the

Egyptian crisis.

Egypt represents undoubtedly, along with Israes, mfost significant
American strategic ally in the Middle East. Forsthieason, from Bush to
Obama, the relation between the U.S. and the cphatre proceeded on a path
of economic and military cooperation as the Mubarakime, until its
breakdown on February $2011, was always regarded as the guarantor of the
stability in the region and in the relationshipvee¢n Jerusalem and the rest of
the Arab world. Therefore, the recent transitioswoed in the country since
2011, with the government assigned first to thel leeMohamed Morsi and
then of Adli Mansur in 2013, constitutes on of temtral pillars in the analysis
of the Obama presidency. Indeed, Egypt represeftiedhe President the
foremost chance, even more than Libya, to reddfieegoals of his doctrine,
applying concretely the principles set out in @2 Cairo speech, while, at
the same time, departing from the long-lasting Ur§plementation of the
Bush agenda within the boundaries of the countgwéier, the evolution of
foreign policy in the era of Obama can not be aredywithout prior recalling
the features of the Bush agenda in the Middle Elmsteed, the relation
between the 43U.S. President and Hosni Mubarak were a fundarhgiitar
in the implementation of his doctrine and of itsratlary, the “freedom

agenda”.

4.1 - “Freedom agenda” and democracy promotion in Bypt under the
Bush presidency

The Bush Doctrine (as seen in chapter 1) was appfiest in

Afghanistan, after the United Nations Security GourResolution 1368
authorized the NATOto take all necessary steps to respond to theckgeof
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11 September and to combat all forms of terrorisfidhited Nations 2001),
recurring for the first time to the principles onéd in article 5 of its charter.
Two weeks later, also an almost-unanimous Congaeglprized the President
“to use all necessary and appropriate force againgtose nations,
organizations, or persons he determines plannethaized, committed, or
aided the terrorist attacks that occurred on Sefitenil, 2001, or harbored
such organizations or persons, in order to prevamy future acts of
international terrorism against the United Statesy bsuch nations,
organizations or persons{Weed 2001). Therefore, at the beginning of its
crusade against terrorism, Bush benefitted of gelaonsensus expanded well
beyond the domestic boundaries. This wide inteonati backing for the
American commitment gave Bush the necessary le¢wvaaying his design of
“war on terror” to another, more demanding, levelthis regard, as Lindsay
pointed out (2011: 769), Bush did not pursue angtfsinistan-only” strategy,
yet his project envisaged only “Afghanistan-firstheme. Indeed, as soon as
the Taliban were toppled, the attention shiftedr&gl, with the consideration
that the Hussein regime embodied the three maintgdhat the U.S. was
directed at fighting: terrorism, tyranny and weapoof mass destruction
(WMD) (Lindsay 2011: 769). Moreover, once initiatéd global “mission”
with the Afghanistan campaign, the U.S. could naitvanymore, especially
because, as Condoleezza Rice pointed“tha: problem here is that there will
always be some uncertainty about how quickly he aaquire nuclear
weapons. But we don't want the smoking gun to meishroom cloud’(CNN
2002).

In this context, differently than in the Afghanistaase, Bush did not
get the authorization of the UN Security Councieafeceiving the green light
from the Congress. Once again, in line with itstdoe (Cfr. Chapter 1), the
President did not consider the UN’s blessing asassary step to undertake a
direct action against Irag. This assumption wagthas the belief that the U.S.

was the only frontline in the war on terror, andréfore it does not need any
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international legitimacy to act, embodying itséietonly guarantor for global
security. This line of thought was further stremgtbd in practice by the
participation in Irag of many other countries carifking the lack of UN
mandate, the so-called “coalition of the willingiideed, the values of the war
on terror were assimilated and recognized by a wpetrum of actors within
the international community, legitimating the cleiof Bush to enlarge the
field of the war. However, after less than one y#a& perspective of a failure
to keep Irag safe after the war became more aneé nealistic. The break out
of multiple hotbeds of insurgency throughout theirencountry, and thele
factoimpossibility of establishing a transitional reginm a short lapse of time,
handing the power over the Iraqi population, inthdathat nation-building was
not present among the priorities of the Bush’'s dgem the Middle East
(Lindsay 2011: 769). Moreover, the absence of pajadffective detention of
WMD in the country, after the fact-finding missitnaq Survey Group (ISG),
tangled up the situation for the U.$8lge factodiscarding the war’'s primary
rationale (Lindsay 2011: 769).

In the wake of these events, to regain the cratyibdst with the fiasco
in Iraq, it was necessary for Bush to reshapedbelogical background of the
intervention, shifting the focus for the justificat of the war in the promotion
of democracy. The pragmatic rationale for this tshiés that of providing a
solid ideological basis to oppose critics at honmel @abroad, putting the
challengers in the uneasy situation to explain whgpppose the spreading of
democracy (Lindsay 2011: 770). Therefore, the dleadfreedom agenda”
constituted the hallmark of the presidential secdedm, stressing the
importance of an issue which had had no room, adtla@ot to this extent,
during the first term. Indeed, already from hisa&t inaugural address Bush
regarded the “freedom agenda” as the essentiar pilhot set out until then —
of its doctrine:“it is the policy of the United States to seek augbport the
growth of democratic movements and institutionsvary nation and culture,

with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our \eby...] Our goal instead is
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to help others find their own voice, attain thewro freedom, and make their
own way” (Bush 2005).

This evolution of the Bush Doctrine was functional introduce the
discourse regarding Egypt giving its particularipos, of fundamental U.S.
ally in the region, while being at the same timexan-democratic regime.
Therefore, the promotion of the freedom agendataerdBush’s second term
saw Egypt occupying a central role in the admiatgin’s goals. What
especially did matter from 2004 onwards were tipeaged signals of internal
deterioration of the Mubarak regime. The resposthis situation from the
Bush’s part was initially that of pushing the Eggptally to partially open to a
certain degree of political renewal, whilst albaltvays keeping steady ties
with President Mubarak and his establishment. Hawethe effort to pursue
both these goals put Egypt in the difficult cormhtiof representing, for the
U.S., one of the thorniest problems in the MiddlastEwhile still being
fundamental the preserve the equilibrium in thaamgHowever, the goal of
advancing a strong regime of cooperation with tloaintry of President
Mubarak was evident with the massive recourse do@uic assistance. Egypt
received more U.S. annual aid than anyone elsepéxtsrael, with more than
$ 73.1 billions given between 1975 and 2012 (Stz@yp4). The partnership
relied primarily on military and economic assistarmnd was actualized by an
outlay of about 2 billion per year in U.S. aid (K€2006).

This economic support, at least until 2006, and dinet cooperation
among the two countries was aimed at nudging Mubaoaproduce the
necessary political reforms, albeit without opeahallenge the undemocratic
nature of the regime. Such action was intendedrésqove the President’s
status in the country, considering that simultasgohe was aging and that the
political structure carried forward since the 8@/as beginning to collapse as
many groups — Islamists, liberals and many othstarted to contest openly
his leadership (Dunne 2009: 132). This internataent, claiming to remove
Mubarak from his office, was partly held back bysBufostering hole-and-
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corner diplomacy and aid programs aimed at drivireg country in a gradual
transition preserving stability (Dunne 2009: 13B)e concessions made in this
sense from 2004, involving the direct election loé president and a greater
freedom of expression, were symptomatic of the tremd strongly desired by
Bush. The presidential design took shape withoeatr ehallenging Mubarak
openly, yet seeking to promote the necessary degfedemocracy in the
country, to avoid the election of a hostile regime.

However, if the first part of U.S.-Egypt relatiomder the Bush
presidency can be regarded as successful, to thentexn which the
institutional transition followed the path envisddey Bush, the end of the first
term turned out to be more and more complicatedatWhpresented the
beginning of the diplomatic rupture was the speegfcthe former Secretary of
State Condoleezza Rice at the American Universi@airo, in June 2005. She
asserted thatfor 60 years, my country, the United States, pesstability at
the expense of democracy in this region here inNMfddle East, and we
achieved neitherfCooper 2011). It resulted clear that, for thetfirme, the
Egyptian regime was openly contested by a memb#reol.S. establishment.
Since that moment, the relationship between Egwypt the U.S. dampened
consistently to the point in which Mubarak nevesitead Washington again
under the Bush presidency (Sanger 2013: 288). Merecsince 2006, the
sharp changing of the political scenario in Patestiand then in Egypt,
dampened the initial American enthusiasm for thiereement of the freedom
agenda. The triumph of Hamas in Palestine’s electialong with the
unexpected extraordinary result of the Muslim Beottood during the 2005
ballot, worried many in the U.S. and raised thestjoa if the freedom agenda
had the effect of advancing extremist groups (DU20@9: 133). To exacerbate
the tones also concurred the decision of the Bdshirastration to cancel the
planned free trade talks with Egypt after an oppooé Mubarak, Ayman Nou,
who run against the president in 2005, was impadonMoreover, the

tightening up of the occupation in Iraq, especiafier the 2006 bombing of
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the Samarra mosque, shifted the focus of the adtraion from other areas of
the region (Dunne 2009: 133).

For a combination of these reasons, from 2006pincedence with the
two-year lame-duck period of the Bush presidenay e resulting softening
of unilateralist rhetoric, the President steppedkbaignificantly in the
promotion of the freedom agenda in Egypt. The a@stration ceased to push
forward reforms and democratization in the counéiyd the Mubarak regime
reverted to the earlier constriction of civil lities (Dunne 2009: 133). Indeed,
if on the one hand, the members of the Muslim Brdibod were largely
arrested, whilst attacking the party’s forms ofaficing and banning the
Brotherhood from forming a political party, on tleher, in the U.S., the
Congress nudged persistently the presidency taaicuto Egypt and almost
withheld from the investment of $100 million in italry assistance in 2008, as
a response to the ineffectiveness of firmly promgptiemocracy in the country
(Dunne 2009: 133)

Notwithstanding the strong emphasis of the Bush idstration during
the second term on democracy promotion, it cartibegidenced a consistent
gap between its rhetoric and the effective pathabion undertaken (Carothers
2007: 4). There is no doubt that the focus of thisiBDoctrine was on the
Middle East’s region, highlighting the close tiesiséing between the war
against terrorism and the spread of democracy. his extent, the
administration had taken considerable steps to fheshllied autocracies in the
region (first and foremost Egypt) to enhance paditireforms, while at the
same time preserving stability in the region. Cet&iinitiatives in this regard
were the establishment of new aid programs, sudhestate Department’'s
Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI), intendénl provide support for
political, economic and social reforms, as well the revision of already
existing initiatives such as the Egyptian bilatexial program or the Foundation
for the Future (Carothers 2007: 5). However, by bieginning of 2007 it

became clear that the design of democracy promatidhe Middle East was
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definitely over. The focus on Irag and the diffibes represented by the U.S.
commitment to an instable post-war reality releddtes freedom agenda in the
background. Albeit some previous initiatives renedirin place, such as the
MEPI, and despite both Bush and Condoleezza R&isted on “a new Middle
East” and on pro-democratic statements, the Ameriigeeign policy signed a
decisive shift toward a more “Obamian” realist weet (Carothers 2007: 7),
evidencing all the limits of the ideological commént of the Bush Doctrine.
All of this was further exacerbated by the facttttiee conceptions of
democracy promotion within the administration’sicés presented a picture
more divided and fragmented than it might actubyperceived externally, if
we consider the strong backing for his program bwathin the Congress and
the public opinion, at least at the early stagenWaf the key members of the
administration, such as former Secretary of DefeDseald Rumsfeld and
Vice President Dick Cheney, who pushed resolutetyttie Iraq intervention,
had little or no interest in pursuing democracythe Middle East after the
Saddam was ousted (Carothers 2007: 5). Rathefptémost concern of many
among the frontlines of the administration was that ensuring the
maintenance of the status quo establishing or prese U.S.-friendly
governments. This, after having led many to propokdurrying Ahmend
Chalabi into Irag after the regime breakdown (Qaeot 2007: 6), drove the
same internal factions to push for non-interferintp the Egyptian domestic
sphere, considering any change as likely to jeapaitie regional status quo.
Others within the presidency’s inner circle, such farmer Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz, believed théie progressive
democratization of the main regimes in the Middkst: from Iraq to Egypt,
was likely to transform the countries involved iim-Western democracies,
constituting, at the same time, a point of refeeefar the Arab world, and
pushing forward a wave of democratization in thgioe (Carothers 2007: 6).
This conception, following the principles of “dermatic peace” discussed by
Russett (1993), will, at a later stage, characatetize thinking of many
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Obama’s advisers in their stand toward the Aralingpevents. However, as
seen, the Bush's approach to Egypt followed bathatbrementioned advices,
depending primarily on the evolution of the Iraganare. Therefore, the

“freedom agenda” demonstrated to be a weak ideafagyt accompanied by a
concrete American interest to serve in the reggypt is, in this sense, a
proof that the principles of democracy promotior arf war on terror were

only partially linked in the mind of Bush and ofshadvisers. Moreover, the
shift of the administration’s focus on more urgerétters, such as indeed Iraq,

distracted attention from Mubarak and the destinlyi® country.

4.2 — The Obama Doctrine and the Egyptian transitin

The failure of the Bush's years to address thembting of the
Egyptian regime had strong repercussions on them@bpresidency, and,
paradoxically, the maintenance of an unchallenggiigal status quo carried
forward exactly what the U.S. wanted to avoid: rargg degree of instability
within the country. However, the Obama’s approachs wsubstantially
divergent from the Bush’s one, inasmuch as théeglyaof conservation at any
cost of a friendly-regime was not considered odang anymore. Rather, the
ability of the new President was that of readingedly the historical context
in which the Egyptian events were framed, realizimgt the only way to deal
with the waves of the Arab spring was by ensurirgolitical transition from
the old regimes. However, as soon as the uprisimigsesting Tunisia had
extended to Egypt, the first thought within the @astration was that Mubarak
would have been able to lead the transition atetim# and to keep intact the
administrative structure of the state (Sanger 2@83). None at the early stage
of the protest was considering the option of aritutgonal transition outside
the boundaries of the strongly-rooted National Deratc Party (NDP).

For this reason the way Obama challenged the Eggytresident and

backed the protesters at a later stage, supervem@gected and constituted a
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first signal of rupture with the Bush presidencyt lalso with the vision of
many liberal hawks within the administration itséereafter, the foremost
concern became to ensure the transition withinuattg which has dealt with
an oppressive regime for too long. In Egypt, foe thrst time, the U.S.
President decided not to push for the old-fashiémérica first” strategy,
going along with the most visible national interebhis, of course does not
mean that Obama did not pursue a strategy thahputAmerican interest” as
the top priority to achieve, however, differentiyah Bush, he chose to push for
the most diplomatic alternative. Indeed, Obamaaalyeenvisaged that the
Mubarak regime was initiating its decline and tkense adopted by the U.S.
needs to be read in this light. He decided noteip@tuate what was perceived
as a failed approach in foreign policy, by refusingoack a dying dictator to
obtain a few more years of stability (Sanger 2@(®). Therefore, during the
latest phases of the uprising, the role played gy ©.S. President was
determining in preparing the ground to the subsegoeerthrown of Mubarak.
Once more, it can be noticed in this context, hbev ®bama administration
chose the diplomatic channel as alternative torectiinfluence action which
constitutes the hallmark of the Bush Doctrine

However, besides the determination behind thedaced in Egypt,
also in this context it is important to stress thmtor to acting, the President
needed to conciliate the divisions internal toteam, especially among the the
young advisers and the old establishment. Indegldt, after the protests broke
out in Tahrir Square, both Hillary Clinton and tWece President Joe Biden,
following the traditional U.S. scheme, hasteneddaofirm their unconditional
trust toward the Mubarak regime. The Secretary witeSshortly after the
beginning of the protests declared thatir assessment is that the Egyptian
government is stable and is looking for ways toesl to the legitimate needs
and interests of the Egyptian peoplSanger 2013: 291). In the same manner,
Joe Biden said that he would never call Mubarakctatbr, he was, rather, an

ally (Travers 2011). The main concern for this sifléghe Obama’s team was
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that of preventing the rise of the most fundamésttaslamic fringes in the
vacuum left by Mubarak, so that “if Egypt collapséslamists take over”
(Sanger 2013: 292). On the other hand, the sidbeofyoung advisers within
the President’s inner circle pushed hard for theure of the traditional script
aimed at preserving of the status quo whatsoeviethédhead of this coalition
were Samantha Power, the deputy national secuhtig@r Denis McDonough,
and the writer of the 2009 Cairo speech Ben Rhd&ssmger 2013). The
foremost concern for this group was that the aleseat a well-timed

presidential stance would have hampered the irtiera credibility of Obama
and of the U.S. as a whole, at the same time maéimg further action a
diplomatic failure because ill-timed (Sanger 20231).

However, most importantly, what has had the poaéntf making
Obama reluctant to openly condemn the conduct dbdviek was not only the
pressure coming from some part of his inner ciBlather it was the fact that,
differently than Tunisia, Egypt has a great rolethe U.S. interests in the
Middle East. It this context, the aforementionedsipon expressed by the
Secretary of State Clinton was exemplifying the folab approach carried
forward inside and outside the administration (L&€12: 114). Indeed, the
State Department had only to lose from the overtdiralied regime after three
decades of cooperation. Moreover, also the interegite other two big U.S.
partners in the region, Israel and Saudi Arabisshpd for unconditioned
support to Egyptian President (Laidi 2012: 114). tB& one hand, Israel was
concerned by the rise of the military in Egypt dhd subsequent rejection of
the Camp David accord jeopardizing the Isratdi factosafety net in the
Middle East. Interestingly, this was the same ldepted by the Palestinian
Authority fearing that the empowerment of the Isksingroups could coincide
with the strengthening of Hamas (Laidi 2012: 11Moreover, also Saudi
Arabia was oriented to preserve the stability idtde East in order to prevent
the waves of the Arab spring from reaching Riyaathevidenced by the tone
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used by Saudi King Abdullah, who slammed the Egy#i protesters as
“infiltrators"(Theodorou 2011).

However, the Egyptian uprisings and the subseqgerpansion of the
waves of the Arab spring throughout the boundasfesiany others states in
the Middle East, offered to Obama the chance tdyapp practice what
anticipated with the Cairo speech two years befohes could be identified as
part of a more comprehensive Obama doctrine, althdlie president himself,
in an interview with the American NBC, firmly refec this suggestiorfl
think it's important not to take this particulatstion and then try to project
some sort of Obama Doctrine that we're going tolpapp a cookie-cutter
fashion across the boarqNegrin 2011) he said. The main stress was therefor
on the multiplicity of actors and identities invel¥ in the Arab spring along
with the fact that the administration recognized/iigbecause of its strategic
relevance, as a totally different framework comgan®t only to Ben Ali's
Tunisia but also, to Gaddafi's Libya. Nonetheléss important to stress that
Obama in many occasions refused the “realist” lagdlied to his path of
action, remarking that, althoutgach country in this region is different, our
principles remain the samgNegrin 2011).

In this regard, the U.S. backing for regime chamgEgypt was in line
with what reported by State Department Jen P8&lki think that all sides need
to engage with each other and need to listen tovibiees of the Egyptian
people and what they are calling for and peacefyligtesting about; the
administration therefore was monitorifign extremely tense and fast-moving
situation”, she said, and will not “take sides” in the digiutlackson 2013).
Such approach can be explained in the light othinee principles outlined by
Laidi (2012: 117) constituting the basic pillars ©bama’s doctrine. First,
support of any peaceful demonstration and condeomaf the use of force
for repressing protesters. Second, the absence olvararching principle of
action as response to the events of the Arab sptinghis respect it was

strongly evident the realist approach of the Obamesidency: depending on
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the political change and on the U.S. interest givan framework, the action is
modelled differently in each country. And finallhird, the recourse to U.S.
Direct commitment only in presence of a crediblétjpal alternative after the
regime's overthrown and only to the extent in whiled transition does not

affect materially the U.S. interest in the region.

4.3 - Arab spring in Egypt and the responses of th®@bama Administration

President Morsi symbolized, from the moment of élection in June
2012, the turnaround of Egyptian politics, defegtiwith the 51,7% of
favorable votes the old regime’s party and initigtiat least in his rhetoric, the
process of democratization that Egypt was seelon@ver three decades. For
this reason, the international community and thmiadtration of President
Obama saw favourably the installation of the newotBerhood's party,
notwithstanding the many failures occurred as asequence of the effort of
effectively dealing with the disastrous economication left by the previous
administration whilst redistributing power amongderisegments of Egyptian
society (albeit the latter was retained for the tmoart by affiliates of the
Islamist party).

However, although a consistent responsibility canatiributed to the
previous misleading of the Mubarak regime, theeasing of fuel and food's
prices from July 2013, triggered the quick sprefthe anti-Morsi sentiment
(Sharp 2014: 3). Moreover, to exacerbate the tarwdributed both the
promulgation of the 2012 Constitution - which empgogd consistently the
Islamist majority at the expense of secular mimesit— as well as the
presidential declaration in November 2012, to claimlaterally his own
immunity to judicial oversight (Sharp 2014: 3). $tprogressive corrosion of
the consensus polarized around the figure of Peasilorsi worried further

the White House as another reason of apprehensasnalout which faction
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among the Brothers would prevail at the end of dtraggle for power. The

perspective that the most fundamentalist strainlavéaave eventually taken

control represented a consistent risk for the WGd@ninistration, especially

since many among the State Department were corccesnthe replacement of
the old regime’s officials — well-known in execuwgiwffices after decades of
joined cooperation — with the new ruling class esgion of the Brotherhood,
likely to be reluctant in collaborating with the3J.to ensure its national goals
in the region (Sanger 2013: 307).

In this regard, the role played by Hillary Clintas Secretary of State in
her trip to Cairo on March 2011 was crucial as vasl emblematic of the
challenges faced by the U.S. in the post-MubaraypEd/Vhat constituted the
first obstacle was thde factothe lack of political interlocutors and after the
regime transition. Moreover, the commitments uradeah by Obama at the
beginning of his term - especially the rejection thie old scheme of
interference in other countries’ internal affairsepresented a thorny problem
throughout all the Clinton’s trip. The diplomaticasterpiece she had to do, far
away from the traditional approach of the Bushargewas that of supporting
the new rising democracy, upholding at the samee tthre administration's
interests aimed at establishing a US-friendly deammg albeit without
tangling up with the country domestic power stregglSanger 2013: 310).

The issue concerning U.S. interference within tbenéstic sphere of
the new Egyptian regime thus constituted the onté@imain challenges in the
application of the Obama doctrine in the MiddletE&be initial hesitation and
the subsequent siding with the revolution, oncep@espective of a Mubarak
political survival became dimmer, were perceivedtiwy Egyptians as a fair-
weather attitude by the U.S. President (Sanger :2823). This represented a
paradox if we consider that, for over 30 years,gheatest complaint raised by
the opponents Mubarak was that America interfeoedntuch in their politics.
Conversely, during the protests, Obama was blarhadteenough meddling in
the Egyptian situation (Sanger 2013: 303). Howethez, President knew that,
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to ensure a resolute drift apart from the Bushigifm policy, he had to
consider two things about Egypt. First, the rioterev centered on purely
domestic concerns, they did not involve the U.Sadssship as, for instance,
the students in Tahrir Square were neither yeling-America or anti-Israel

slogans, nor supporting al-Qaeda or other U.S. e®(®anger 2103: 295).
Secondly, after so much effort to reduce the commewit in Iraq and

Afghanistan, there was no point for the Obama Adstiation to get stuck

with another far-from-home and hardly manageabiglicd in Middle East.

In this regard, the speech delivered by Obama iy B.1 was aimed
not only at defusing the tensions spread acrossréiggon, but also at
reaffirming what was the central goal for its adistiration in the Middle East
region. Two passages were particularly importast, & can be argued, they
were the same two constituting the centerpiecé®iQbama’s strategy toward
the Arab world as well as the very elements of utgtwith the rhetoric of
Bush. The first point was the emphasis on theilegity of the protest and on
the right of the citizens to overthrown those reggnthat they perceived unjust:
“There are times in the course of history when dlsgons of ordinary citizens
spark movements for change because they spealotmiag for freedom that
has been building up for yea@Vhite House 2011). For the first time it was
recognized the undemocratic nature of many reghme®n those which were
long-lasting American allies, such as Mubarak’s fiigy and the right of their
people to call for democracyThe nations of the Middle East and North
Africa won their independence long ago, but in teany places their people
did not. In too many countries, power has beercentrated in the hands of a
few. In too many countries, a citizen like thatyg vendor had nowhere to
turn - no honest judiciary to hear his case; nogpdndent media to give him
voice; no credible political party to represent hiews; no free and fair
election where he could choose his ledd&/hite House 2011).

The second point which make the speech delivere@llgma one of

the most meaningful after the 2009 Cairo’'s addreass the open
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acknowledgement of the drawbacks of the previousdeot of American
foreign policy (implicitly the Bush’s “war on tem. After listing the main
point which represented the pillars of the Bush tiioe, Obama stressed that
“the question before us is what role America willay as this story
unfolds. For decades, the United States has pdrauget of core interests in
the region: countering terrorism and stopping tipeesd of nuclear weapons;
securing the free flow of commerce and safe-gugrdime security of the
region; standing up for Israel's security and pursy Arab-Israeli
peace’(White House 2011)Obama moved on drawing the lines of the new
American strategy, departing consistently from arigxceptionalist”
consideration. Yet we must acknowledge that a strategy basedyagbein the
narrow pursuit of these interests will not fill aampty stomach or allow
someone to speak their mind. Moreover, failure peak to the broader
aspirations of ordinary people will only feed thespicion that has festered for
years that the United States pursues our interaisteeir expense. Given that
this mistrust runs both ways - as Americans havenbseared by hostage-
taking and violent rhetoric and terrorist attacksat have killed thousands of
our citizens - a failure to change our approacheidtens a deepening spiral of
division between the United States and the AralddiigwWhite House 2011).
Moreover, the tone used by President Obama, whéaasng the democratic
claim carried forward by the people in the regias far from presenting any
perspective of a direct involvement of the U.Sany role in influencing the
outcome. It was missing, as Sanger (2013: 313)rregpdthe missionary zeal
of George W. Bush’s second inaugural address”.

Therefore, the Obama’s approach appeared signifycéar from the
one of his predecessor. The favourable domesticradmaent constituted a
trigger for the presidential action inasmuch asfaéer of another direct U.S.
involvement abroad was overwhelmingly superiorht® one of losing a long-
lasting regional ally. In this regard Obama didhmag more than beginning

from the point in which Bush had left in 2005, d@®tome expression of a soft
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line in foreign policy aimed at controlling the spding of democracy, yet
without the direct U.S. involvement or any interpegssure.

However, for Obama was unfeasible to diverge cotafylefrom the
path underlined by his predecessor, especiallyhéoeixtent in which Egypt
represented the Middle East’s bulwark against anysening of the Israeli-
Arab conflict (Laidi 2012, 111). Therefore the mestible initiative, even after
the fall of Mubarak, was represented by the coatilom of aid policies toward
Egypt, especially in military terms, aimed at pampg the Egyptian army
whilst, at the same time, dissuading it from the oiforce against Israel. Such
aid, as seen, represented the hallmark of 30 yéadysS.- Egypt relations, and
constituted the basis for the so-called “pact déngie” (Laidi 2012: 111)
between the U.S. and the main Arab states, activantinued and
implemented by Bush.

The situation changed a little after, on Juf§f 3013, the Egyptian
military unilaterally oust the Brotherhood govermmand suspended the 2012
constitution. Two key characters emerged in thistext, the Chief Justice of
the Supreme Constitutional Court, Adli Mansour, whas appointed interim-
President until a new election, and Defense Mini§eneral Abdul Fatah al
Sisi, whode factoruled the country from July onwards. The lattaregio the
provisional president the power “to issue congttl declarations, establish a
government of “technocrats,” and form a commissmpropose amendments
to the constitution” (Sharp 2014: 4) and exertegspure to declare once more
the Muslim Brotherhood an illegal organization (ev@romptly occurred in
September 2013). This last passage opens a colgphete perspective for
U.S. foreign policy and poses the hardest challefige the Obama
Administration since the beginning of the polititansition within the country.
Indeed, the regime of Sisi was harshly contested ntgny within the
administration. Moreover, several lawmakers redailee provisions set out in
Section 7008 of the most recent Foreign Operatipprépriations Act (P.L.
112-74, division 1, 125 Stat. 195) which forbide ttontinuation of foreign aid
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to those countries which are subject to a militeoyp d’état. However, the
very problem in this respect is the fact that nasladefine exactly what
constitutes a “coup d’état or decree in which thigany plays a decisive role”.
Moreover the provisions set out in Section 7008ndb apply to all foreign
assistance issued being, for instance, the IniematNarcotics Control and
Law Enforcement (INCLE) and Nonproliferation, Asetitorism, Demining,
and Related Programs (NADR), available “notwithdtag any other provision
of law” (Sharp 2014: 33).

Therefore, nowadays the question concerning whatldhbe the right
U.S. stance toward the recent events involving Eggpstill open. The
fundamental task for Obama is to evaluate what lohdesponse is more
effective in relation to the latest rise of the itaily, not being issued, at the
moment, any formal declaration ncerning the legitisn of the July's coup.
Moreover, among the administration and the Congthescleavage among
those who argue that the aid should continue, derto guarantee regional
security, and those who push for its suspensi@mwnahg that the U.S. can not
support an authoritarian state, leaves still opendebate about what should be
the appropriate degree of external interferencégyptian domestic affairs in
the Obama's foreign strategy (Sharp 2014: 34-35).

4.4 - Conclusion

As seen, Egypt represents for the administratienfiggld in which to
recover from the Bush failures and affirm an Obadeogtrine in a more
decisive manner. However, the long-lasting probtdrsrael’s security, it can
be argued, hampered Obama to completely detac$traiegy from the one of
his predecessor. The relevance of Egypt in the DeSign, aimed at ensuring
stability in the region, led Obama to adopt a gafiver stance in many regards,
first and foremost, the ones concerning economid amlitary aid. The

transition from Mubarak to Morsi and from the latte Mansur evidenced that,
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even if the official position toward the Egyptiamgimes changes, the
component regarding assistance is never called guoiestion by the U.S.
establishment. This is even more evident in thétligf the recent July’s
overthrow and on the U.S. prudence before callmegnilitary action a “coup”
in order to suspend the aid projects. Thereforgppears evident how the
initial action undertaken by Obama - choosing moback Mubarak after the
Tahrir Square's uprisings - was, at a later staged down by the U.S. interest
in regional stability and by the resistance of maithin the Congress.
However, the departure form the Bush’'s “freedomnadgé in the

Obama strategy of democracy promotion, constituteubtedly a turnaround
in the way the U.S. approaches foreign policy ie tiiddle East. What
represents the most evident element of ruptureeisiecisive stance of Obama
in favor of a renewing of the Egyptian establishindry pushing the
institutional transition from the Mubarak’s reginfbeit one could argue that
this was only the consequence of the far-sightexdlredsthe President to
envisage the weakness of Mubarak and the lack gt for the survival of
his regime, Obama demonstrated in this field, ceifily than Bush, that the
American interest and the freedom agenda in Egyptooexist, at least for the
moment. Therefore, Egypt, far from constitutingipl@matic success for the
U.S., can be still regarded as the first substastep in the Obama’s strategy
within the region, by enforcing the democratic nesigand re-launching the

role of a multilateral America internationally.
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Conclusion

As seen, the Obama presidency presented, oveatiteig years, many
elements of rupture as well as of continuity witte ttraditional imprinting
which characterized the Bush’'s two terms. Nevees®l for the analysis
presented in this text, what constituted the pahtmajor interest was to
compare the political-institutional environment iwhich the two
administrations operated and to assess the priaefitégacy of the Obama’s
plan of government aimed at presenting a new Araggeven year after the
9/11 attacks. In this respect, it is essentialeimark that many processes are
still ongoing at the moment, as for instance tlié lstiggard presence of U.S.
contingents in Afghanistan or else the never-endiage of Iraq as well as the
debate concerning American security which is ydidaun out, progressing on
a broken ground more complex than expected. Howewdrat Obama
proposed from his first presidential campaign ir0&@0was something that
overtakes the simple adoption of a Democratic iméoreign policy vis-a-vis
the program proposed by his Republican counterpather, the President had
the pressure and the responsibility to re-collotiageUnited States within the
international arena and to re-shape the prioritésits foreign agenda,
particularly in the wake of the failures attaingdtbe Bush administration.

As reported in chapter I, the main difference tonmticed between
Bush and Obama regards the institutional landscagpé, constitutes the point
of departure for the two presidencies. Indeed, wbdlama missed, in
comparison to Bush, was the powerful and trangaguupport after the 9/11
attacks. As seen, this event gave to the RepubReasident the legitimacy to
act as the guardian of American freedom, and tagressively expand his
prerogative vis-a-vis the Congress by weakeningctimstitutional structure of
checks and balances. Such external factor was ngissithe era of Obama,

rather characterized by a widespread internationatrust for the U.S.,
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especially by the side of Europe after the Iragsdo (Peterson and Pollack
2003), and by a mounting discontent among the @iate, exacerbated by the
domestic impact of the financial crisis. Therefaeleast in the first part of his
presidency, Bush retained a strong tool to leg#enithe progressive
centralization of power, especially relying on angaess which voluntarily
renounced to its power to counteract to the presialepre-eminence, trait
which was absent in the Obama’s experience. Ther ladd rather to confront
with a strong opposition emerging only two yearserafthis installation,
represented by the more conservative strands —asithe Tea Party - within
the GOP congressional component.

Considering the role of such feature in influencthg leeway that the
two presidents had in order to affirm their own radge Obama played most of
his political credibility in promising a decisiveirnaround from the Bush’s
imprinting. He was patrtially successful in promgti&a new scheme centered on
multilateralism and, in doing so, the U.S. Presidenognized the anachronism
of the doctrine of “American exceptionalism” ande timecessity of move
toward a post-American overall strategy. Howevdr, can be argued,
throughout his first term Obama has posed the gréatus on the ideological
rupture from his predecessor rather than on thenideh of an out-an-out
doctrine. This, on the one hand, gave the Presitienthance to show the lack
of ideology as a feature of discontinuity with ttieep-rooted rhetorical hard
core of Bush (Fabbrini 2010) and, at the same ttmehape a post-ideological
approach to international relations. However, oe tither hand, this trend
evidenced that the main practical goals achievethguhe Obama’s first term
were, in many cases, only the mere continuatioth@fpolicies undertaken by
Bush during the second term (Miller 2012). An ex&@mpf this was the
strategy of withdrawal from Afghanistan, which wakeady negotiated by
Bush through the Status of Forces Agreement, ertais killing of Osama Bin

Laden, the epilogue of almost ten years of wareorot.
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Conversely, the second term, initiated under tiepi@es of a more firm
action, aimed at implementing the redefinition thé&. external relationships.
Indeed, if the first term was regarded as a chameeverse the course of U.S.
foreign policy, the second one represents the fostrahance for Obama to
promote more effective policies without the pressaf a future re-election.
However, an analyzed in chapter Ill, in many fighe situation is far from
being well-defined. The strategy of engaging andgireg with China is not
producing any results and its only evidencing thek lof a clear stance from
the side of the administration. In the same manther project of resetting the
relations with Russia is at the moment hamperethbyrecent progression of
the situation in Ukraine and exacerbated by thesRnsannexing of Crimea
after the winter 2014’s uprisings. At the same it management of the
Arab spring in the Middle East still presents mamyesolved issues. As seen
in chapter 1V, if the framework of Egypt was welamaged by Obama - in
contrast with Bush - by allowing the transitionrfrahe Mubarak regime to the
presidency of Morsi in the name of democracy, atdame time other national
context were handled differently producing contrsie@ outcomes. The
strategy of leading from behind in Libya did noépent the NATO coalition to
overstep the UNSC mandate and to operate an diel+gigime change, whilst
in Syria the mild approach and the so-far inactbthe Obama Administration
demonstrates how the American interest is stillrtteen concern, if not for the
President himself, for many within the White House.

Overall, the choices operated by the U.S. Presidening these last
years evidenced that the grand design of Obamalispartially actuated in
practice, presenting only a limited degree of diticmity in comparison with
the Bush administration’s policies, especially egarded in the light of the
strategy of “change” outlined by Obama himself dgrhis first presidential
campaign. This can be explained by two factors adtarizing both the
presidential terms and still evident nowadays.tFusdoubtedly Obama had a

narrower leeway to operate than Bush. Notwithstagndithe strong
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centralization of the executive apparatus in thesient’s hands, the fierce
opposition of the Republicans, especially after 2040 mid-term elections,
forced Obama to mediate more than he probably aged at the beginning of
his mandate. In this case, differently than in plest-9/11 era, the minority
within the Congress had a determinant weight ituerfcing the presidential
agenda. Moreover, it was missing the broad ideodgsupport that Bush
enjoyed after September 11, the same which orietited actions of the
Congress and of the public opinion to smooth the i@ the “imperial
presidency”. Rather, Obama had to deal with thetefal dissatisfaction and
international mistrust left by Bush after the pnovfailures deriving form the
enforcement of the war on terror and the freedoendsg.

Secondly, it needs to be recalled that the approa€@bama toward the
post-American international order was not an idgcia one, as the one of his
predecessor. Rather, he pursued what could bedejas a Waltzian (1979)
neo-realist vision aimed at maximizing the U.Sngan the international arena.
This evidenced the lack of a clear doctrine ancmfideological coherence,
emphasizing — conversely- a case-by-case approaitte tdifferent challenges
faced during his presidency.

Therefore, overall, the Obama’s presidency can dgarded as in
marked discontinuity from the Bush years only te #xtent in which it was
aimed at remodelling the U.S. role internationahd to change the negative
external perception triggered by the Bush apprdacimternational relations.
However, on the other hand, what it still partiabypsent is a practical
implementation of such strategy. The policies utaken in many frameworks
are still far from being clear and the effectivbi@aezements, after six years, are,
in most cases, only the result of the continuatibpolicies previously adopted
by Bush, whilst the Obama’s new course is not yeidpcing positive

outcomes as proclaimed in his 2008 “change” speech.
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