Introduction

On December 17, 2010, Mohammed Bouazizi, a 26-year-old Tunisian, set himself
alight with paint thinner outside the Sidi Bouzid regional council house. He died
of his wounds nearly three weeks later on January 5, 2011. This self-immolation
was a direct protest against the injustice of the Tunisian political system and a
lack of economic opportunilies. Indeed, Bouazizi was responding to being beaten
and humiliated and having his property confiscated by Tunisian police officers for
selling fruit and vegetables fromra street stool without a licence. The following
day hundreds of youths gathered in Sidi Bouzid to protest about the way Bouazizi
had been treated, only to be met with police firing tear gas at the crowds. Further
suicides followed, with Lahseen Naji electrocuting himself in despair at *hunger
and joblessness’, and Ramzi Al-Abboudi killing himself because of the business
debt accrued under the ‘country’s micro-credit solidarity programme’ (Sadiki
2010; Andoni 2010). Throughout late December 2010, what started as an isolated
incident had sparked the ‘Sidi Bouzid Revolt’, or so-called ‘jasmine revolution’,
in which ‘solidarity’ uprisings rapidly began spreading throughout Tunisia.

By December 26, 2010, social protests against unemployment broke out in
the capital Tunis. With state media limiting its coverage of events, protesters
increasingly turned to both new methods of mobilisation, such as text messag-
ing, Facebook, Twitter and BlackBerry Messenger, in combination with older
institutions such as labour unions. President Zine al-Abidine Ben Ali’s regime
responded with increasingly violent strategies on the street combined with night-
lime raids, leading to the detention of lawyers, journalists, students and bloggers.
Yet, as popular pressure began to mount, the regime began lo increasingly concede
ground to the protesters, offering to create 300,000 jobs, reshufiling the cabinet,
releasing many of the people who had been detained during the riots and creating
a committee to investigate comuption, and on January 13, 2011, Ben Ali declared
that he would not be standing for ‘re-election’ in the presidential ‘campaign’ due
in 2014, This, however, was all loo little too late. President Ben Ali had begun to
lose the support of the army that had brought him to power in 1987. By January
14, thousands took to the streets calling for the President’s immediate resigna-
tion, leading to the Ben Ali family fleeing to Saudi Arabia, and Prime Minister
Mohammed Ghannouchi becoming interim President.
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2 Introduction

The removal of President Ben All marked a significant tuming point for the
Middle East and North Africa (MENA), Within 28 days, popular protest had
managed to end President Ben Ali's 23 years of power, The Tunisian people
had succeeded in overthrowing their authoritarian regime and opened up a new
realm of political possibility, Tunisian’s had accamplished something that the
2006 *Arab Spring’ and the 2009 [ranian ‘green revolution” had failed lo deliver.
Tunisia had demonstrated to the world, and more specifically o the peoples af the
wider MENA region, that change is possible and that autocrats ean be overthrown
through popular protest. Thus, the Sidi Bouzid revolt fundamentally altercd the
prevailing narmatives about the MENA and nspired much wider revolls aguinst
autocratic regimes throughout the entire region.

In Egypt, January 25, 2011, became the ‘Day of Rage’, sparking anti-govern-

ment demonsiralions across the country, and Tahrie Square in Ciiro became a
central Jocale for youth movements to call for President Hosni Mubarak 1o leave,
On January 27, the Mubarak regime blocked Facebook and Twilter, in an attempt
to prevent the following day twrning into a ‘Friday of Anger’. This failed, and,
a5 Talwir Square was occupied by protestors, army tanks moved into the city and
mobile phones and internet services were shut down, The police met protestors
with violence, driving vehicles into crowds, throwing teir gas and firing shotguns
filled with metal pellets at random. In return protestors began selting fire to build-
ings, targeting the police and defying the imposed curfew. February 2 turned into
the *Battle of the Camel’, with Mubarak supporters storming Tahrir Squure on
camels and horseback, sturting fierce street bultles and intensilying the mélde,
Yet, in spite of this, hundreds of thousands of Egyptinns continued to march to
Tahrir Square and protests continued throughout the country. Februury § saw
the largest demonstrations in Tahrir Square yet, as Egyptians responded 1o Wael
Ghoneim's television appearance, following his release from neuarly two weelks
of inlerrogation by stale security services. Ghoneim was o marketing manager
at Google Middle East and North Africa, who set up a Facebook page called
We Are All Khaled Said, in response to o the murder of o young man oulside
an intemet calé in Alexandria in June 2010, Khaled Said was beaten by police
officers before being arrested and dying in custody. Mis brother look photas of
his nearly unrecognisably disfigured corpse, which was then shown to the world
as an example of the routine manner in which Mubarak's police violated human
rights with impunity, By February 11, as protestors began n larching towards the
presidential palace in Heliopolis, a highly distinguished suburb of Caira, Mubarak
finally heeded to calls o step down.

Within 18 days, protests had ended nearly 30 yeurs of Mubaiak's sutocratic
ritle, ancl six months later the former President, his sons, and seven other officials
would have their iials televised. Within less (han Iwo months, two autocrats
had been removed, and popular protests in Algeria, Bahrain, ran, Irag, Jordan,
Kuwail, Lebanon, Moroeeo, Oman, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia, Syrin and Yemen
broken out to greater and lesser degrees, In Libya a ciyil war agnmst Colonel
Gaddafi's regime was initiated, with the United Nations Security Council coming,
together to pass Resolution 1973 bucking NATO intervention to seoure o no-fly
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Clearly the G. W. Bush administration considers the Freedom Agenda to be the
greatest foreign policy legacy of its time, and in part has attributed the events
in the MENA to its actions when in office. Members of the administration have
attempted to appropriate these events in their official narrative in an attempt to
vindicate, and rescue, their record, Equally, attempts to do this have been under-
taken by parts of the Washington commentariat, with Charles Krauthammer writ-
ing in the Washington Post that:

Today, everyone and his cousin supports the 'freedom agenda'. Of course,
yesterdny il was just George W. Bush, Tony Blair and a band of neocans with
uniisiial hypnotic powers who dared to challenge the received wisdom of
Arih exceptionalism —the notion that Arabs, as opposed to East Asians, Latin
Americans Europenns and Alricans, were uniquely allergic to democracy.
Indecd, the left spent the better part of the Bush years excoriating the frecdom
agends as either fantasy or yet another sordid example of LIS imperialism.
(Krauthammer 2011a)

Krauthammer would later add that ‘revolutions are sweeping the Middle East and
everyone is a convert lo George W. Bush's Freedom Agenda . . . Facebook and
Twitter have surely mediated this pan-Asub (and Irantan) reach for dignity and
freedom. But the Bush Doctrine set the premise’ (Krnuthammur 2011b).

What is notable about these prematurely triumphant statements is that the
official representulion of the Freedom Agenda suggests that it was more conorete
than the policy in fact was. The policy is being articulated into contemporiry
discourses nnd misrepresented for political advantage, rather than being analysed
and reflected upon with due eare and attention. Indeed, many of the arguments
currently presented in the mythology of the Freedom Agenda narrow, distort and
essentially misrepresent the policy. Furthermore, when it is crediled with causing
the cvents of 2011 it is clear that such urguments are premised on the post fioc,
ergo propter hoc fallacy. This is clearly problematic at best and dangerous at
worst.

The narrative presented by members of the former adminisiration, its support-
ers and those who have bought into the mythology risks obscuring what important
lessons can be drawn from (he Freedom Agendn, and how these can better inform
demoeracy promotion policy. The mythology surrounding the Freedom Agenda
also ereates & perverse logic, attributing revolutions o policy m Washington,
whilst writing out the extent to which Washington hed continued to support auto-
cratic regimes throughout the twentieth century and continued o do so during
President Bush and President Obama’s time in office. This is o strategic discursive

move designed 1o remove democratic ownership of the regions strggles from
those fighting throughout the MENA region, and altribule revolutions (o a foreign
polity. Yet, more fundamentally, the official narrative of the Freedom Agenda
ittempts Lo promote Itsell as both successtul and causally altributable, when in
fact the events of 2011 are the ultimate expression of the policy's fatlure.
In light of the events of 2011, the notion that the Freedom Agenda was a
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a8 Israel and Saudi Arabia, and Gooperation on military, counter-terrorism and
counter-proliferation issues. Accordingly, the findings of this volume are impor-
tnt on mulliple levels. First, they provide a deeper understanding of the RBush
administration’s policy towards the MENA, explicating the level
and change that the Freedom Agenda presents within a longue durée, Second,
they problematise and crilique the policy by iHustrating how essentinlly conlested
cancepts such ay ‘freedom” und ‘democracy’ were sedimented into a particular
IDF, consequently constructing and propagating particular power relations and
rule structures. Third, they illustrate problems with democracy promotion both
philosophically and in priciice, therefore signalling wider problems with the
modality of the Freedom Agenda.

To undertale this wsk, Chupter | prov

| of continuity

ides a historical context 1o the Freedom

Agenda, and illustrales how America’s tradi tional interests have historical ly led to
the USA promoting a stutus quo policy in the region, Since the end of the Second
World War successive administrations have propagated the notion that American
national interests in the region were satisfied by preventing the spread of com-
munism, secuting the free flow of oil and protecting the security
of Isracl’s borders, By advoeating the democrutisation of the region, however,
the Bush administration was seen by many to challenge this statyy quu. Instead
the Bush administration argued that American national interests lay in promoting
democracy, as this would be a method of eradicating terrorism, promating regional
stability, creating regional sconomic growth and ending tyranny. This added to the
‘conflict of interests’ problem at the heart of | JS-MENA relations, which the Bush
and Obama administrations hive attempted to n
their times in office,

By constructing the Freedom Agenda, the Bush
siderable amount of disciord coneeming US-MENA
emerged that challenged the Freedom Agenda by
Islamist movements, would cause regionul instability, was based on 4 rmisunder-
standing of movements sich as al-Qaeda, und ultimately that the Fresdom Agetida
would harm indigenous groups promoting democrati¢ reform. Conversely, a
wide-tanging consensus emerged (o support the Freedom Agenda and argued
that promoting democrdcy in the region was i necessity and the anly method of
combating the form of terrorism that demonstrated itself on September 11, 2001,
Yet the level of this debate has heen overly concerned witly slrategic questions,
rather than exploring what exactly the Bush administration believed the
Agendn was supposed to be promoting. To redress this issue
an analysis is needed, which returns to first-order questions, before criliques of
praxis are conducted. It is only by doing this that it is possible to reactivate the
sedimentary logics that underpinned the Freedom Agends,

Before proceeding with this anulysis, however, Chapter 2 of this volume sets
out the ontologicul and epistemological foundations of the constructivist insti-
tutionalist methodology. It is argued that such o methodology 15 theoretically
robust, and better equipped to dnswer the questions of how and why the Freedom
agenda was constructed, and why it evolved in iis particular institutional
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foundations for the initial response to September 11, 2001, and evolved through-
out the end of 2001 to early 2009, culminating in the Freedom Agenda being
institutionalised.

Furthermare, the chiapter details how the events of September 11, 2001,
constituted 1 moment of punctuation in political time, which allowed the Bush
administration to construct a strategic natrative that would underpin any policy
innovation. Accordingly, it is possible to understand the events themselves us
critical to the structuring of political time, in that they introduced an uncertainey
condition that strategically selective actors in the slule bureaucracy soupht to over-
come. Initially; this was done by narrating the events 45 o tragedy. However, the
Bush administration radically began to nssimilate the events into o large histarical
understanding, constructing them as part of a motality play that required a ‘war
on terrorism’, By seamlessly transforming this morality play into o moral crusade,
the Bush administration foregrounded moral realism and American exceptional-
ism in an attempt to legitimise its response. As this IDF grasped multiple concepts
together, the Bush administration provided a distinctive understanding of terms
such as ‘freedom’, ‘democracy’, ‘peace’ and ‘security’, which were then institu-
tionalised into the Freedom Agenda.

Chapter 4 continues this analysis by tracing how discursive tracks were laid in
the immediate aftermath of the September 11, 2001, attacks through to December
2001 It argues that the Bush administration was stralegic in the construction of ity
war on terrar narrative, and furned the war in Afghanistan into & moralistic crusade.
Crucial to this were mulliple definitions of ‘justice” articulated with the concept of
“security’, which helped construet a policy thal was focused on counter-lerrorism
and disembedding the USA from legal norms. Such a strategy wis adverse to
the nation of nalion-building and demoeraey promotion, and ran counier o the
strategy being pursued by the UN, However, by consistently evoking the concept
of treedom, and articulating it with security, the Bush administration invited con-
testation within the foreign policy bureaucrncy. This shaped the conient of change
in the post-crisis context, and opened up a political space For contestation within
the administration over what exactly had gone wrong and what should be done,
This established a milieu conducive to construction and evolution of the Freedom
Agenda throughout 2002 and 2003,

Chapter 5 takes this analysis forwards, detailing how (he perceived success
of the war in Afghanistan emboldened the Bush udministration lo construct a
vindicationalist strategy for the Middle Enst. It charagterises the manner i which
policy-makers puzzled under conditions of uncertainty, 1o construct the Trag war
and the Freedom Agenda. These are analytically separate, but were congeived
1o be part ol the same strategic plan darived ar a secret ‘Bletchley 11 meeling
held in late November 2001, whereby pushing Iraq would create a domino effect
throughout the region. By late 2002, Freedom Agenda institutions were being
constructed to aid in this progess, but, as the [raq war became a growing problem,
these institutions would evolve o distinctiveness of their own. They would be
underpinned by an IDF that articulated multiple ideas together to justify an impe-
rial policy. This formed the basis of a new policy paradigm.
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{ American interests and a history
of promoting the status quo

The ambition of promoting democracy in the Middle East is not new to the
American people or their foreign policy. Since the early nineteenth century,
American missionaries have sought to take American values and plant them in
the region. Inspired by the Second Great Awakening of the nineteenth century and
a desire for adventure on a new frontier, missionaries went to the Middle East to
set up schools, clinics, churches and colonies, all with the aim of ‘letting in the
light’ and spreading the < AmericanEagle of freedom’ (Oren 2007: 210-27; Mead
2001: 158-62; Hahn 2005: 2). Moreover, after the First World War, whilst Britain
and France were fighting over ‘the great loot of the war’,! it was President Wilson
who was arguing for ‘self-determination’ and ‘autonomous development’ for all
‘nationalities . . . under Turkish Rule’ (Oren 2007: 377).2 Subsequent American
presidents have claimed that they support democratic governance for the Middle
East, and at the birth of the Eisenhower Doctrine the President argued that ‘Our
country supports without reservation the full sovereignty and independence of
each and every nation of the Middle East’ (Eisenhower 1957).

Contrastingly, in the same period, the political rhetoric did not match policy,
with American idealist notions of self-determination and anti-colonialism giving
way to imperial counter-revolutionary policies (Hahn 2005: 35-46; Yaqub 2004:
87-121; Gaddis 1997: 172-6). Thus, as Steve Smith (2002: 65) has noted, ‘the
debate about US democracy promotion seems to assume that the US has had a
clear lopg-standing commitment to such 2 policy, | see the record as far more
complex”.! What ean, however, he asserted is that throughout the twentieth cen-
ury, 85 the United States increasingly became involved in Middle Eastern affairs,
and cancerned with the region’s geopolitical orientation, the notion of promoting
democracy in the Middle East was always at least a stated goal of US foreign
policy.

Yet it was under the George W. Bush administration, and in the aftermath of the
September 11, 2001, attacks, that promoting democracy in the Middle East was
elevated and believed to be central to American national security interests. Thus,
as Jessica Mathews (2005: vii) notes:

OF all the tectonic shifts in US foreign policy emerging from the aftermath of
9/11, none is more potentially transformative than the widespread conviction
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in the US policy community that America must reverse its long time sup-
port for friendly tyrants in the Middle East and push hard for a democratic
transformation of that troubled region.

At a surface level President Bush provided a succinct answer to explain why this
shift was necessary. He agued that:

Sixty years of Western nations excusing and accommodating the lack of free-
dom in the Middle East did nothing to make us safe . . . As long as the Middle
Eagl remaing a place where freedom does not flourish, it will remain a place
of stagnation, resentment, and violence ready for export. And with the spread
of weapons that can bring catastrophic harm to our country and to our friends,
it would be reckless to aceept the slutis quo.

(Bush 2003, November 6)

Accordingly, the intention behind the Freedom Agenda was to use the full spec-
trum of means available to the United States for the ‘advancement of human
freedom and human dignity through effective democracy’ (NSCT 2006: 9). The
objectives were 1o ‘eradicate terrorism’, ‘promote regiomal stability”, ‘proniote
regional gconomic growth’, ‘end tyranny’ and ‘create peace’ (see NSCT 2006).

Undoubtedly, these objeclives were dominated by liberal ideals, and the
Freedom Agenda was the quintessential expression of a liberal grand strategy,
whereby it was the ‘policy of the United States to seek and support democratic
movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the ultimate goal of
ending tyranny in our world’. Not only was the Bush administration concerned
with the *fundamental character of regimes’, but changing the nature of these
regimes was portrayed as the best way to provide enduring security for the
American people” (NSC 2006: 1). Within this context, America’s self-interest and
values align and assist one another whist enhancing American global influence
(see Smith 2000).

The Bush administtution was not the first to assert {his symbiotic synergy of
principles and interests, s the origing of this approach date back as far as the cight-
centh and nineleenth centuries, Yet the innovation of the Fregdom Agenda was the
manner in which the Bush administration sought 1o spread democracy through
coercive regime change, and to institutionalise o Forward Strategy of Freedom
in the Middle East (FSFME). Whereas the former was most obviously expressed
in the form of the 2003 Traq war, the lutter culminated in the Bush administration
reinforcing and expanding the bureaucratic organisations in the US government
that promote democracy. Indeed, just as the Iraq war is part of the President
Bush's democracy promotion legacy, so too is the institutional construction of
the Middle East Partnership Initiative (MEPI), the Middle East Free Trade Area
(MEFTA) and the Broader Middle East and North Africa initiative (BMENA).
Furthermore, il was President Bush who codified his democracy promotion
strategy in National Security Presidential Divective 58, entitled Institutionaliving
the Freedom Agenda, nnd who signed the ADVANCE Democracy Act of 2007
into law.' Thus, it is important to nole that the Freedom Agenda was far more
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established for the first time, and albeit focused on the ‘northern tier’, a situation
in which the USA would actively endeavour to strengthen its own position in the
MENA whilst containing Soviet advances. To this end, the USA increasingly
asserted the need for stability and the maintenance of the established politi-
cal order in the region throughout the Cold War. The regional status quo was
favoured to the extent that it was perceived to benefit US interests, even if this
meant challenging the internal dynamics emerging from the region. This was
certainly the case with the 1953 CIA-engineered coup of Mohammed Mossadegh
and the reinstatement of Mchammad Reza Shah in Iran (see Kinzer 2003; Pollack
2004: 40-80). In a similar vein, the Eisenhower doctrine led to the interven-
tions in Jordan, Syria, Lebanon and Iraq through the 1957-8 period, with the
aim of maintaining the regional status quo and winning American influence in
the region. This status quo policy was pursued by successive administrations
throughout the Cold War; culminating in President Carter advising the Shah of
Iran to use force to crush the 1979 Islamic revolution to maintain ‘an island of
stability’, and President Reagan asserting that ‘I will not permit [Saudi Arabia]
to be an Iran’ after US-trained Saudi Arabian National Guard forces crushed
an anti-regime uprising in {981 (see Hahn 2005: 42-43, 70-85; Zunes 2003:
15; Freedman 2008: 63-149). Accordingly, to fortify this counter-revolutionary
policy in the early stages of the Cold War, the USA demonstrated willingness to
condone and participate in both coetcion and subversion in an effort to dominate
the region.

In addition to directly violent methods of securing stability and the mainte-
nance of the established political order, the USA also sought to pursue a status
quo policy through foreign and military assistance. The genealogical origins of
this, in US-MENA relations, lay with the precedent set by the Truman doctrine’s
aid packages to Greece and Turkey. With this as a model, President Eisenhower
declared his own doctrine to a joint session of Congress on January 5, 1957.
Approving itin March the same year, Congress authorised the Eisenhower admin-
istration to use force if necessary to protect American interests in the Middle East.
However, this was coupled with $200 million in economic aid to support any
nation in the Middle East ‘requesting assistance against armed aggression from
any country controlled by international communisr’. This was substantially less
than the $400 million originally intended by Secretary of State John Foster Dulles,
who retained the idea that economic aid would be used ‘as a means of building
our position in the Middle Bast’ (Little 2004: 132-7; Yaqub 2004; Heiss 2006).5
Commenting at the time, Milton Friedman observed:

The President is empowered to make payments to certain countries, particu-
larly in the Middle East, the purpose of which is to induce the recipient coun-
tries to support particular policies that are thought to be in our interest — these
are, in essence, straight military or political subsides.

(Friedman 1958 [1995]: 3)

As a method of securing stability and influence, economic and military aid to the
MENA has waxed and waned but continues to the present day. From 1950 to 1970
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Notably, by 1947, oil-producing MENA states provided half of the oil con-
sumed by the US armed forces, which led to the CIA deeming Middle Eustern ol
‘essential to the security of the United States” (in Hahn 2005: 7). Yet oil from the
region was playing a much more important strategic role by fuelling the revitalisa-
tion of Western European economies. As one US government report commented
at the time, ‘withoul petroleum the Marshall plan could not have functioned
(Yergin 1991 424), This was because in the post-war era a fundamental transition
in Europe took place, in which conl-based ecanomies transitioned to importing
oil." This helped produce a symbiotic confluence of events in which Ewropean
needs and the development of Middle Eastern oil combined. Thus, by 1955
approximately 90 per cent of oil consumed in Western Ewrope came from the
Middle East (Hahn 2005 7; see also Kupstein 1990; Yergin 1991 425). From the
American perspective, Middle Eastern oil was now fundamental to the material
balance of the warld, and its efforts to create an integrated transallantic market
system.

The twenty-first century still bears the marks of the post-war decision to move
from coal power to oil. As Kenneth Pollack (2003: 3) has argued:

The reason the United States has o legitimate and critical interest in seeing
that Persian Gulf oil continues to flow copiousty and relatively cheaply is
simply that the global economy bullt over the lust 50 years rests on a foundu-
tion of inexpensive, plentiful oil, and if that foundation were removed, the
globul economy woulil collapse.

Furthermore, in today’s highly technological hydrecarbon society the demand for
oil is increasing, and the Middle Fast contains around 66 per cent of the world's
known oil reserves (Milton-Edwards 2006: 73). Of particulur concern o the
United States is that in the intermediate futurs “oil supply is expected to continue
1o concentrate in the Persian Gull, which holds the warld's largest geologieally
altractive reserves' (CFR 2006: 22), The cause of America’s concern is that the
highly industrial US economy is becoming more dependent on oil for growth. The
United States, with only 4.3 per cent of the world's population, uses 25 per cent of
the world’s oil, und significantly 60 per cent of this need is dependent on import

and expected 1o rise in the coming decades (CFR 2006: 22), Yot, as consumption
is increasing, America’s domestic production is decreasing, This makes the USA
significantly dependent on foreign oil from places such as Saudi Arabia, which

provides 20 per cent of America’s crude oil imports (Milton-Edwards 2006: 239),

As Beverley Milton-Edwards (2006: 239) armues:

The maintenance and future growth of the American economy owes much
to the import of oil from the Middle East. In this way unimpeded access to
that resource is vital to national interest. If there were any doubt that this
were not the case, the Arab oil embargo during the 1973 Arab-Israeli conflict,
although it occurred more than thirty years ago, remains fresh in the collec-
tive consciousness of American policy-makers.
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Llnim;. This gave the USA lhlc patentinl EE;:E:GI::_ .::T::h; cua Si‘...d i (ot
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E![{:in?g W:‘;‘-}”’&L::L widely, throughout the (.'nhlj War, !hll.ll.'.lr}' _bas::]s.\:ir:i fft?n]l.: nn
drategie advantage essential to winning Lll.i.{lrl.'t:l cunf}u-t \\_ﬁ'|1|.l1 11-'1‘:1:',\: i ey
Not only would they have provided the ublhry[::;g]h:':ll:::[{[;?]n:[][? “:-e ; : ; l:mning A
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i Significantly, although the threal of war wn]} Ihl:‘ Soviet UT:MLE::%::::
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military might in future conflicts with rising powers. Wl:?l_ .1&1;.]5‘ n .3-151,,-,11
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bases in the Pacific. Whereas this represents an ‘externil dy‘quuuc.Lﬁ l:rdi ‘i1flcr-
tion of US military power from the region, there are also ’”l‘”'l';"m“:hc i
regional’ slrategic concemns. With political unrest spz'cacl.mglthmub 1-U]|me = “.m
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region (see Pollack 2003, 2004; Sick et al. 2008; L“‘:qeﬁ"‘“'_"]f'. P 'brccr.iiné
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und l'e‘-lnilling ‘global freedom nl'uctiun‘_.'lhcf logic under 3:*;[1:15qu firs ﬁ._ his
United States cannol influence that whu:lh it cannot reach’ (NI 1} AUS ;;cc;j i
also Posch 2006). That is to say that military bases are part ol the
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governance architecture and linked to the notion that American interests are
global in scope. The overall result of this is, as the highly influential Council on
Foreign Relations has concluded:

Even if the Persian Gulf did not have the bulk of the world’s readily avail-
able oil reserves, there would be reasons to maintiin 4 substantinl military
capability in the region . . . Al leust for (he next two decades . . . the Lintted
States should expect and support a strong military posture that permiis siit-
itbly rapid deployment to the region, if required.

(CFR 2006: 29-30)

In addition lo the region’s oil supply and military strategic concerns, the USA
hus also held a historical interest in maintaining the security of Istuel. AL limes
the US~Ismeli *special relutionship’ has conflicted with the gonl of securing the
region's oil, by antagonising the populations of other regional allies. However,
the extent of the relutionship is visible in the vast quanlity of [oreign assistance
that Isrnel has received. Notably since France withdrew its assistance to lsrael,
i protest at the pre-emptive launch of the June 1967 War, the USA has stepped
mto & patron role (Sharp 2011: 5; Mearsheimer and Walt 2007: 53: Bowen 2005
55). From 1971 to 2010, the USA gave foreign ussistance to Tsrael at an avernge
rate of $2 billion per year, making it the “largest annual recipient of US aid and
the largest recipient of cumulative US assistance since Warld War 11’ (Mark 2006:
2-21; Sharp 2011: 5).1

A clear turning point in the US-Israeli relationship, and in the US-Egyptian
relationship, was the signing of the Istuel-Egypt Peace Treaty in 1979, This was
the result of secrét negotintions and the signing of the Camp Duvid Aceords,
which ushered in an era of financial support for relatives stabilily between Ismel
and its Arab neighbours (Milton-Edwards 2006 247). As u consequence, Israel
and Egypt became sequentially the highest recipients of US aid. Combined. these
two countries receive almost 93 per cent of all annual funding Lo the region (Sharp
20111 7). Since this period the USA hus remuined ‘engaged’ in the peace process
us a ‘peace hroker”, but remainéd committed to strengthening lsrael,

America's interests in the MENA are lurge and expanding. The USA not only
perceives its security interests ranging from oil and gas to military reach, coop-
erition on counter-terrorism and counter-proliferation issues and the security of
Israel and Saudi Arabia, but also has more commereial interests in securing the
movement of commercial taffic through the Suez Canal into the Mediterranean,
and the progurement of lucrative contracts for business and in fraslructure pro-
Jects. Given this, US interests in the region cannot be parsimaniously reduced to
stonomic and material factors. Rather they are a much more complex and multi-
faceted collection of perceived material und ideational interests that are intricately
entwined and often conflicting, This is what makes the delinention between them
often ad hoc, and perceived o be better served by the stutus quo in the region.
Uncertainty, within this context, is highly problematic. Yet the Bush adminis-
Lealion’s addition of democracy prometion as o national interest added another
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4 The USA s a discredited actor and by promoting democracy may harm ind; g-
enous groups promoting democratic reform.
The 'Istamist dilemma’ has heen o dominant argument summoned in order to
reject promoting democrucy in the MENA, At its core lies an empirical obser-
vation: throughout the MENA, Islamists have established themselves as major
political players and before the 2011 revolutions in the region it was widely
believed that they represented the only visble opposition forces (o undemocratic
regimes (see Sharp 2006), Consequently, as many argued, *should (ree and Tir
elections be held in the Middle East lomorrow, 1t would be likely that radical
religious forces [sic] would win a sweeping viclory in many countries’ (Neep
2004: 82; see also Byman 2007: 143-4). This was seen as & problem because 0t
could resull in the “one person, one vole, one time' scenario, in addition to helping
the formation of ‘Islamic” states, The creation of sueh states raises the spectre of
the Iranian revolution in 1979 und the prospeet of hostility towards American
imterests. It is still commonplace to ask (he questions “will country X be another
ltan? Is so-und-so another Ayatollah Khomein?* (Esposito and Voll 1996: 150),
Accordingly, as many critics of the Freedom Agenda have illustrated:
The problem with promoting democracy in the Arab world is not that Atnby
do not like democracy; it is that Washington probably would not like the
govermments Arab democracy would produce . . . Assuming that democratic
Arab governments would better represenl the opinions of their peopte than do
the current Arab regimes, democratisation of the Arab world shoulc

1 produce
more anti-U, 5. foreign policies.

(Gause III 2005)

Praponents of this argument ofien cite the events of 198991 and
in Algeria, as evidence for their position. In response
the desire for internal stability the single
de Liberation Nationale (FLN), began making attempts at pluralism in 1989,
Through constitutional changes the FLN manopoly on the state apparatus was Lo
be ended and a competitive multiparty system established. However, as 1 direct
result the Islamic Salvation Front (FIS) swept to victory in mumeipal and fier
parliamentary elections, As a result, an Islamic movement had come to power
‘nol through bullets but through ballots, not by violent revolution but by work-
ing within the system’ (Esposito and Voll 1996: 150; see also Esposito and Voll
1996: 150-72; Burgat 2003: 102-21), In January 1992, the militury decided that
the Algerian people had ‘voted unwisely’ and that the FIS had *hijacked demaoc-
racy’, This led to military intervention, which amounted to g de g
civil confliet that reversed the
Quandt 2003; Willis 1949y,
For many proponents, the Islamist dilemma arg
out the 2005-6 period, with the electoral viclory of Harakat al-Mugawama
al-Islamiya (Hamas) in the 2006 Palestinian parliamentury elections,"” This rep-
resented a pattern of Islamic groups, hostile to Washington und lsrael, winning

its alftermath
to vulside pressure and
ruling party in Algeria, the Front

Lo coup, and a
political vpenings made throughout 1989-9] (e

ument was vindicated through-
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Although democratisation in the Islumic world might contribute to peace in
the very long run, Islamic public opinion in the short fun s, in most places,
hostile to the United States, reluctant to conderin terrorism and supportive
of forceful measures to achieve favourable results in Palestine, Kashmir and
other disputed areas, Although much of the belligerence of the Islamic pub-
lics is fuelled by resentment of the U.S -backed authoritarian regimes under
which many of them live, simply renouncing these authoritarians and press-
ing for a quick democratic opening is unlikely to lead to pesceful democritic
consolidations. On the contrary, unleashing Islamic masgs opinion through
sudden democratisation could only raise the likelihood of war, All the risk
factors are there: the medin and civil S0ciely groups are inflammatory, as ol
elites and rising oppositions iy to claim the mantle of Istaniic or national-
ist militancy. The rule of law is weak, and existing corrupt bureaucracies
cannot serve a democratic administration properly. The boundaries of states
are mismatched with those of nations, making any push for national self-
determination fraught with peril.

(Mansfield and Snyder 2005: 13)

For those who oppose the Freedom Agenda the notion that emerging democrit-
cies in the Middle Eust may in fact have a destubilising effect on the region s
highly problematic, and would jeapardise Amerjean security," The events £ 201 |
certainly do not refute Mansfield and Snyder argument, wilh varying degrees
of regional instability resulting from the revolutions in Tunisia, Egypt, Libya,
Yemen, Syria and Bahrain,

The third argument put forward to reject the Freedom Agenda has been the
assertion that promoting democracy and/or reducing poverty does not weaken ter-
rorist organisations such as al-Qaeda. They rely on ideological appeal, and there-
fore a “drain the swamp’ approach fails to provide an effective counter-terrorism
strategy. Notably, this challenges the core assumption of the Freedom Agenda:
that political and economic marginalisation cause the sort of terrorism witnessed
on September 11, 2001. One of the most prominent proponents arguing against
this premise has been Gregory F. Gause 11T, who argues that nl-Qaeda *are fighting
to impose their vision of an [slamic state’, and that this is no evidence 1o support
the notion that ‘demacracy in the Arab world would “drin the swamp”, eliminat-
ing sofl support for terrorist organisations among the Arab public and reducing
the number of potential recruits for them’ (Gause III 2005: 62). The implication
of Gause’s argument is that an absence of democracy is not an underlying causal
factor leading to the sort of terrorist threat presented on September 11, 2001, This
conclusion is seconded by Katerina Dalacoura’s (2011: 180; see also Dalacoura

2006) extensive case study research, which concludes that:

There is no necessary causal link between the lack of democracy in the
Middle East and Islamist terrorism. Although in some cases a link does

exist, it is not consistent enough to establish a regular (that is, theoretical)
pattern.
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This builds on Francis Fukuyama’s earlier assertion that attacked the Bush admi
istration and the Freedom Agenda directly:

Th blem of jihadist terrorism will not be solved hy: l‘l_a'iug,ilng ‘mudermlls-.la;
ti ; pr(()i democracy to the Middle East. The Bush uduunmll:uhun 8 view 1;i
t:;?o:?sm is driven by a lack of democracy overlooks the fact that so many
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terrorists were radicalised in democratic European countries, It is highly
naive to think that radical Islamists hate the West because of ignorance of
what the West is.

(Fukuyama 2006a: 12)

Notably, however, this hus not stopped these authors asserting that democracy
promotion is 4 moral good in and of itself, and that the USA should enhance the
role of democracy promotion in its foreign policy (Fukuyama and McFaul 2007:
3444,

The fourth asgument put forward 10 reject the Freedom Agenda hus been the
nssertion (hat the USA is a disoredited actor. For some, this has been caused by
J5 autions over the last few decades, in which it has ‘allied {1self with autocralic
regimes and has supported lsrael against the logitimate rights of the Palestinian
people’ (Dalacoura 2005: 973). Further still, some hove argued that the invasion
of Iraq has discredited US democracy promotion efforts, As Shibley Telhami hos
argued:

In essence, we haye given democracy a bad name, It is hard for people in the
region, including people who badly and desperately are looking for democs
racy and freedom, to think of derocracy and freedom the American way
without thinking nbout the horrors of Iraq. We have paid a price by diverting
attention from the important issue of human rights, which we often confuse
with spreading democritic systems. That issue which we should trump and
advocate has paid a price as a consequence of (his policy.

Q2 2007)

Notably, because the Traq war was construcled by the Bush administrution as
a method for promoling democracy in the MENA region, many critics of the
Freedom Agendn have argued that U8 democracy promation is in disrepute. For
example, Strobe Talbott (2008: %i-x) has argued that ‘democracy’ has become
‘a-controversial i not dirty word' caused by *Georze W. Bush’s invocation of
that goal in Iraq and in the Greater Middle East’. This setback o democragy pro-
motion as u cornerstone of American foreign policy was exacerbated by events
in Abu Ghraib prison, Indeed, upon vapturing Saddam 1 ussein, President Bugh
{2003, December 14) declared that ‘this event brings firther assurance thul the
torture: chambers and the secret police are gone forever', Yet, months earlicr,
the USA had taken over Abu Ghraib prison, which for over 40 years had been
i notoriaus centre for trture under the Ba'ath Party regime in Iraq, Under the
prison’s new litle, Baghdad Central Confinement Facility, torture did nol stop (see
Willinms 2006: 7-49). Throughout 2003—4, American military personnel engaged
in pragtices such ns stripping prisoness naked, binding them, sexually abusing
them, beating them, menacing and attucking them with dogs, and killing them
(see Eisenman 2007: 7).

The visual documentation of these events hiis bieen widely broadcast through-
out the world, and for many has severely damaged America's ‘soft power’ (see
Nye 2004; Gardels 2005). Similarly, the use of extraordinary rendition and the role
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This is an assessment shared by both critics and advocates of neoconservatism,
Richard Perle has argued that the Bush administration followed a neoconservative
agenda on ‘issue after issue’, and William Kristol argued that President Bush's
foreign policy was ‘basically a neocon foreign policy” (in Hurst 2005: 75-6; see
also Fukuyama 2006b). Moreover, by accepting the premise that the Bush foreign
policy was neoconservative, some academics have even resorted to critiquing the
Bush era vis-a-vis critiquing the neoconservative ideology (see Reus-Smit 2004,
Hudson 2005).

That many neoconservatives have advocated democracy promotion in the
MENA is unquestionable. Equally, that many neoconservatives advocated the
removal of the Saddam Hussein regime in Iraq is unquestionable. Assertions
of these positions are readily available within the records of the neoconserva-
tive magazine the Weefly Standard and past papers produced by the American
Enterprise Institute. Relatedly, upon hearing President Bush’s second inaugural
address, which placed democracy promotion centre stage, Robert Kagan asserted
that, ‘This is real neoconservatism . . . It would be hard to express it more clearly’
(in Mcmanus 2005). Throughout the 1990s, many neoconservatives openly disa-

greed with the Clinton administration’s policy towards Iraq and the MENA more *

broadly. Paul Wolfowitz long opposed American policy in the region adopted after
the 1991 Gulf war, claiming that ‘containment is not a static policy: the political
dynamics of the Middle East will tend to weaken sanctions over time’ (Wolfowitz
1997: 111). By December 1997, this culminated in the conclusion:

Overthrow Him . . . Military force is not enough . . . it must be part of an
overall political strategy that sets as its goal not merely the containment of
Saddam but the liberation of Iraq from his tyranny.

(Khalilzad and Wolfowitz 1997: 14)

Similarly, the desire to overthrow Saddam Hussein was recorded as a wider neo-
conservative commitment in 1998, under the auspices of The Project for a New
American Century letter to President Clinton, which argued that it was a ‘neces-
sity” to deal with {raq (PNAC 1998; see Plesch 2005; Mann 2004)."

Simply put, the reason for many neoconservatives advocating democracy pro-
motion as a strategy towards the MENA is ideological. It derives from the belief
that the internal constitution of a state, and the nature of a regime, matters in
international affairs, and that there is an imperative to liberate people (Fukuyama
2007: 114). This belief is supplemented by the notion that values such as ‘free-
dom, democracy and free enterprise’ are not culturally specific. Accordingly, they
are prescribed a ‘universal’ appeal, in which all cultures desire them. As a logical
corollary of this premise, these values can be applied to all cultures. Democracy
constitutes the default condition all societies would adopt, if and only if tyrannical
rule were removed (Reus-Smit 2004: 47; Fukuyama 2007: 114-54; Mead 2005:
117). These premises were certainly embedded within the Bush administration’s
discourse. However, the notion that the Freedom Agenda was the result of a ‘neo-
conservative coup’ is deeply problematic, both theoretically and empirically.

)

4.
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5 Constructing the Freedom
Agenda for the Middle East

With the Bush administration having laid discursive tracks in response to the
crisis constructed out of September 11, 2001, the perceived early successes in
Afghanistan only helped the administration move closer to constructing the
Freedom Agenda as a policy paradigm towards the MENA. With the Taliban
removed from power and al-Qaeda being ‘hunted down’, some of the immediate
elevated tensions between the administration’s definitions of freedom and justice,
wete resolved in favour of the former. Yet, just as significantly, important les-
sons were learnt in the first few months of the war in Afghanistan that both the
administration and the US military would seize upon and appropriate into the war
on terror narrative. As President Bush argued:

These past two months have shown that an innovative doctrine and high-tech
weaponry can shape then dominate an unconventional conflict . . . our mili-
lary are rewriting the rules of war . . . The conflict in Afghanistan has taught
us more about the future of our military than a decade of blue ribbon panels
and think-tank symposiums.

(Bush 2001, December 11)

In essence the President was arguing that the USA had developed military
supremacy through technological innovation, which was powerful, swift and
effective enough to be projected across the world and achieve a desirable out-
come. This certainly appeared to be the case as the Northern Alliance, with US
support, was able to take the city of Mazar-e-Sharif by November 9, 2001, and
then capture Kabul by November 12, 2001 (Katzman 2005: 9; Struck 2001), The
rapid collapse of the Taliban regime appeared to vindicate the Rumsfeld—Franks
strategy of combining the indigenous Northern Alliance with US Special Forces
and airpower (Call 2007: 25-41). This not only silenced critics, but fundamentally
altered how the Bush administration viewed the strategically selective context; it
altered what was seen s politically [easible, practical and desirable. No longer
was the military seen as “declining’, which had been the position put forward
in the 2000 presidentinl campaign (see also Rumsfeld 2011 331-3). Ruther, u
military strategy had supposedly been constructed by the Pentagon and the CIA,
which made fears of military overstretch appear redundant.
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shiftin institutional statuses empowered officials inclined to use military power to
reshape the Middle East in its image, and set the scene for the Bush administration
most controversial foreign policy decision.

The decision to launch Operation Iragi Freedom in March 2003 generated a
considerable level of debate and confusion around the world, and events in Iraq
did little to relieve the original sense of puzzlement. This was most instructively
demonstrated when Richard N. Haass, the former director of the Policy Planning
Siaff at the State Department and President of the Council on Foreign Relations,
was asked why President Bush had decided to go to war. He replied:

1 will go to my grave not knowing that. .. 1can’t answer il, [ can'l explamn the
strategic obsession with Iraq — why it rose to the top of people’s priority list.

[ just can’t explain why so many people thought this was s important to do.
(in Lemann 2004: 157)

This is a sentiment Haass would repeat in his memoir Wr of Necessity; War of
Chaiee, Haass points out that the decision to invade Iraq m 2003 was not the
product of n definitive moment in which principles met to discuss the pros and
cons of the invasion before a final decision was made. Rather, the decision was the
product of 3 cumulative process {Hanss 2009: 234). To the extent that Flusss does

offer & modicum of an explanation, he argues that

after 9/11, the President and those closest to him wanted to send a message
to the world that the United States was willing and able to act decisively.
Liberating Afghanistan was a start, but in the end it didn't scrateh the itch.
Americans had no long standing history of feud wilh Afghanistan . . . Trag
was fundamentally different. The President wanled to destroy an estublished
nemesis of the United States. And he wanted o change the course of history,
transforming not just a country but the region of the world that had produced

tlie lion’s shinre of the world’s terrorists and had resisted much of modernity.
(Haass 2009: 234-5)

This explanation is one that resonales with muny geademics’ and political com-

méntators® neeounts (Bacevich 2008: 59-60; Lieven and Hulsmuan 2006, Traub

2008 118-19: Monten 2005; Jervis 2003). Embedded in this explanation is an

answer (o why the Freedom Agenda emerged: il was, in conjunction with the

liaq war, an attempt to transform the Middle East with the aim of eountering
terrorism and delivering ‘modemity’, However, such a position is not without its
critics. Tamara Cofimun Wiltes, in her sustained and highly detailed account of the'
Freedom Agenda, Freedom s Unsteady March: America’s Role in Building Aral
Demoeracy, excludes any unalysis of lraq, arguing that:

[I]n the public discourse both in the United States and abroad, the Bush

administration’s policy of advancing Middle Eastern democracy is inextri-
cably linked to the war in Iraq. Yet this conflation misunderstands both the
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Bush administration was already lurning its attention

build-up to war with Irag. Symptomatic of

| (s wis the mannex in which Tommy Franks was Lokl o IcunducL war-planning
guainst fraq, whilst he was in Kabul, and briefed the President on December 28
2001, just days after the Interim Authority had come to powerin Afghanistan.

For many commentalors the shift from [veusing on' Afghonistan to Iraey has
product of the Vice President’s office, where Dick Cheney adopted
¢ scenarias” in which he had to ‘think about the
his tole, Viee President Cheney began to
[oeus on weapons of muss destruction (WMD) being used by lerrorists against
{he US. The fear of such an occwrrence Was compounded by inlelligence gathered
pefore September 11, 2001, which appeared to show Osama bin Laden meet
ing with Sultan Bashiruddin Mahmood in Kandalur. This meet ing was of great
significunce, 4s Mahimood was the former chairman of Pakistan's Atomic Energy
Commission and an expert on uranium enrichment (Suskind 2006: 27; Overbye
snd Glanz 2001). In light of the svents of September | [, 2001, this mesting was
interpreted as o ‘nightmare’ by George “Tenel and consequently presented to Dick
Cheney and olher principals of the US intelligence community. The result of this
meeting was dramatic, as it 11ruvidcd the first articulation of what the Pulitzer
Prize winner Ron Suskind termed The One Peveent Doctrine. Suskind quotes the

Vice President’s assertion that

Agioement Was signed the
away from Afghanistan towards the

heen seen s 0
(he role of tgxuminer of worst cos

gnthinkable’ (Woodwird 2004: 29). In t

If there’s a one percent chance that Pakistani scientists are helping al Qaeda
build or develop a nuclear weapon, we have to treat it as a certainty in terms
of our response . . . It’s not about analysis, or finding a preponderance of

evidence . . . It’s about our response.
(Suskind 2006: 62)

This was an extrordinary assertion, which fundumentally altered the rules of
the game. No longer was policy to be led by evidence, bul rather 4 dichptomy
had been constructed between analysis and action. This disarticulation creuted
a seenario in which the possible was to be deemed more important Lo strategic
policy action than the probable, Within such a contex the ¢auses for action fun-
, us the strategically sefective aclors viewed the strategically
solective context differently. Ultimately, policy became heavily reliant on the
productive imagination, which in turn became embedded in the Bush adminis-
tration’s narmative through semanlic innovation. The consequences of this were
highly apparent to Sir Richard Dearlove, head of the UK intelligence agency M6,
who briefed Prime Minister Bluir nine months before the invasion commenced
in Trag. In his assessment he argued that war was ‘inevitable’ and that ‘the facts
and intelligence” were being “fixed round the policy” by the Bush administralion
(Ryorofl 2005; Fielding 2005).

Tnstructively, the Bush administration was concerned about possible links
between WMD and ‘terrorism’ before September 11, 2001. The administra-
tion framed its argument for withdrawing from the 1972 Anti-Ballistic Missile

dumentally changed
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(ABM) Treaty by arguing that it was concemed about the link between *‘missiles
and terror’ and the possibility of ‘attack and blackmail’ (Bush 1999, September
23). The need for a Ballistic Missile Defense (BMD) shield was marketed ag

necessary for maintaining US primacy and preventing the perceived threat from
‘rogue nations’ willing to “blackmail’, ‘threaten’ or ‘attack’, The importance of 1
this discursive structure is that it was a readily available discourse, which was

expanded after the September 11, 2001, attacks. In particular this discourse was

assimilated into the Bush administration’s moralistic crusade plot in light of the ~

anthrax attacks that followed September 11:

W have faced mprecedented bioterrorist attacks delivered in pur mail . . .
And tonight, we foin in thinking a whole new group of public servants who
never enlisted to fight a war, but find themselves on the front lines of a battle
nonetheless: Those who deliver the mail — America s postal workers. We also
thank those whose quick response provided preventive treatment that has no
doube saved thousands of lives —our health care workers . . . The first attack
against America came by plane . .. The second atrack against America came
in the mail. .
(Bush 2001, November 8)

America's next priority o prevent mass tervor is o protect against the prolif
erationof weapons of mass destruction and the means to deliver them . . One
former al Quida member has testified in court that he was involved in an
effort 10 years ago Lo oblain nuclear materials, And the leader of al Qnida
calls that effort ‘a religious duty.” Abandoned al Qnida houses in Kabul con-
tained diagrams for crude weapons of mass destruction. And as we all krow,
terrovists have put antheax inta the U.S. mail , . . And almost every state that
actively sponsors fevror is known fo be secking weapons of mass dexiruction
and the missiles to deliver them at longer and longer ranges. Their hope 18 0
plackmail the United States into abandoning our war on terror.

{Bush 2001, December 11)

The anthrax attacks provided a physical {ncamnation of ‘terrorists’ using WMD ot
American soil. Thus, although the origin of the attacks was unknown, they were
articulated as a ‘second wave’, u phrase which alludes to causality on the basis
of succession in time.* This created o post hoc, ergo propter hov fullacy rooted
in a conflation between the ‘terrorists’ who carried oul the September 11, 2001,
attacks and the ‘terrorists’ who sent anthrax in the postal system (see Egan 2002,
Vulliamy 2002). Through doing this, the Bush administration was able to reify an
association of ideas between WMD and terroristm, and sell this as an immediate
threat to the US populace. This was an audience that no longer thought in the
abstract of such attacks, but rather through collective fear had ‘experienced’ the
attacks and was readily interpellated. As a direct consequence, US counter-terror-
ism and counter-proliferation policies were increasingly portrayed in synergy as
the Bush administration’s narrative amalgamated them together.
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The lingustic embodiment of such an ll11iCll|{.lti{.)II wis dellivcrud t}wuu_gh
phmscs such as "moss terror’, ‘ealustrophic harm', &:ululsll'uphlc lc_rrlonm vm‘-
(ence!, ‘o their hatred mto holocaust!, ‘technologies o kill ona 'l‘l‘lilbﬁ\\-'.u .»;uallc i
mpssive and sudden Jotror', ‘muximum death and destruction’, and ‘unprec-
sdented dangers’. This Tist is by no means complete, bu.k i'lll.lhiil' pwv:ldes a Hfil‘l‘ipic
of the languige used to represent the alleged danger facing the USA, This lEF-l-
Janey 1o inflate dunger was evident duril}g the anthrax utTn_cks., when the Bush
Jministration portrayei them as threatening 'L!mnsu_mls o lives?, rather than the
five deaths and 15 sicknesses that actually resuilcdllrum I.hls:_uLtncks (Bui_-.n et a.f 3
3008), The propensity & milate threat was increasingly utilised and assimilated
within the Bush administration’s “war on terror” puimative. As a‘cnnscquenuc lllle
characterisation of the ‘enemy’ began (o undergo a process of tih?lamumhu&l:i.
Cluims were increasingly made concerning lerrorism and the use of WMD:

These same terrorists are searching for weapons of mass destruction, th.e
tools to turn their hutred into holocuust. They gan be gxpected to use cpeml-
cal, biological and nuelear weapons the moment they are E:upuble of doing so
.. We face encmies that hate not our policies, but our existence.

' (Bush 2001, November 10)

[S]ome slates that sponsor terror are seeking or already possess weapons of
mass destruction; terrorist groups are tngry for these weapons, and wau%d
use them without a hint of conscience. And we know that these weapons, in
the hands of terronsts, waould unleash blackmail and genocide and chaos.

These facts cannot be denied, and must be confronted.
(Bush 2002, March 11)

Our adversaries have now shown their willingness to slaughter thousands of
innocent civilians in @ devostating strike. IF they had the capacily 1 Litl mil-
lions of innocent civilians, do any of us believe they would hesilate 10 do s0?

(Woltowilz 2002, October 4)

We don't want the smoking gun 1o be & mushroom cloud . . . that would malfe
September 11 look small in comparison . . . We’re in a new vyorld. We're in
a world in which the possibility of terrorism, married up with technology,

could make us very, very sorry that we didn’t act.
' (Rice 2002, September 8)

Highly observable in these quotes is the manner in whiclh the chm“flcluris.n':iuu
of the enemy changed from merely ‘evil terrorisis’ Lo a l?'utd of ‘evil lcrm‘rmts.
WMD and rogue sintes'. This was accompanied by 4 naralion of i pa:ssdﬂc future
that was nol only apocalyptic, but 8 dystopia in which the 'American way of
life!, *eivilization’ and “freedom’ were destroyed and *fear’, ‘evil’ and ‘tyranny’
replaced them. This imagined future was seen 4s i possibility because, s Ehu
Bush administration argued, there were sevil states’ and ‘evil terrorists’ working
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together to challenge and destroy the USA with WMD. This conflate
tialised identity of ‘terrorists’ and ‘rouge states’:

Our second goal is to prevent regimes that sponsor terror from {
America or our friends and allies with weapons of mass destruction B
know their true nature . . . Irag continues to flaunt its hostility tonward Amerigy
and to support terror. The Iraqi regime has plotted to develop anthrax, gy
nerve gas, and nuclear weapons for over a decade . . . States like these, am
their terrovist allies, constitute an axis of evil.

I'carcning

(Bush 2002, January 29)

Terror cells and outlaw regimes building wedpons of mass destruction are‘gi

different faces of the same evil. Our security requires that we confront both,

(Bush 2002, October 7) '+

Bvidently, the Bush administration’s narrative continued along the plot of
moralistic crusade, However, by expanding the characterisation of the enemy Lo
an essentialised ‘evil’ trind, the Bush administration began reforming the bounda-
ties of what conslituted the national interest and how to pursue it, The original
responise (o the war on lerror was abstractly defined as ‘ridding the world of evil'
and defeating ‘every terrorist group of global reach’ (Bush 2001, Septentber
20). However, by late 2001 this had changed, and now the national interest was
expanded to dealing with terrorism and proliferation, through *pre-emptive’ force,
to ‘prevent mass terror’ and the ‘proliferation of weapons of mass destruction
and the means to deliver them’ (Bush 2001, December 11), Problematically, this
distinction would be wrilten out of the official narrative as the President began
claimiing that the objective was ‘always the same’ (Bush 2002, Agril 17). This
shift in the construction of the national interest is fundamentally important to
understanding the evolution of the Freedom Agendn. Wherens the moralisiic eri-
sude in Afghanistan was condueted under the banner of Just War theory, the build-

up to the Irag war was constructed as a prudent measure, given the possibility of
‘mass (error’, However, whilst the administration was focusing on ‘mass terror’,
italso began to focus on the MENA region more broadly.

On November 29, 2001, the issue of Iraq and the ides of democratising the
Middle East began to be developed as two distinct, but conjoined, ideas. In another
demonstration of the influence the Department of Defense hud guined through-
the President’s decision 1o construct a decisive intervention as war, Donald
Rumsfeld asked Paul Wolfowitz to bring together scholars from the American
Enterprise Institute (AEI) and John Hopkins School of Advanced Intemational
Studies (SAIS) (Rumsfeld 2006, July 6). This meeting, which Wolfowitz and
Rumsfeld’s consultant Steve Herbits termed ‘Bletchley II', was called together to
answer broader questions that the Pentagon was unable to answer, such as ‘Who
are the terrorists? Where did this come from? How does it relate to Islamic his-
tory, the history of the Middle East, and contemporary Middle East tensions?
What are we up against here?” (Woodward 2006; 83).1
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vision for the future of the Middle Bast. If Irag could be

emancipated fry
it it would become a pro-American bastion of freedom in (he reg

believed that it would provide a *model” for pro-American forges in th
rise up and demund similar levels of demacracy and freedom
Lewis Gaddis declared, a formula of ‘Fukuynma plus force’ (Gaddis 2004, 91
However, a5 events in lrng began to challenge the Bush administration’s leloe
ological understanding of history, demonstmting problems within (he adminigin.
tion's IDF, the Freedom Agendt would come 1o evolve distinctively and become
the defining feature of the new policy paradigm,

iom, Wag.
¢ region g

The incremental evolu

tion of a new policy paradigm for the
Middle East

By understanding the Irag war and the Freedom A
for the MENA tegion, articulnted togethe
it is pogsible 1o trace the gradual evolution of the Freedom Agendu back (o wilkin
months of the September 11, 2001, erisis. Indeed, by early 2002, policy practice
began to cateh up with the inifiul transformative discourse the administration get
out in its initial erisis narrative. Yet the evolution of the policy itself was ol a
smoath process, as the Bush administration needed to adapt s erisis narralive 1o
events, setbacks and challenges (o the policy's institutionalisation, This hecame
all the more dpparent throughout the end of 2002 when long-term MENA allies,
suchias Egypt, began facing increasing pressure from the administration (o refomm.
Equally, as the build-up to the war in Irag was unfolding, the administeation's
thinking about the Freddom Agenda was evolving to provide a more distinctive
policy coupled with a distinetive set of institutions. Thus, although the Iraq war
wiis intended to ereate a doming effect, the Freedom Agenda was departing from
relying on the fall of ‘dominos’ ule mne,

Long before the Freedom Agenda was declared (e leitmotif of Bush’s second
lerm in office, the policy came into fruition through a slow gestation of idens,
Wha distinguishes the period between enrly 2002 and the launch of Operation
Iraqi Freedom in March 2003, and why it is important 1o the evolution of the
Freedom Agenda, is that the Bush admiy

ustration began to shift the definition
ol the nationul interest. No longer vas simply ‘eradicating terrorism’ at the core
of the definition, but at the same time as the administration began to include the
use of ‘pre-emptive’ force (o ‘prevent mass terror’ it also slowly began to see
a mational interest in addressing wider social conditions in the MENA. What
emerged was a definition of the national interest that sought 1o dea) with what the
administration saw (o be the cnuses of lerrorism. As strategically selective actors
within the state bureaucracy began to interpret the strategically selective context
differently, as a result of a crisis, the construction ol the national interast shifted
to solve the puzzle the crisis ippeared to present. The Freedom Agenda in its final
evolutionary form is the Producet of this shift.
That the Bush administration’s post-crisis narrative
tore prescriptive approach to dealing with the causes o

genda as part of s grand vision
t by the vision sel out at ‘Bletehley 11,

was evolving to include a
f terrorism before the Iraq
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This ranscendental argument, derived from a US exceptionalist discourse,
yderpinned the Freedom Agenda’s social engineering project. This was social

.ulﬂpmnism par excellence. As Donald Rumsfeld had explained:

we have a choice, either to change the way we live, which is unacceptable, or

to change the way that they live . . . we chose the latter.
(Rumsfeld 2001, September 18)

Yol failure to dssert o coherent rationale proved highly problematic. for the
Freedom Agendn throughout the carly ph

ase of its institutionalisation. Al the
(sunch of MEPI in December 2002, the Aagship programme underpinning the

" Freedom Agenda, Colin Powell argued that focusing on development would filt

{he ‘hope gap’ in the region and that:

[Ulntil the countries of the Middle East unleash the ubilities and potential of
their women, they will not build a future of hope. Any approach lo the Middle
East that ignores its political, economic, and educational underdevelopment

will be built on sand. N
(Powell 2002, December 12)

However, with an initial budget of only $29 million, this was derided in the
region as tokenism (Sharp 2005a: 3). This fact was not lost on US officials, who
increasingly argued that MEPI represented o *philosophical commitment’ towards
reforming the region (Sharp 2005a: 3). Accordingly, us the administration tried to
justify its position, claiming thal this was u strategy of ‘partnerships’ and ‘princi-
ple’ (Powell 2004), it became all the more evident thut the Freedom Agenda was
not a direct challenge to MENA allies, Rather, the Freedom Agenda’s intended
purpose was to work with regional allies, in *partnerships’, to try and alleviate the
social conditions that were undermining their legitimacy.

The rise of the Freedom Agenda: consolidating the paradigm

Whilst the Iraq war was being fought, the Bush administration toned down the
prominence of the Freedom Agenda in its espoused narrative. Instead, the Bush
administration concentrated on explaining its operational doctrine and focused
on the particulars of the conflict rather than the wider regional strategy. However,
after the swift collapse of the Iraqi regime, the Freedom Agenda began to be
increasingly seen as the overarching rationale for US policy. Thus, although the
Iraq war was a point of origin for the Freedom Agenda, it also served as a point of
departure that uitimately led to the Freedom Agenda becoming deemed the central
policy paradigm of the Bush administration’s tenure in office.
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the chaos and camnage of September the 11th, it is not enough to serve our
enemies with legal papers. The terrorists and their supporters declared war on

the United States, and war is what they got.
(Bush 2004, January 20)

The strength of the counter-narralive, however, wis 00 persuasive in the face
of evidence throughout 2004, This led Lo active and retired military leaders charg-
ing that the war on terror was 100 simplistic in its preseriptions, and that the term
gonveyed the impression that military power alone could address the threat (see
Chotlet and Goldgeier 2008: 314). The result of this pressure gave the President
cause to assert that:

We actually misnamed the war on terror. It ought to be the struggle against
ideological extremists who do not believe in free societies who happen to use
terror as a weapon to try to shake the conscience of the free world. And, you

know, that’s what they do. They use terror, and they use it effectively.
(Bush 2004, August 6)

Similarly, as Donald Rumsfeld was Teaving office he argued that:

[ don’t think 1 would have called it the war on terror . . . 1 don't mean to
be critical of those who have or did or — and certainly I've used the phrase
frequently . . . it's not a war on lerror, Terror is 4 weapon of choice for extrem-
ists who are trying to destabilise regimes and impose their . . . dark vision on
all the people that they cun control. S0 "war on terror’ has o problem for me.

(Rumsfeld 2006, December T)

Such statements marked u significant alteration in the Bush administration’s
espoused narrative. When fuced with incrensing challenges to the simplieity
of the narrative, the Bush administration chose not o abandon it, but rather to
modify it to become more accommodating Lo the challenges. The enemy was no
longer defined by its ‘evil’ nature alone, but rather by an ‘ideology’. The logical
fl?l'lthl‘slm’l. of this alteration was delivered by President Bush when he asserted

at:

While the killers choose their vietims indiscriminately, their altacks serve
aclear and focused ideology, a set of beliefs and goaly that are evil, but not
Insane. Some call this evil Islamic radicatism; others, militant Jihadism; still
athers, Islamo-fascism, Whatever it's called, this ideofogy is very difterent
from the religion of Islam. This form of radicafism exploits Islam to serve
a violent, political vision: the establishment, by terrorism and subveryion
and insurgency, of a lotalitarian empire that denies all political and reli-
gious freedom . . . dstamic radicalism is more like a loose network with many

branches than an army under a single command.
(Bush 2006, October 6)'
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s fong as the M ieldlle Bast remains a place of tyramiy and despair and anger,
it will continue o procuce men and movements that threaten the safety of
Aperica and onr friends, So America is pursuing a forward strategy uf friee-
dom in the greafer Middle East, We will challenge the enemies of reform,
confront the allies of tervor, and expect a higher stundard from our friends.
(Bush 2004, Junuary 2ms

Given the centrality of the Freedom Agenda, it was no longer sulficient Lo argue
hat it was a product of transeendental values or based o principle alone. Rather,
the policy Wits endowed with o more complex security rationale. Throughout
2004 until theend of Bush's tenura in office, the Bush administration increasingly
Degan to nurrate the Freedom Agenda asa method of securing a global democratic
peace, T'o substantinte these claims the Bush administration incrisasingly justified
(e pursuit of the Freedom Agenda by appropriating the logic of democratic peace
ticory. [n the President’s own wordls:

The freedom agenda is based upon our daepest ideals and our vital interests
... We [Americans| believe that freedom is a gift from an almighty God

And we also know, by histary and by logic, that promoting demeacracy is the
surest way fo build security. Democracies don t attack each other or threaten
the peace. Governments accountable ta the voters focus on huilding roady
and schools — not weapons of mass destruction. Young people who have a say
in their future are less likely to search for meaning in extremism. Citizens who
can join a peaceful political party are less likely to join a terrorist organisa-
tion. Dissidents with the freedom to protest around the clock are less likely to
blow themselves up during rush hour. And nations that commit lo freedom for

their people will not support terrorists — they will join us in defeating them.
(Bush 2006, July 28)

This was coupled with continuous assertions such as ‘in Burope, as in Asia, as in
f freedom leads to peace’ (Bush 2003,

every region of the world, the advance o
November @) and ‘we believe democracy yields peace’ (Hush 2006, August 7),
Such calls appeared to give Washington's nutionul security liberalism (he guise
of a sgientific imperative, because of the empirical strength of the thesis. Indeed,
many academic studies have demonstrated that the number of wars between
democracies during the past two centuries hos been low, ranging from ‘zero o less
than o handful depending on precisely how democtacy is defined’ (Levy 1988
661). Consequently, as fack Levy argues, the ‘absence of war between democ-
mcies comes 2 close s anything we have to an gmpirical law in international
relations’ (Levy 1988: 662).
Significantly, the appeal to democratic peace theory s nol new 1o American
foreign policy, as similar sentiments have been expressed by successive admin-
istrations since the end the Cold War” However, the G. W, Bush administration
was the first to suggest that this could be implemented in the Middle East and
create institutions in the foreign policy bureaucracy (o pursie this end. The vision
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that the Bush administration increasingly espoused was one in which the

. . i . . R " gy
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the nature of democracy creates a reluctance to go to war
region, whilst also undermining the appeal of terrorism, T|
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applicability, and democracy promotion was seen as the
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the MENA region.
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The shape and content of post-crisis continuity and change

By attempting to answer how and why the Freedom A,
a constructivist institutionalist approach, the empiri
out the results of a textually orientated process tra
have presented a narrative of the Bush ad
traced the institutional and discursive pr
struction and highlighted the key events t
as @ policy paradigm. What they reve
best be deseribed as punctuated evolut

genda was constructed, using
cal chapters thus far have set
cing discourse analysis. They
Iministration’s stralegic narrative, which

al is thal the shape of political time can
100, in which an existing policy paradigm
(status quo) was interrupted by a moment of crisis (September 11, 2001), and a
new policy paradigm ullimately emerged (the Freedom Agenda) (see Figure 5.1),

However, although this characterises the shape of political time, and clearly
demonstrates the importance of crises in policy more generally, it says nothing
about the content of political continuity and change. For this, it was necessary
to focus on how strategically selective actors, situated within the institutional
bureaucracies of the state, first narrated the crisis (tragedy, morality play, moralis-
tie crusade), second engaged in puzzle-solving (post-crisis meetings, Afghanistan,
Bletchley I1, Iraq) and thivd articulated elements of their IDF together (such as
primacy, hegemonic stability theory, unilateralism,

neoliberalism, modernisation
thesis, teleological understanding of history, American exceptionalist identity,
moral realism, transcendentalism, domino theory and democratic peace theory).
All of this contributed to the construction of the Freedom Agenda as central to US i
national interests. Moreover, although these categories are analytically distinct,
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Figure 5.1 The shape of post-crisis political change: old paradigm, crisis, new paradigm.
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7 Obama’s Freedom Agenda

Conservative pragmatism and the 2011
revolutions

On January 15, 2009, a ceremony lo commemorate the foreign policy achieve-
ments of the G, W. Bush administration was held in the Department of State.
With President Bush sitting centre stage, Secretary of Slale Condoleezza Rice
declared that ‘today is a very special day, We are going to commemorile maty
of the achievements of our nation over the last eight yeurs in furthering the
Freedom Agenda’ (Rice 2009, January 15). The Secretary of Stute tlso added
(hat there were now "democratically-clected leaders in Kosov, Lebanen, Liberia,
Afghanistan, and Iraq’, and that thege countries “have experienced a new birth
of freedom . . . Because when impatient patriots looked for support in their
struggle for liberation, America and you, Mr. Prasident, stood with them” (Rice
2009, Junuary 15). This was just one event that followed a flurry of aetivity in
mid to late 2008, where the Bush administration sought 10 narrate the Freedom
Agenda ns the central platform of his foreign policy legacy. Indeed, on October
09,2008, the Bush administration elected to partially declassify Natlonal Security
Presidential Directive (NSPD) 58 Institutionalising the Freedom Agenda, which
stated that:

It is the policy of the United States to seek and support the growth of demo-
cratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture, with the ulti-
mate goal of ending tyranny in the world. This policy goal was established
and elaborated in the 2006 National Sceurity Strategy of the United States
of America, which declares the promotion of freedom, jus! ice, human dig-
nity, and effective demacratic institutions o be central goals of our national

security.
(DOS 2008)!

However, the Bush administration’s legacy, and its relationship with democ-
racy promotion, was represented by the newly elected President Obama some-
what more pejoratively. Keenly aware that for many observers the Freedom
Agenda had been exclusively conflated with the war in Iraq, albeit incorrectly,
President Obama asserted the need for a ‘new beginning’ in a speech made at
Cairo University, arguing that:
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ntually adopted as part of the Implementing
mmission Act of 2007 Whereas the ratified

2007 version qualified democracy promotion, by asserting that democracy would
e promoted ‘along with other key foreign policy goals’, the 2005 version had
sontended more assertively that ‘It shall be the policy of the United States to pro-
mote freedom and democracy in foreign countries as 2 fundamental component of
United States foreign policy’ (4DA 2005: Sec. 3).

Onee elected to office, it was clear that the new administration was remaining
picuously silent on the issue of democracy promotion, whilst attempting to
y. The limited references to ‘democracy’ and
‘freedom’ in President Obama’s inaugural address were widely commented upon
(Carothers 2012: 9). This silence was also noticeable across much of the admin-
istration, as democracy promotion was disarticulated from public announcements
of American foreign policy and policy makers’ everyday lexicon more generally.
This impression was compounded when Hillary Clinton was willing to assert the
need for a ‘comprehensive plan’ for ‘diplomacy, development and defense’, in her
Senate confirmation hearing, but reduced ‘advancing democracy’ to a mere back-
ground ‘hope’ (Clinton 2009, January 13). This had left some analysts wondering
if the “fourth “D” of democracy promotion was being abandoned’ (Bouchet 2010:
572). Further still it became clear that, whereas President Bush had underpinned
the plot of the war on tetror with a temperament of triumphant exhilaration, the
Obama administration was altering the narrative and beginning to pragmatically
deal with an increasing sense of US decline: an increased sense that the USA
was being challenged by rising powers in a multipolar world, combined with the
shock of the global economic crisis, a recession in the US economy, fears about
global climate change, the threat of nuclear proliferation, the continued wars in
Iraq and Afghanistan and a new front in Pakistan. Within this context the Freedom
Agenda was removed from the overarching narrative of US foreign policy, until
the Obama administration began rethinking its approach in light of an unsuccess-
ful policy in Iran and the events of 2011, The Obama administration removed
notions that the USA was on a moralistic crusade, and replaced Bush’s policy of

conservative radicalism with a policy of conservative pragmatism.

i1 went further than that eve
sdations of the 9/11 Co.

GOt
gtart Obama’s exemplarist strateg

Obama’s Freedom Agenda: a conservative pragmatist

approach

The pragmatic approach adopted by the
mixed messages, which gave the impression that US foreign policy had jettisoned
the Freedom Agenda. Accordingly, many nalysts argued that Dbama had returned
to & status quo policy thot existed before the September 11, 2001, crisis. Some
simply asserted that "Obamu 1 realist, by temperament, learning, and instinet’
(Zakarin 2009) and that betore the 2011 revolutiotis he had said ‘almost nothing
about broader gouls like spreading demogracy, protecting human rights, or assist-
ing in women s education’ (Kagan 2009), Further still, other anulysts simply dis-
missed what the administration hud said on Ihese issues as ‘lip service’, arguing

Obama administration cerfainly sent
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L elected to give his first televised interview at the White House to the news
Al-Arabiya. He announced that Mitchell’s tour would launch the admin-
listic’ approach to the region, arguing that:

e
ghnnne!
giration’s *ho

[ do think that it is impossible for us to think only in terms of the Palestinian—
Israeli conflict and not thinl in terms of what's happening with Syria or lran
o Lebanon or Afghanistan and Pakistan . . . These things are interrelated
. if we are looking at the region us a whole and communicating a ressage
1o the Arab world and the Musl im world, that we are ready to initiate 4 new
partnership based on mutual respect und mutual interest, thien 1 thinl that we

can mulee significant progress,
{Obama 2009, January 26)

The pragmatie nuture in which the Obama administration began engaging with
the MENA demonstrated an acule sensitivity to perceptions of the USA in the
region and a desire 10 ‘restore’ good relations that * America had with the Muslim
world as recently as 20 or 30 yeurs ago’ (Obama 2009, January 26). This mix of an
exemplarist stralegy and acknowledgement of the USA'S damaged reputation was
a trope of the Obama campuign, and once in office Obama was uble to issue throe
executive orders which called for the closure of Guantanamo Bay within ome year;
a ban on the CIA’s controversial interrogation techniques and a review of deten-
tion policy options. Thus, within just 4 week of taking office, the administralion
had set itself upon what it believed to be a more pragmatic path to engaging with
thie MENA and restoring America's reputation in the world; albeil these policies
proved to be more difficult to enact than originally perceived.

Whereas the shift towards engagement itself represented a break with the Bush
administration, it was the manner in which the Obama administration asserted
that there would be no *preconditions’ for such Lalks that made the policy distine-
tive. The Bush administration had long held that engaging with fran was possible
if and only if fran suspended its wranium entichment progrmme. However, in
o pragmatic move President Obamu, having sent two personl letters to Iran's
supreme leader, Ayatollah Ali Khamenei, asserted that it would "talk to our foes
and friends’, breaking the convenlion of selling conditipnality for open talks (see
Borger 2009). By April, however, Hillary Clinton was (hreatening tougher sane-
tions against the regime in Tehran, if the Iranian regime failed to acknowledge the
offer to engape in ‘constructive dinlogue’ (Clmton 2009, April 22).

The pattern of oftering tulks, but threalening sanctions, was combined with
reassurances that the USA was not attempting W push for regime change in [ran;
it was simply attempting to ‘engage and change the behaviour of advisories’
(Clinton 2009, July 10). However, by Jure the Obama administration faced its
first serious chullenge to this policy, as (he [ranian tegime began to blame the
USA and UK for protests breaking out in major cities across Iran against the
re-election of President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad. The ‘Green Revolution', or as
some have called it the “Twiller Revolution’, marked a significant moment tor the
administration as it presented a tension between engaging the Iranian regime, in
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side of the Freedom Agenda was by increasingly articulating demoeracy promo-
(o with development. What the € Yyama administration was proposing before the
2011 revolutions was & more complex sirategy, whereby a modemisation process
for the region would be spurred on not simply by free trade, but also through o
pradual process of development, Thus, as:Obama had argued when o candidate:

In the 215t century, progress must mean more than a vote at the ballot box — it
must mean freedom from fear and freedom from want. We cannot stand for
the freedom of anarchy. Nor can we support the globalization of the empty

stomach. We need new approaches to help people to help themselves.
(Obama 2007: 2)

The Obama administration was proposing to shift from ‘democracy promo-
(jon’ signified by elections but spurred on by free trade modernisation, to what has
been termed “dignity promotion’ that would seek to ‘fix the conditions of misery
that breeds anti-Americanism and prevent liberty, justice, und prosperity from
king rool” (Ackerman 2008). Whereas G. W, Bush saw (he Freedom Agenda
as cradicating lerrorism through the promotion of the free market, the Obama
administrition increasingly saw {hie same role for development. This position was
widely held within the Obamy administration. As Susan Rice, the US Permanent
Representative to the United Nations, wrote critiquing the Freedom Agenda:

Promoting both development and democtacy in far away countries is a 21sl
century security imperative. We need a dunl strategy. We must combine
effective formulas For fostering freedom though building eivil sociely and
transparent democratic inslitutions with o determination to ‘make poverly
history’. 1f we fail to do so, we will have squandered a crucil chance to
aceomplish what President Bush boldly staked out as his ambitious: legacy:

‘o advance the cause of liberty and build a safer world”.
(Rice and Graff 2009: 51)

Just as ini the Cold War development had been narraled as a method of con-
laining sommunism, the Obama administration now articulated development as 4
method of engaging with the MENA and eradicaling terrorisn. This rationale was
also partly behind the launch of the first Quadrennial Diplomacy and Development
Review (QDDR) to look at how development and diplomacy could be coordi-
nated, integrated and compleniented by cach other, and make use of what Hillary
Clinton termed ‘smart power' (Clinton 2009, July 10). Indeed, when the QDDR
process was announced, it was clear that evaluating US development policy’s
relationship with demogracy promotion was in the administration’s sights. The

Secretary of State declared that:
we are working for a world in which more people in more places can live in

freedom, can enjoy the fruits of democracy and economic opportunity and
have a chance to live up to their own God-given potential . . . instead of
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baddies win these eleotions . . . it’s because [populations
. Their fears of going hungry, or of the thug
sal needs draining. If were to compete with

provide these things that we’re not.
(in Ackerman 2008)

Look at why these
are] living in climutes of fear .
on the street, That's the swamp th
extremism, we have Lo be able to

bama sdministration was alternpting o change the modality
of the Freedom Agenda, the narralive they constructed still articulated democ-
ey prnmoliou as 1 method of eradicating extremism and fighting tarrorisin (see
Al-Anani and Patldin 2008). The Obama administration had not entirely jettisoned
{he narrative that underpinped the Freedom Agenda, and the President regularly
made appeals to the universality of demoeracy, and to teleological notions of
progress and being on “{he right side of history’, As the President explained in his

Cairo speech:

Although the O

ief that all people yearn for certain things: the
and have a suy in how you are governed; the
confidence in the rule of luw and equal administration of justice; government
that is transparent and doesn’t steul from the people; the freedom to live as
you chovse. These are not just American ideas; they are human rights. And

that is why we will support them everywhere.

[ do have an unyielding bel
abilily to speak your mind

(Obama 2009, June 4)

In this respect there was 8 considerable amount of continuity between Bush's
Freedom Agenda and the overarching approuch adopled by the Oborma administra-
tion. They both predominuntly adopled conservalive strategies when approaching
allies tind friendly regimes in the MENA., OFf course the Obama administration’s
conservative strategy is somewhat complicated by the Liming of the 2011 revolu-
tions. It was just as the adminigtration’s thinking on this issue was muturing and
(he State Department began developing a more novel andl dynamic approach Lo
democracy support, through digitising the Freedom Agenda and engaging beyond
the state, that the 2011 revolutions began.

Engaging beyond the state: civil society partnerships and the
digitisation of the Freedom Agenda

ation of the Freedom Agenda started in 2008,
o transfer power to President-elect Obama and
h the Obama campaijgn team’s cooperation
and participation in the December 35, Z008, slliance for Youth Mevements
(AYM) Summit held at Columbia University Law School. The AY M Summit wis

the brainchild of Jared Cohen in Condoleezza Rice's Policy Planning Stff. In
October 2008, just weeks biefore Barnck Obama wis clected President, Cohen
persuaded the Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs,
James K. Glassman, to take a trip tlie Republic of Colombia. The purpose of

The first steps towards the digitis
as the Bush administration began
his new administration. It began wit
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the trip wiis 1o meet with the founder of a Facebook group called No Moy,
Movement and observe how social media could be used as a tool

_ : for combaling
extremism. Subsequently, Glassman instructed Cohen to run with

his idea of

Putfting] people together, shar{ing] best practices, produc(ing] a manua) that
will be accessible online and in print to an

Y group that wants to build 4 youth
empowerment organisation to push back against violence and Oppression
around the world.

(Cohen 2008, November 24)

The result was the AYM Summit, which partnered (t
the private sector companies Howecast, Google, Facebook, YouTube and MTV,
and brought civil society activists from all over the world together in New Yok
City. This included representatives of Egypt’s April 6th Movemen! and others
from around the MENA (Glassman 2008, November 24). Notably, this summit, in
light of the 2011 revolutions, should not be overemphasised in terms of its impir-
tance to inducing the revolutions themselyes, as hus been attempted by individuals
such as Paul Wolfowitz (2011, February 11). The April 6th movement launehed
its Facebook page on March 23, 2008, to support a textile workers’ strike planned
on April 6 in Mahalla al-Kobra, to protest against low wages and high food prices.
The group had formed and then studied ‘the American civil rights movement’ and
in particular “Martin Luther King, Rosa Park and Malcolm X, along with the
struggles in ‘Poland, Georgia, Ukraine i Serbia’, which led them to develop
relations with Otpor! in Belgrade (Rashed 2011), From its founding, the group was
particularly savvy at using Facebook as a tool for communication and organising
protest (scc Wolman 2008). Indeed, it is clear from Wikileuks papers that April
6th regarded the AYM Summit as ‘interesting’, but plans to remove Mubarak
from power were already under way. Thus, as Cohen argued, regarding the AYM
Summit ‘we wanted to partner with as many people as possible to help what was
already happening on a larger scale’ (Cohen 2008, November 24).

The importance of the AYM Summit, however, was threefold. First, Joe
Rospurs, Obama’s New Media Director, and other members of Obama’s cam-
paign team participated, demonstrating that on
and counter-cxtremist mensures there was a
departing administration. Secand, Jared Coher
summit, and it was therefore mmportant that Hi
Policy Planning Staff before he becume director of Google Ideas in 2010. Finally,
and most importantly, this marked the intellectual beginning of the Obama admin-
istration’s Internet Freedom Agenda, which would be formally announced by
Hillary Clinton in January 2010; in it the Web 2.0 techniques that helped President

Obama get elected were articulated with international relations and civil struggles
around the globe.

From the AYM Summit, a website called maoverr
which seeks to ‘identify’, ‘connect’
provide a ‘new model of peer to p

he Department of State with

the issue of democracy promotion
willingness to cooperate with the
1's role proved pivotal to the AYM
llary Clinton retained Cohen on her

enls.org was constructed,
and ‘support’ ‘21st century activism’ and
eer lraining’ WWwW.movements.org/pages/

L pout)). I
il goetet
© with ot ano

FARC
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Freedom Agenda, but rather partnerships under Obamn were
stood as o trangulor relutionship between the US government, MENA TCgimes yng
civ_il society organisalions. Along with an emphosis on ‘engdgamen|’ announgyy
in Chiro, ‘engaging in purtnerships’ with civil sociely groups provided the mie/lup.
tital basis of Obama’s digitised Freedom Agenda and the reforms made 1o Xisling
Freedom Agenda institutions, Thus, whereas in 2009 the Obama administraggy
made the decision to provide hilateral funding to only those Egyplian NGOg Uy
were registered with the government, by 2010 there were increased callg by the
administration for *civil society dialogues” and need 1o ‘engage beyond the sy
(QDDR 2010: vii; Melnerney 2010: 24), Such an approach increasingly byl on
some of the activities conducted in the Forum for the Future, where in 2009, for
example, government ministers from the region were placed on the same platform
as civil society leaders, (w talk about common issues,

The emphasis on civil sociely partnership was also consolidated 45 4 commit-
ment within MEPI. Since 2004 MEPI had developed a local grant programn,
which would provide funds to indigenou

s NGOs in the region through US§
embassies averaging around $50,000 per NGO. However, this remained u limited

proportion of MEPI's overall progrimme portfolio. The Obama administration
significantly inoreased both the average total amount given under the local grant
programme and its proportion of MEPI's tolal portfolio. This led to *a lot more
funding of indigenous NGOs close 1o the ground in the region . . . hacked up
by branch management staff in regional offices in Tunis and Aby Dhabi® (Wittes
2011). Yet the most dramatic alteration in this programnme is the extent to which
funding began shifling from being allocated through a ‘call driven' process (o
being *demand driven'. When this author interviewad MEP] grant recipients, the
most dramatic shift many of them highlighted was that incrensingly, us MEP! has
reformed and evolved, potential recipients have been able to design projects and
directly appeal to US embassies for funding consideration. Moraover, many recip-
ienls commented on their ability to change budgets and project design once grants
have been approved, which MEPT often allows within their two-year projects as
long as there is a justifiable rationale. Given this, many recipients deseribed MEPI
as “flexible’, whilst also commending the institution for *risk
core funding source for new and innovative NGOs.
This of course is not 1o suggest that there
focusing more on civil society, At

incrn:usmgly under.

taking', and being a

ire no problems in MEPIs shift to
a practical level, there continue to be prablems
with MEPI funding only short-term projects. Many grant recipients uired their
frustration with a lack of *continuation" funds, even in projects that by the stand-
ards initially agreed with MEPL would be considered highly suceessful, Indeed,
the rationale for MEPI's locl grant programme was that it did not overlap with
USAID, but all too often once grants had expired it was evident that *USAID
won'tstep in’ and was not *interested”. MEPI does of course make the terms of ils
grant clear, but the local grants progrimime creates only limited *start yp’ partner-
ships with civil society organisations that can seriously struggle to find funds
once MEPI funding runs out. This roises o range of sustainability nnd budgeting
issues, and has led matiy organisations (o seek greater funding frony the private

sector, which ull oo often ends up being large multinational companies, and in

.
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their own politics and economics. The possibilities of the 2011 revoluti
therefore offer the chanee not only for the region to transition t
also for the USA to transition from a policy of informal rule to
engagement and empowerment.

With the Freedom Agenda beginning to demonstrate a mor

approach, less driven by utopian visions of remaking the region 1o
principles, it may well be able fo escape the serious issues the Bugh adminig.
tration’s imperial strategy brought with it. Indeed, supporting the people of (he
region to rench their goals and achieve their aspirations is dramatically diffrey
to socially engineering (he societies of thal region to it US interests, Providing
access Lo information and tools to empower and mobilise people agninst oppres-
sive regimes, through open access on the internet, does nat carry the same prob-
lems as seeking to impose an imperial right on the region. Indeed, (he importange
of the tactics and guidance provided on movements.org, for example, is that it
does not discriminate between groups. Provided they have access (o the internet
the information about best practice is free and openly available to liberal civil
society movements and Islamist movements. The sile does nol limit acoess to
information based on ideology or geography in the same way that direct civil
society work with the US government does, This Greates an important distinction
in what promises to be an expanding aren of democracy support in the digilised
twenty-first cenlury, There is a difference between supporting peaple to be free
through their own labours to achieve the Lype of society they demand and want 1
construct and a society that is subjugated to the social expermments and rules of
another, [t is the difference between supporting the rights of 3 peaple 1o have their
own negalive liberty and move away from tvramiy, rather than the USA attempling
1o impose its own positive conception of libe
to steer it towards o US-inspired free market utopin. Given this, it is unfortunate
that the Obama administration was late in developing this approach and that it was
such a limited part of the Obama administration’s ¥ reedom Agenda,

The Obama administration’s incremental emphasis on ‘engaging beyond the
state’, “civil society partnerships’ and partial digitisation of the Freedom Agenda
is indicatiye of the way the Obama administrution was altempling to develop new
strutegic thinking before the 2011 revolutions. Thus, as President Obama declared
to the UN General Assembly:

ons woulg
0 democracy, by

genuine dialogye,

¢ pragmatig
fit neolibery)

1ty upon the region and attempting

Civil sacicty is the conscience of our communities und America will always
extend our engagement abroad with citizens beyond the halls of government.
And we will call out those who suppress ideas and serveas a voice for those
wheo are voiceless. We will promote new tools of communication so people
are empowered to connect with one another and, in repressive societies, 10
do so with security.

(Obama 2010, September 23)
This was part of what some within (he administration referred to as developing

the *long-term plan’ for democracy promation in the MENA (Sute Department
Official B 2011). As these developments began to lny discursive tracks, the
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to concern himself with what this would mean

e e andum called Political Reform in the

ey A e u}mjw\‘ mbers of his foreign policy team on
it Frast and North Africa 1o senor me
Middle East an [

i ing ‘pro-
il 12, 2010. Accounts of the memo assert that lL.blf‘:l}l.lﬂ‘TJ)"l n;rg:]u:]i ;::l:’\ : ,-11 =
gr‘:f;‘hmwﬂrﬁ political reform and openness in |1Ic5 I\f: ::L;:l:l E;: tTDA e
I ( ; i sases, st :
ngrs _behm(ll ml'm;:%:m? r;g;l-léu:;,ﬁ:lh?::;e“:l;"huw;welr. ‘evidence ;: gm:::i
P."?S“EEUF .wnltn.-ll: Witli|r the region’s regimes . . [and] if L?n:sem. fren :x‘ t:f;ll e
"y d:f\ﬂ':lll‘:js would] apt for repression rather than reform :0 n??mf:m-?itsiv
EMI: t".( ;n Lizzn 2011), This marked the beginmn_g:a of L_hc | w*,::‘ L:}h[cm ;mI[
li‘ELl:ilLi];g 1o strategise how to deal with the conflict of interests p
nlien L

move the Freedom Agenda Forward. He argued that:
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smith, the Special
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: sonal
The 2011 revolutions: a pragmatic approach to regiona

instability . N "
The sudden collapse of Ben Ali’s regime Tunisia, f](_)}Lowe;:ln }i)yﬂ:l; e

in Egypt, the removal of Colonel Gaddafi in L1 ylad Ay
M‘-‘_barak s gyllje’s sparked throughout 2011, marked_a period of ¢ sis In
;\izﬁa:c;rz‘;%%ed prgblems with changing demographics, economic stagn i
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alienation and human rights abuses generated enough tnger within thege ¢
to chullenge long-standing autocratic regimes and ferment insla
these were the conditions that the Bush administration had highl
lematic when constructing the Freedom Agends, and they we
the Obama ndministration was increasingly recognising as troublesome through-
out 2009 and 2010. They were the problems that the conservative side of the
Freedom Agenda, within both administrations, intended to militate against, gy
therefore prevent the instability of 2011 tnking shape, That is to say, the long-term
gradual reform of these regimes wis intended to ensure that the svents of 201
did not unfold, and that the region remained stable, with "parinerships’ amena.
ble to US mterests, The revolutions started in 2011 may well represent a serinig
step forward for the MENA event ually becoming more democratic, although 1his
remains (o be seen, but equally they represent the ultimate fuilure of the Freedom
Agenda and the gradualism that underpinned ity strategic thinking, Simply put,
the Freedom Agenda was allempting to control the uncontrollable, and the 1ISA
failed 1o recogrise the speed at which these transformations would take shape; as
is often the case, ovents oulpaced policy.

Both the surprise and the strategic challenges presented by the 2011 revolu-
tions were evident in the Obama administration's reactions, Although Mohammed
Bouazizi’s self-immolation had oecurred on December 17,2010, and there were
growing protests throughout Tunisia by early January, it was clear that the holiday
season in Washington, DC, 1¢fl the administration il prepared to keep pace with
cvents (Ghattas 2011). Moreover, there was a low US diplomatic profile in the
country, in spite of MEPI having a regional office in Tunis, which reflected the
low priority the US government afforded the Ben Alj regime (State Department
Official C 2011). Before the revelution, the basis of this relationship was largely
around counter-terrorism and Ben Ali's attempts to eradicate the main political
opposition party in the country, the Islamic Tendency Movement (Monvement da

la Tendance Islamique, MTI), ulso known as En-Nahda (Renaissance). As Yahia
. Zoubir argues:

intreg
bility, Notahly,
ighted as prob.
re the problems Ihat

Ben Ali, a resolute enemy of political Tslan, sought to counter En-Nahdn
through an cconomic modernisation program and the mobilisntion of the
middle class . . . The regime imprisoned and tortured thousands of En-Nahda
sympathisers . . . the Tunisian government oblained support from the US and
France for its policy of eradicating Islamists,

(Zoubir 2009; 254)

Once the prolests were under way, the Obama administration resorted to its
default approach of not taking sides, but urged the Ben Ali regime to demonstrate
restraint and respect the right of protesters to assembly. With the removal of Ben
Ali on January 14, the Obama administration moved forward by voicing its wish
for free and fair elections in Tunisia, Just || days later, however, the onsel of &
much larger policy issue for the USA began to take hold, as hundreds of thousands
of Bgyptians took Lo the streets on the January 25 'Day of Revolt’,
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i ughl
gain, the Obama administration appeared surprised and thoroughly

R began to unfold. Hillary Clinton’s initial reaction was to

* nderprepared as events
pusert that:

e supp 1 3 1 o] IL’,
We ort the undament; right of expression aned :i..'n‘.ul,'lllb'.)lr for al T J
d e that al . i H efrain | iolence. But
and we urg hat all Parties exercise estraint aIlEj.lE aln from v alen ’

)y assessment is that the Egyptian Government 15 stable and 1s Dﬂkll!g for
0

i its of Jgyplinn people.
iti s and interests of the Egyp
ways to respond to the legitimate need: AR R

i is author, ‘wi were expecling
Asspd s sjl‘m.: d:;i::r::;:e:: :\i;[\n\}a:}idp?;:;cln will) ihi.; madel ir*»lrcp,u::E
,mmcllutlg m'hﬂppiituiattin ?,Hli-, to happen so soon’ f_Sc‘mmI‘ State D?.'px‘mfu;d
E;‘l!::l rllidll:l tlt;“‘(ircvcnlmlcss, as violence in and nrnlund lla];::ﬁmx:‘:;e i:?;gfﬁ, m:
I | i e 1y, Lhe admint:
_9'“1 o 11:3;:;;';::5 zll:‘;ll?e::l:r::l‘.l::Ir:nf‘-'je::;::;lw Obama s|‘mkc with Mubarak and
::u:?:';uhnu statement on the situation. He asserted that:
e for o 8 " eore principles. First, we
'1'|1mughqul i Pﬂﬁ“g' c:;:::rc\::)::mlti]rI':rsizl:\,rlc;zuI v?iluus,ll ir}chtding lhz
e fll)le_l:lilt! tian ::(l ple ;:) freedom of assembly, freedom utSPceGE“:.“lf
rights of the Lh’-}’li.l?: il i‘l:rm:uion ot b Spken tut oo b |
the freecom 10 "“.ehh .:n : the status quo is not sustuinable and . ., ciln.mgi.
of the nt_ced ]l::'.chdll‘li:['l‘llk '1 indicaled tonight to President Mui::-mll-f —1 |lf. _:3;
ELLI‘:&“&‘;-I i:m ::t{c‘rlv fransition must be meaningful, 1L must be peacetul, ¢

S (Obama 2011, February 1)

5 1T i ahirir Sguare on
The follawing day, pro-Mubarak demonstrators rode lmt;_; T,‘f;i,-,clcld R
: b i as start of a ! )
a1 protesters, in what was the s ) e
-amels and horses to beat protesiers, b st o,
rali’L‘l: until the military stepped in to restore relative L.\‘lh"l.l. 1::11;; ot F}; i
1'"‘\:’ b-hin Jon's sense of frustration with the Mubarak n]z%,uij o
lt:] IET hl;ubaruk made a speech but failed to announce s epi ,
, BHer H -

Obamu unequivocally declired that:

have been told that there was a lr:mﬁltim.! o: l-'ﬂl\]it(—)r._,-i:g{
but it is not yet clear that this Lransition 18 imn_mdmtg mt.lnmlug,.t Fick
dient - The teyntian government must put forward a credible, cor :
s 'E h'e'-ligyplll lo:rard genuine democracy, and !hcy have nu} ye!
ey ok bt it We therefore urgze the Egyptian government mL
e “"'LI e l\Illm'yn thu changey that have been made, and © 5!?16:11 ?ud
1']110vltl:-v':::ﬂyuru:l’:tfiglunus lunguage the step by RIT]p Fi;ﬁ.'c;&; ;,!;::u\xlpe::lu
s i srnment that the B
to democracy and the representative EOVErTUT

The Egyptian people

seek. (Obama 2011, February 10)
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The next day Mubarak finally stepped down, leaving the Supreme ;
the Armed Forees (SCAF), headed by Field Marshall Mohamed I-nl“;_ wouneil of
to oversee Egypt's future. Within less than three week the LISA w - Iln’
abandon an sutocrat it had supported for 30 years. Serious Lul‘ucrmu,:s 5
introduced into US—Egyptian relations and questions were being r'n'*ﬁsd}iH i been
the USA wad going Lo navigate the ‘conflict of interests’ Ilrub!em‘il; I:hi‘smln O
of transformation, moment

The sﬂuatio.ns in Tunisia and Egypt were, however, only conipound

he outbreak of protests in Libya and the sudden deterioration into c[;:e.;"‘ ed by
an apied uppmfiljnn group emerged (o challenge Colonel Gaddafi's : “_’nr,‘,\_s
became increasingly clear that this was not going to be the siart :ﬂ-' ug:.m‘u, it
{ransition process, The Interim Transitional National Council ‘wa-; a penceful
lish its authority over the vities of Benghazi and Tobrul, whilst cI;'lin1 7 10|
taken control of many other major cities throughout the CULu]‘l! -o = :Ill[}., ||0- nve
by Colonel Gaddafi's forces. By late February and early Milr”'lybn l f It: be met
had driven the rebels back to Benghuzi ina c'uutller—n]'ﬁ:nﬁ[vc -[nd t:( K:Jl‘b Ritess
of March were threatening o take Benghazi, With European ‘L!:m::n;t- T‘ui:l“c
Arab League and the Gulf Cooperalion Council all {;;l“iﬂg for the eu{uhrr-ilh. .n:
of a no-fly zone, in response to Gaddafi’s theeats to crush the rui)cllimlt th .J:];?‘Lm
administration finally decided to intervene 1o prevent o hunmnimri‘a, Ld‘- f‘l!nn
Cruial to this decision were the cases made by Sumantha I‘ow;,;r tlr:l ;_-;:«I:lur.
(Clinton, who were able to persuade the President, over more s aétiEls t“ ; J.l u:}’
that intervention was the best course of action (Stolberg 201 II) ('uru;* :C "l{llhu?:
administration supported UN Security Council Resolution 1973 W‘El?chn'l )’Ll :
ised NATO intervention to proteet civilians (sce Bel lamy m]d‘\:\"ijj-. zuitntlzr
By Mm'c‘h I!.’], the Obama ndministration was ‘leading from hehind'l‘,'?lu: NM—@;
::L::Ir;ritl;r:f;l:;h ﬁti.uld last seven months and decisively contribute 1o the rebel

The importance of the initial months of 2011 with regards to US-MENA rel
tions was that, for the first time, the USA was faced with Ilhr.‘ ractic I. b :IL -
tions of supporting demactacy and breaking partnerships. No T:m ei!::nw:imfl ’Cﬂ
choiee concerning how best to reform the status quo and navigate 'ﬁe . hn"»lh-r:-
interests’ problem. The 2011 revolutions mark a serious shift in the 'm"."::? '":-llr
selective context, in-which strategically seleclive actors were ﬂpemtin- '. .Etgmf 1y

Iran during June 2009 certainly acted as a precursor, but uniike the rc:_\] \:.ﬂm‘ "
2011 there was no partnership to break. Throughout 2011 the Obama ad, :1 Vlu_u?r in
tion was forced to intervene in the unfolding crises, and, as Thomas Ca]rr;lt?1 a-
notes, ‘the administration faced a defining question of dcm:'icmuy Sl elrj
it now shiff gears and put democricy at the core of its policy in the }I\eﬂddll 3 F-D%lr"
(Carothers 2012: 29). As the conservative side of the Freedom Ag Lr- ’uh. -
increasingly challenged the Obama administrition onge PRy rlcmnr!;-r;‘-(:‘smrt
preference !"nr pragmatism, The administration sought to maintain the :1“ " l'[:‘
tive side of the Freedom Agendn where possible, but jettisoed it in & I!aerlvdj:

pushing for democratic openings where either the USA had an 1'nllcr :L" i llu.
fransformation removing o hostile regime, or transition looked high!?bbrt;;ub;:

Tantawi,
oreer 1o

able to estab-

A
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and would restore some semblatce of stability. The Obama administration there-
fore supported democratic transitions, but tried to remain o background characier
in the unfolding narrative; it did not attempl to gel in front of events. What the
Obuin administration has demonstrated 1s cautious, restrained and careful stral-
epising. For example, in Morocco the USA has remained o supportive partner,
largely because of intensely close security coaperation, having conferred major
pon-NATO ally status on the country, and King Mohamed VI's monarchy's con-
stitutional referendum and reforms, Further still, with Saudi Arabia responding to
the 201 | revolulions with financial distribution and mobilisation of security forces
in the Kingdom and Bahrain, the USA has remained largely silent on human tights
abuses nnd sought to reassure the regime that it was nol going to abandon it as it
b Mubarak, Yet, with Syria and Yemen, the Obama administration increasingly
moved towards pushing for change as human rights abuses mounted and it was
clear that Bashar al-ssad and the USA’s long-time ally President Ali Abdullah
Saleh were fucing protracted problems with protests.

Nonetheless, once the USA Had embraged the transitions in Tunisia, Egypt and
Libya, the Obama administration moved swiltly 1o buttress democratic trends. In
Tunisia and Egypt, for example, the administration spoke out in favour of demo-
cratic transitions and provided muliple sources of funding ta support a new range
of programmes from ‘elections administration, civic education und, und political
party development’ (Carothers 2012: 31), As a senior state department official
explained:

the decision was made to do a lot more work with local civil society as soon
as we could. . . . In Tunisia and Egypt we have done a lot of work this year
... there has been a lot of focus on those two countries.

(Senior State Department Official B 2011)

Before the revolution in Tunisia, for example, MEPI was dealing with around
five NGOs, but afterwards demand *skyrocketed’ from both local and international
NGOs. As a result MEPI begun pushing oul grants, and replicated this process
in Egypt. The exibility of MEPL allowed it to respond o the crises relatively
swifily, but as some admitted the fear was that in the rest of the region, ‘where
demand has skyrocketed, we haven't been uble to respond quickly’ (Senior State
Department Official A 2011). The response from MEP[ was first to "throw money
at Egypt and Tunisia’, Tollowed by ‘coalition building amongst NGOs' und *estab-
lish regional networks' (Senior State Depattment Official B 2011). Indead, with
MEP!I having 10 years of institutional experience to draw from, it mobilised the
MEPI alumni network, rolled oul seminars on using social media as 4 ool for
advocacy, ensured that activists met at conferences and ultimately attempted Lo
ensure that learning was oceurting throughout the ongoing revolutionary transi-
tion processes. Indeed, MEPL's response has been lo consider o lot more regionul
programming, and establish more detailed sector-hy-sector analyses of where it
can strengthen networks (o help continue the sharing of information that drives
change. The aim i$ lo *grow and sustain the demand for change' (Wittes 2011).
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These initial steps were intended to contribute to
Anneamee, on May 19, 2011, 452 'bold new appros
tons with the MENA. Tuking centre stuge in the
Franklin room, the President argued that the 2011 revolutions witre
denial of dignity, a luck of political and economic self-
the region, the role of new media
that Tunisia and Egypt were ent

schto foreign policy’ ang US raly.

Department of State's Benjamiy

Catused by g
determination througha
g demographic. He rgnied

on and that thig Process of
trimsition would have ups and downs potentially challenging Americy's tore
intarests, but that the administration would co

mbinue lo keep our
friends mnd partners’. However, he clearly signalled
problematic in the long ferm if nuitocratie

und the region's youn
ering years of ransitic

commitments 1y
that such partnerships wre
regimes did not embrace reform:

The status quo is not sustainable, Sovicties
sion may offer the illusion of stability for
lines that will eventually tear asunder.
There must be no doubt tht the Unitec
that ndvances self-determination and o

held together by fear and repres-
a time, but they are built upon fault
So we face a historie apportunity .
I States of America welcomes change
Pportunity,

(Obama 2011, May 19)

What was highly evident

about this apparently ‘new approach to forgign
poliey’, however, was that it w

as remarkably similar to Bush’s Freedom Agenda
and downplayed many of the incremental innovations the Obama adminisira-

tion had made throughout its time in office. |t appealed to similar premises to
those of Bush's liberal grand strategy, arguing that, ‘after decudes of nocepting
the world as it is in the region, we have a chance to pursue the world as it
should be’. Within such u context, the President began to construct more of an
overarching harrative for its spproach to the region, setting out a liberal, albeit
pragmalic, grand strategy under the headings of political reform,
and economic reform, The supposed new strate
reform across the region starting with the Tunisi
democracy, and noted the serions problems in Lit
condemning partners such as Yemen gnd Bahrai
implication Saudi Arabi,
The President, at considerable len,
change in the region through econom
to democracy, asserting that:

human rights
8Y would be to help support
an and Cgyptian transitions to
bya, Syrin and Tran, whilst also
n for their use of foree; and by

gth, detailed how the USA would support

ic reforms for nations that are transitioning

America’s support for democrac
promoting reform, and inte,
global economy . .

y will therefore be built on financial stability,
grating competitive markets each other and the
- starting with Tunisia and Egypt.

(Obama 2011, May 19)
He continued to argue that the
mies’ and that the region neede
Just assistance’; and that ‘prot

problem with the region was its ‘closed econo-

d ‘trade’ and ‘not just aid’; ‘investment’ and ‘not

ectionism must give way to openness’. President

what the Presiden would
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ategic narrative had all the hallmarks of TOpOSed informal rule and
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t a plan to presen
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Obama 2011, May 19).
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that had inned the o : .

3 dcIillllit:ﬁd:rzliu-?l“d| jh'- conservative dimension of the Freedom Age
protesters in 'Elljll:ir :H \ ‘f“h e |:r'{1hh:m:~a and the solutions being ?:;d
oiiie Fbbsuiiiie : [-ll"df'iv‘”'WHs not a Iduhnil'ron of freedom underpilrl:n:
sapes surr:)undmgl :Lsal[;il ‘F'L were willing to die for, but rather o I“L‘ﬂln:'
faith in one form or anott u ltlim.L.m rights, social justice, adherence to rh.- Islnii
course 1 large part U',:NI‘”]"’" f*l““'”v:r’ (Hassan 2011a), Economic lSSllc: o
ooty I]y_ these F.mlcm took place; Mohammed Bouzi, il of
resonated bEYU;Id dejl]E!uLI;'ﬁ[!Ti‘l i.]mum. against economi Ilc[plcsxne:sl : ‘;E'H.
hnd embraced the neolit -ral-“l . : n..mf:ucr, nt. wa the former Egyptian wél‘m\f hich
as prolesters in Tahrir Sf.': ‘ u',g,u. ml !-lu:{h s I-'_reedom Agenda most swifll ol
the Egyptian P—— ni::; urmp‘ll.uncd, all it brought was inequalit w!)’,‘aml'
inequalit wbers of the Mubarak re, Y. ¥lerehy
?:,:j yﬂlhrmlghoul the country (Hassan 201 1u)

Jive 3 i 2 !

l-‘mh]x:rr:]tﬁ:n: :[;;U:‘))ll;“d rh.mw of the 2011 revolutions, it was therefore a maj
for the region and 1:;hl |._11L2mm51.mm“ was unable (o construct a new I’L\!."Il:rjm
because the USA wus chu-. Illppmlnch lo democracy promotion. This \v;‘s]ﬁm
wits a serious lack of -rr'i :‘j"“‘&’i_i! sound policy programme, but eathier thit th -UE
Obkiaa udrmujmn“““bh;: t:“ 1y mnovation within the administration, and :;L
landscape presented .h e r:l:] Iu.nuh‘llc to develop a strategy for dealing'wm. 7 @
hr T Trassta ;“mmg ; |I. l‘.ilul 1Ltloi Interests problem, With the USA constru -llc
ship with Isracl and & :u tu:pltum, ui.glo.ba] military rench, its security rciuli: -
strategically solcctive :u;*l‘:“"] ‘h‘-"lljﬂ-.E'O!l s resource in the carbon economy, 1Ir1:
remained limited. Ultim |-[I lI}‘:N "L!I s m.)"““““dmi“ismﬂil)“ could 1lrn£c.'iqc
SO0 s et o oo il apa oain sasped By thelandsoays
§AKt gt oo Pocss II:I\ e:usls. I‘II'.N.L 1 spite of multiple efforts to reform rﬁ.
vedhailinryoovide !.Imda gLn(Ilu failed. The USA has lost the grand st I-rL
To substitute this ll;;::.{d)lllurii:lﬂ.i:::ﬁ lTyLw“-y afan alternative strate e

i ulkeri R . administration. was pragmatic in its respons
push mgiu:i{:\‘:;:i':c‘;:ll!‘:uu.c;mg u policy that allows it to t‘luiini::::)::;?t;l:,;g
o ¢eanomic and securily f’.b.mfi,mftm.“' and when o ensure continued cooperation
tion did not il"tm{n s i_‘r |-‘15I;l..'., This of course is not to say that the administra-
Attempting roadju-.f:;i;z I:?;nlnhcr ll]ﬂi the administration was slow to do so
parties have proyed lu- be suce Lf T?‘“Egrcg]]y seleclive context, wherein Isl:llﬂlistl
by allics and Iran has incre: h%hir“ }m elections, Istacli security is less guaranteed
the administration’s agend [:;HﬂiEI ¥ :ﬂhuvccl provocatively, did, however, rise up
SI’ecizllL‘{mrdumlu‘r ﬁfr ?r-n o ntc\ T;UI.I‘ Having appointed William B. ":“}"ll‘-”‘ "I"'
sought o move beyond ”‘l?mm-"? in September 2011, the Obama ﬂdlnillislrllii;ll'l
transitions across ll}:e ;e o lr_‘:\mlmm spproach 1o the region and help HU. rt
us that the transitions such:; ald' ST%‘nﬂmimdm Taylor argued, ‘it is i"‘lpﬂrlﬂprll]:(iu
tion has construcled a u‘aii'L ;{ aylor :-,01 L), and consequently the administra-
Bovernment and nllu.'rp II 1h|oln- o W'IMI‘ to coordinate policy between lhel U'Q
in charge of efforts mg‘t Z"i"d TR Factors. Taylor has also been iuuu:.l
A e ouL.ul-mss :.J(JUFDLBMC the cf-i‘ons of America’s democracy 112:':_-1.;1.
e r<' : the Ipflrtmqln of State, USAID, the DRL and M'F
e level of coherence, Thus the Obama administration’s apP::Jl cilr:
o il

. Suchy
filed by
by ecg.
L 0F meg.

gime profited, creating greater

gy in response.

Obama’s Freedom Agenda 179

asingly attempted to coordinale the Freedom Agenda institutions in combina-
her parts of government, and thergfore ensure that the response is done
4 ‘whole government way'. This brings ‘the assis-
je' together with *trade policy, whilst [als0] seeing whit the private seclor
what we can do with our dinspora comimunities here in the US . . . and
pring o lotof different pieces together’ (Senior State Depurtment Official B2011).
The newly established coordination office does not implement progrummes, but
rather strives to betier synchropize and harmonise programme implementers, to
* ke the democtacy bureaucracy more efficient. Taylor acknowledges, however,
(hat the US government does nol huve the spme resources it had during previous
o support transitions tin Central Europe and the former Soviel Union for
and that the USA must therefore support Lransitions ‘more efficiently
2011}, Moreover, when asked about the conflicts of
Obama administration was attempting lo overcome

 jere
0 fjon with ot
in what has been considered

e $ic
can do,

' piempls U
example’,
and more creatively’ (Taylor
interests problem and how the
it, Taylor argued at length that:

ery important. We are |ooking at it very carcfully
and giving it a lot of attention, Lo deciding how can we do both pur princi-
ples, the principles of democratic transitions and democratic governance and
minority rights, women's rights, assembly, expression; those prineiples that
ure important (o us. Recanciling those with our interests, in the Fgypt-lsract
peace lrenty, Lransit rights, over flight rights ete. .. in particular with Egypt.
Finding the right balunce, i each individual country is going 1o be important,
but 1 think that this administration has been very clear that it puts a very high
ples side, and democratic governmenl, and demo-
interest dominate, but this administration has
been cleur that principles will guide us: We have problems il the time and we
will have compromises in the short term, but in the medium to long term the
{oeus is on democratic govVErmunes i this part of the world, like other parls

of the world, will be in our interest.

This is a big issue thatis v

importance on the pring
cratic ideals. In the past we let

(Taylor 2011)

Monetheless, when pressed sbout whether (his will be done on an ad hoe busis
ar through an institutional mechanism, it was clear that the National Seeurily
Couneil and the interagency process would continue to govern such decisions on
an i hoe basis, Moreover, as a senior State Department official added:

All of those other interests we pursued over the decades are still our inter-
ests, They haven't chunged, but the environment in which we pursue them
hos changed fundamentally, therefore our foreign poliey has to change in
response. Thal's the way {he President articulated it in My [2011], that's
the new policy. We are working on the premise thit these things will come
will work to bring thent into alignment by helping to
it are needed which will bring them into alignment,
(Senior State Department Official A 2011)

into alignment, and we
cultivate the changes thi
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This echoed the message presented by Hillary Clinton in her keynote add
to the National Democratic Institute on November 7, 2011, in which the Secre:ess
of State argued that: ary

(ansitions are filled with uncertainty . . . We believe that real democrty
change in the Middle East and North Africa is in the national interest nlf‘t! 3
United States . . . Why does Ameriea promote democtacy one way in -'1'0!':’:
countries and another way in others? Well, the answer starts with a very [iﬁl;
tical point; sifualions vary dramatically from country to country, It would
he foolish to take a one-size-fits-

all approach and borrel forward regardless
of cireumstances on the ground .

; : .. Our chofees also reflect other inlerests
in the region with a real impact on Americans’ lives — including our fight
against al-Onida, defense of our wllies, and a secure supply of energy. Over
{ime, 1 more democratic Middle East and North Afnea can provide a more
sustainable basis for addressing all three of those challenges. But there will
1se times when not all of our interests align, We work to -.:11@:1 them, but that is
just renlity . . . As a country with many complex |nlr.'rcs!,s,.wc‘ﬂ always huve
1o walk dnd ehew gum ut the same lime, :

(Clinton 2011, November 7)

In cysence, the Secretary of State’s address asserted many of the ideas thal
had underpinned the construetion of the Freedom Agenda back in 2002, This
demonstrated how the Bush administration had laid the discursive tracks leading
10 the institutionalisation of the Freedom Agendn in the crisis narrative sel out
after September 11, 2001, but over o deeade later the USA was struggling with
e same “conflict of interests’ problem. Only now, with the conservative side of
the Freedom Agenda having demonstrably failed, the USA was faced with the
(slamist ditemma it had been reluctant to embrace, and the increased level of
instability that it sought to avoid. Ultimately the Freedom Agenda, born out of
crisis, hud failed as a policy paradigm and the Obama administration was prag-
matically attempting to navigate the contours of yet another crisis in a period of
the USA's duclining influence in the region.

Conclusion

I the immediate allermath of the 2011 revolulions there was considerble det_mc
concerning the role the USA had played in bringing aboul these cvema._ Mlll}lpllt'
media outlets and commeniators were asking whether the Buslll administration’ s
Freedom Agenda contributed directly or indirectly w0 the uprisings. Whereas the
Bush administration was keen (o suggest that this may well be |1_u: cane, and that
evenits had vindicated their-stralegys 3 closer analysis of the Freedom Agenda
reveals a far more problematic picture {hati the one they hulvc cluljscn to narrate.
Having traced the construction and 'msiihlLi:mulisnllou of this policy by thlc Bush
administration, it is clear that the policy recognised {he symploms, but ultimauely
fatled to preseribe the right policy. Thus, although former members u_l‘ the Bush
administration may well be attempling 10 construct a legiey ‘umlcrpumcd hy.“
simplistic mythology of the Freedom Agenda, it is clear that, just as Ru!.iglru:l thd
tiot bring down the Berlin wall, G, W, Bush did not lead the plrmesls in I:l_h.ll'lr
Squure. Moreover, it should be stated that the removal of hieads of slut_c mT m‘u's.m,
Egypt, Libya and Yemen is nol equivalent 0 pn:dcslmcd dxl:nmcr:ulu ransiicm.
It muy well be a useful start 1o such 2 PrOGESS, but there zs: o guaraniee Lhat
these states will inevitably {ransition 1o demoeriey. Within this contexl, the ‘?,#}ll
revolutions may have dong more for iulﬂmminnal demouracy support than inter-
sational democracy support ever did for the 2011 revolutions.' .

By challenging the officiul |';:pruﬁcnlukion of the Freedom Agenda, the FEISI.?EIIUh
presented hers revenls the imperial pitfalls of the approsch l.h': B_ush.admn-.mn}-
tion constructzd, the limitations of the :|pprum:l:cs Lo institil mnuhsuugn and ulti-
mately the conservative manner it which the policy was pursugd. The nnpuftuncc
of this canfiol be overstated given hat the Obami adminisiration not only inhet-
ited these problems, bul has largely embraced them in its response 10 regional
unrest. Yet, beyond these empirical issues, what this research hasl shown, thrm_igh
{he development of the constructivist {nstitutionalist approach, 15 Lhzft there is @
benefit in theorising and analysing pusl—crisis poliey making. By trfu;mg the 1DF
that underpins policy construction, it wos possiblc {p generale o liighly detaled
and rigorous understanding of how and why the Freedom Agcndn_ Willﬁ LI‘IJW!_lD]!(‘.‘.q,
and what cumulative and eyolutionary SLEps and obstacles led to its ms! itutionali-
salion. It simultaneously allowed a return 1o first-order queskions, 10 [idllh‘i.‘.ﬁl{ whit
the Bush administration meant by the terms ‘freedom' and democracy', and how

these definitions transiated into 8 policy of conservative radicalism.
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By selting out an approach that was explicit in detailing i
¢pistemological Foundations, the manner in which it cunu.h [“H o8lolo
structure and agency, ideus and material, and continuity 'Jn:II: luuhscd t
framewaork was established that drove this empirically l'i.ch “ ‘“_”SQ
lies in the fact that il is philosophically rigorous, has an i fﬁ"‘_‘rc'h. .I[s slrengly
and is capable of theorising the complex processes of c':mli‘1 L!dmmphm“y foeug
combining eritical and historical analysis, the strenpthy n“h“‘"l)’ und change, gy
come to fruition in this research, and have proved !'Tllrillmi.; Iulb r_n(fﬂluflulugy have
focus and findings, Notably, the consiructivist in,;mmimm'-[glu iding ity empirica)
able 1o theorise the relutionship belween the events of Sept . Emthﬂd(,}luﬁ}‘ way
the development of the Freedom Agenda, ruther than siI.n ll em 2 1, 2001, ang
ship based on their succession i time. This is o nu::mi:‘rif lusiﬂ'“"?B u-mlmi”"'
highlights the central role of September 11, 2001, and |!E1’-n ‘.'omnh.”l"-‘". as it
murked a moment of punctuition in US-MENA relations 1;; ‘“Ihlnn.ur in which it
assertion are evident throughout this research, in which i; Iw';; ;mphcmm.m b
presidential campuign sel the stage for the future Bush aullnis'lflwn'”wl the 200
a distinctive IDFE, This appropriated and articulated primacy, l|"hlmm"*_ 1o outline
theory, neoliberalism and modernisation thesis into a d}stinc:!,i ]E%ﬁ"m”jc stability
in tum, sedimented p-.urlicuim' definitions of eoncepts such Vc' SR, Wi
*democracy’ and ‘freedom’, The importance of this cannot b [-I i Pt).wc‘rrl ‘peace’,

From January to September 2001, President Bush was ‘if‘_"“fﬂrcstlmalcd.
cc_:minuily in US-MENA relations. The most pmminenll n:e::‘wmh-g Lh.,: nlecd for
gional relationship was Bush's decoupling strategy vis-d-vi :Jrlln in this interre-
and Trag. However, (his situation changed as a result of |Le :‘,l‘w.l'm“ie PTOCESS.
11, 2001, generating & mometit of punctuation in political Li: Ln-llf‘ '.'Tf Seplember
punctuation created a space for Bush's distinet IDF 1o be ::Iw. his moment of
disd within u post-crisis narrative, which lnid discursive ln-km:?glmny embed-
of the Freadom Agendn. This post-crisis narvalive t’nrcgrr;i:'. J . ;.rr the evalution
‘freedom’ and asserted that America was attacked because !'l“: u* tIm' concepl of
remarkable aboul such o depoliticising conclusion wn; the :!l:, ‘frue .\ivlmz wls
expansive studies into the ‘causes’ of terrorism Lo just ill'}‘ Ihilr i oitieitied
with the uncertuinty created 8s i result of September 11 20{!]‘s ?ﬁsamun, Jostel
teation primarily utilised logies arising out of the pnsbc;ld Wi il Ul|milni5-
need for an overarching rationale for US [oreign policy, and il::_r erd, .thu perceived
oF America os ‘exceptional’, That i to suy, the form of ot ec:""{“tluted sense
moment of punctuntion wis largely an endogenous pr ﬂilu::; 9‘[31! at followed the
selogtive actors viewed the strtegically selective context (.“D‘ l.Dw s!mllcgically
1 conelude that pest-Cold War identity politics proved n; h-': ,:I-".l’:fil_lle}'- itis sufe
shaping the post-crisis narrtive, and played a vital role in !h; oritical dynamic in
of the Freedom Agenda, eventunl evolution

Understanding the role of post-Cold War identity politics all
alisable point to be made, September 11, 2001, was not ¢ u a1 ::“"R amore gener-
not, as the Bush administration-argued, 'change cvemhi“p "-[1{ ﬁnd certmnly did
political change is more akin to that of & *kaleidoscope’ Iniu:h;cdm hl‘cr" ki said
deployed by the British Prine Minister Tony Blair in Fiis: st this Is & metaphor
11, 2001: i response (o September

gical ap
he rolg of
an ““"’ring
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This is a moment to seize. The kaleidoscope has been shaken. The pieces are

in flux. Soon they will settle again. Before they do, let us reorder this world

around us.
(Blair 2001, October 2)

This vignetle is instructive because it caplures i certiun quality about political
conlinuity and change thal was evident in the progess-Lracing narrative discourse
analysis caried oul through this research: namely, that discourses are important
in the conduet of foreign policy, and when moments of punctuation oceur they
s be reconstructed by articulating them into & different formation. This suggests
that there is always & binding with the past, as these discourses have genealogies,
but when placed in a different formation they can lead 10 political change.” The
Freedom Agenda wag a product of exuctly this sort of situation, in which a new
strategically constituted narrative grasped together multiple factors to construct 4
plot that guided a new policy paradigm towards the Middle East policy.

Understanding the Freedom A penda required reconstructing the conlext from

which it urose, and fundamentally analysing the post-crisis narrative that guided
its institutionalisation. From doing s0, this research has Jemonstrated that the
Freedom Apenda constituted o new policy paradigm 1 US-MENA relations,
which was @ produet of a cumulative post-crisis policy making process. Thus,
were analysed in this research not based on the
gotion that *history is just one damn thing after another’, but rather, because
events, such ag the war in Afghanistan, the Bletehley 1l meeting and the Traq
war, all added Lo how strategically selective aclors viewed the stralegically selec-
live contexl. As a result, what was considered feasible, practical and desirable
changed, and out of this reformulation the Freedom Agenda was perceived 1o
be in America’s national interest, and institutionalised us a new puradigm. The
historical narmative presented it this research, therefore, demonstrates that policy
evolves over time as policy-makers try 10 solve policy puzzles in conditions of
uncertainty. Consequently, they develop und deploy specific 1DFs (embedded
within narratives) to support their strategic actions, and legitimise the policy
directions they have constriscted within institutional seutings.

Policy making is not, however, an txacl science. Herein, ¢
administration attempting to make demottacy promotion the ventral objective of
US-MENA relations, both in the form of creating @ domino effect after the Irag
war and through the Freedom Agenda institutions, it hecame clear that the new
paradigm was problemal ic. Whilst the administration gradually recognised that
the war on terror could not be fought through military means ulone, promoting
demoerncy in the MENA proved Lo be more difficult than the Bush administration
liad originally conceived. I the belief that ‘freedom’ wis a universal value, and
{he natural political arrangement societics would adopt if authoritarian rule was
removed, the Bush administration lowered the bt of how difficult promoting
democracy in the MENA would be. Indeed, with a gIOWIng INSurgency in Irag|,
and the demoeratic victory of Famas in the 2006, it was clear that the Freedom
Agenda withdrew Lo relying on its neoliberal core, and became characterised by
both conservative and radical dynamics, As & yesult, the Freedom Agenda wis

events following September 11

lespite the Bush
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strongly committed to regional stability and the gradual reform of ally regimes,
whilst seeking to challenge regimes hostile to the USA. This realisation adds 1
the existing debate about the Freedom Agenda, because it generates 1 more Com-
plex understanding of the policy, and consequently moves the debate forward,
Indeed, the Bush administeation's vision for the Middle East is made cousidemhly
clearer once it is ncknowledged that the United States sought 1o promote demp.
racy because it believed that this would tip the global ‘balance of power” in the
USA’s favour and subsequently assure continued US preponderance and ascend-
ancy. It was not democracy in and of itself that was being advocated, but rather
democracy that would suit perceived US interests. By highlighting the conserva-
tive radicalism dyad, this research illustrates a fundamental tension in US-MENA
relations: September 11 may have changed the manner in which the USA viewed
the Middle East, but it merely compounded the perceived need for short-term
cooperation in the pursuit of other more immediate security goals. Where this
occurred, the Bush administration consistently gave priority to the latter, justified
with particular definitions of justice and the need for security. Consequently, this
research has demonstrated that the Freedom Agenda was contradictory at best,
and, at worst, a legitimising concept for the pursuit of US preponderance over
the MENA. It was ultimately a policy caught between pursuing democracy and
domination. The implications of this clearly demonstrate that, despite the constant
repetition of the word ‘freedom’, which became the trope of the war on terror,
elevated to chief purveyor of legitimacy and idol of the tribe, it was necessary to
look past this essentially contested term and return to first-order questions about
how the Freedom Agenda was constituted.

The narrative presented by the White House obfuscated the degree to which
there were tensions in the administration over the institutionalisation of the
Freedom Agenda. Indeed, the ‘official’ narrative wrote out the extent to which
members of the Department of Defense and Department of State were hostile to
the Freedom Agenda. This was a particularly fecund finding of this research, as
it reveals how the ‘conflict of interest’ problem was difficult for the administra-
tion to address throughout its time in office, and in spite of its proclaimed new
policy paradigm. Moreover, it demonstrates how a mismatch between regional
specialists and the growing democracy bureaucracy proved to be an obstacle in
coordinating and entrenching the Freedom Agenda. Herein, it is safe to conclude
that, despite President Bush’s grand rhetoric, 2 more complex reality was unfold-
ing within the administration itself. More generally, however, it has been shown
that the USA struggles to promote democracy, because it is not clear how best to
do so. This accounts for the ad hoc programmes the Freedom Agenda institutions

pursued, and was reflected in J. Scott Carpenter’s assertion that ‘we don’t know
yet how best to promote democracy . . . there are times when you throw spaghetti
against the wall and see if it sticks’ (Finkel 2005). Despite this insight, however,
it was unambiguously clear that the Bush administration relied on ideological
convictions, rather than detailed empirical subscriptions, in its assertions that

the democratisation process could be brought about by subscribing to neoliberal
reforms and modernisation thesis.
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i, Zoellick, Many of theses individunls fater

Woplsey and Robert
all would be considered

members of the Bush administration, hut not
W 16. This was evident in the Republican-ted House, which voted 206133, and the
Ti' Democrit-led Senate, which voted 7223 (Reid 2002; 20).

L) Hese rsudimentation”

wfers Lo the concealment of an original act of institutionalisa-
2 tion, ond ‘renctivation’ is to make such apts yisible again (see Laclnu and Mouffe
! 2001 viii).

R, James
w became key o
"y ngucm\sur\:ul!vcs.

E] A constructivist institutionalist methodology

| This has also been termed discursive, ideational, and economic constructivism (6o
gehmidt 20061 109; Hay 2006 56; Campbell and Pedersen 2001: 193-275).

3 his could read as methodological individualism. This is not the (ntention. To argue
thal the micvo level i ontologically pritmary 18 ot the same u8 saying the macro level
is ontalogically non-existent or constitutive in some Wiy, What 18 being questioned
i% the status; actions and conditions must be accounted for. Levels exist in relation to

one another through collective intentionality,

1 For an excellent overview of new institutionulist scholarship ses Pelers (2005),

Steinmo, Thelen and Longstreth (1992) and Campbell and Pederson (2001).

4 Thus, even Kenneth Waltz's neorealist position explicitly asserfs that stules are not
and have never been the unly tetogs, but that they are the most important actors.

More recently, he has argued that:

t explanations of behaviours
evel and structural causes are
etermine behaviours . .. the
ith skill and determination

SQupuetures condition behnvionrs and outcomes, ¥e
1 hecause both unit-l

and outgomes are indulewnmu

nplay . . . structures, shape and shove. They do not d

shaping and shoving of strietures may be registed .. W

structural constraints can somenmes be countered.
(Waltz 1986: 343)

This is o significant admission highlighting that even the most systemic theories

cannot do without both structure and ngency if they are 1o withstand critique (sce

Hollis ancl Smith 1991: 92 118). Indeed, os Slanley Rosen (2003; x) points out, the
intelligibility of slrictute requires the ‘absence of stracture’.

5 This has o striking sitnilarity 10 Onuf's assertion that:

When we, 05 hiuman beings, act 48 agents, we have goals in mind, even If we nre
not fully aware of them when we acl. |f somicone asks Us i {hink about the matter,
we can usually formulate these gonls more or less In the order of ther impor-
tanoe to whomever we ire acting s ngents for, starling with purschves. Most of
thie time, agents huve fimited, ingecurate, o ineonsistent information about the
mterial and social conditions that effect the likelihood of renching given goals.
Nevertheless, agents do the best they cat 0 achieve their gonls with the means

that nature and society {tagether — alwiys together) make available Lo them,
(Onuf 1998: 60)

6 This term is being used because it ig an aecepted terin in philesopliy and therefore

carries with it a conceptual baggage that | want to introduce, The term litecally means
‘being-there’, referring to an inquiring entity (Heidegger 1967: 28-9)!

in its existence, Accordingly those characteristics

entity are not ']Jrupurties' prv-sunt—ul—!mnd of some

s itself more than that . . . 50 when we designate

are expressing not its whit {us af it were @

The essence of Dusemn lies
which can be exhibited in this
entity whicli looks so andl 50 ani
this entity with the term ‘Dusein’, we
tuble, house or tree) but its being.
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7 Relatedly Doscin has free will in thie sense of its ability to choose how
lives through its possibilities, It i alwnys engaged with the weorld a

withir it, This conception is fundamental to trnseending the €

which mindfbody and agency/stmcture are separatedl.

Note that this is intentfonality-with-a-t, which is a property of the mind by whig, it

is directed at or about or of objects and states of affairs in the world independant o
itsell. This should not be confused with intensionality-with-nn-s (see Searle 2004
122-5), '

it will b, an
Hand the enjjjy,
netesian dunlism Upiy

-

b=

Not duality, which implies separation, much like the marphogenetic approach,
10 Weldes notes that the cancept of interest is itself a construction. The very notion
that interests motivate action and therefore should bé reforred to i explinations of
behaviour and social outcomes s itsell a relutivily new concept that came with the
rise of liberalism and capitalism (Weldes 1996: 306),
For alternutive constructivist conceptions of the national interest
Finnemore (1996b) and Chafetz, Spirtns and F
view of this literature see Burchill (2005),
The Weldes version of constructing the national interest plite
agency in constrocting the national interest,
Atructures.
13 The reason | have termed these *naturalist assumptions’ is the manner in which
lepperson, Wendt pnd Katzenstoin (1996: 65) refer to the methodologies espoused
throughout the book as explanatory in their ergagement with ‘normanl s
thus posit ‘ciusal effects cither of identities or of the eulturalinstitutional
global or domestic environment’, For o more tharough
esp. 38); huwever, it should be noted that because it is
which natwralism is subscribed to varies neross authors.
The emergence of this definition has largely arisen from the observed empirical

regularity that ‘ideational change invariably precedes institutional change’ (Hay
2006: 66).

15 For a detailed account of this and other approaches to social change see Boudon

(1986: esp. 16-18).

“The erisis which resulted from Khrushehev's decision searetly to insts

and medivm-range nuclear missiles in Cuba in 1962°

According to Kennedy's National Seourity Advisor,

ngreed with McNamara's summary judgement af the

did not change the strategic balance —not at all* (Weld

iccount see Emol Marris’s film The Fog of War

It Tnvolves the encoding and aseription of meaning to events, in order to represent

them to the recipient narratees for the process of active interpellative decading,

19 Since Arstotle's Poetics, narrative has been regarded o8 8 temporal sequencing of
events into o beginning, middle and end (sce Dienstag 1997: 18), The term 'emplot-
ment’ refers to the assembly of historical events into a

20 Thus, instend of the Cartestan *subject-object’ d
‘organism” and *environment’.

The term "de-structuring’ has been used here ns an affinity o Gadamerian method,

Notably the term is devived fron the Heuleggarian method of Destruktion. Using

thig term was 4 deliberate move by Gadamer to locate a commen dimension between

his hermeneutical project and the projects of both Heidegger and Derrida (see

Michellelder and Palmer 1989; 6-8),

22 Michael Barneit could be sedn as adding to this argument th
that narratives provide a mechanism to “situte events and 1o Interpret problems, to
fashion shared understanding of the world, to galvanize sentiments as a Wity to mobi-

lize anel gaide social action, nnd to suggest possible resolutions to current plights’
(Barnett 1999; 15)

see Wendt (1994),
rankel (1999). For un excellent pyer.

(=]

es 4 elear emphasis on
nemare, however, stresses normativy

e, and
content of
critique see Ruggic (1998
an edited book the extent (o

1

N

=

ll intermedinte
(Young and Kent 2004: 236),

MeGeorge Bundy, 'most of us
outset, thor the Cubon Missiles
les 1999n: 95). For an excellent

=

£

narrative, within a plot,
le, this is a distinetion between

2

tough his assertion
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4 i st con-
73 The impact of adopting this definition may appear to lFP_"k“f"l":‘lEi“‘i‘:‘l::ﬁ: Hh
" {radiction to the early appeals to John Searle's wmk.l The 1:5’311““‘:'1- by-a *minimal
pote that with regards to truth claims this r.fseurch is lilquu\.l:lism tace Pracdo 2006).
purspmtivmm' or ‘soft philosophical realism® and "”1. nl, _ur_ . mrd‘ iy
This is akin to Richard Bermstein's (1983) Br.'__wm.‘a’ Ollyx_-c,.rm.s{ bl o
Within the espoused 'oritical’ view ideology is not ulm‘ply rft‘:ﬁ'ﬂ- o 1092: 8696).
disposition, but rather is a modality of powet (see ‘an._luu% }-ﬂn -Wc.ltlc.v sl
25 The ideas that follow from here come from a synthesis o : ‘rc.i'a s w‘:c.lhulur i
" gearle, Thus it is orucial o understand that what [ have done he h“-v“lm i
o constriet b workdview, the result of which is that [ n:lrmflll :; k3 :
10 which these authors would individually ngree with this .-‘_yrj u-_v-c- doulliiooml
This research does not reduce all social practices o the 'd:?ml-!.m il Niegeriont
does not follow in the footsteps of Laclu and Moulfe ) nh‘{d:'cw' Pudes 2
and Socialist Strategy (Laclay and Moufte 2001), .Th'.: .\V“I’: 'qu“ s, St
is clearly a rejection of anti-foundationalist discursive 1_d1u.! JT":,-_l s il'l‘lp:.ll'li!l“-'-c
Hall's definition of the term is particularty instructive as "he ¢ ‘: '.‘ovcr e beimk™ of
of urticuliting discourse o other sucinl forces, without gaing
turning everything into discourse’ (Slack 1996: 121), ! T S
27 This point reflects Searle’s notion of the IU"“’]“““'-.“]ly = U“- \'nm; hI‘:ncc pntologi-
can say that the US Presidency is an Ul)survu:r-rclutn": ]‘h'-.flll.(lj :N T—fu-;h ishenis ol
cally subjective, butitis .[}'I. c];islcmiral!y objective fack that G. W, Hus
President (see Searle 2007: 82-4), i ) . mencuti-
By extension this should highlight that within fPA_thns stl.ld){_I S;{lsi :r;rt\ze;;fith T
cal side of the divide, and not that of behaviourism (see
i ; i Y idered
29 16\?0(2 t)hat, consistent with the above worldview, such notions are not consid
ausal factors. e s o
30 %o use the language of John R. Searle, the events had an Iiur}nﬁh?;:\i‘:\:{;t :1:1111tut e
‘crisis’ is an observer-tilative phenomena; ns such, itis v.:unflnlﬂl-‘l-_u”-lum; K Eognisss
note that being a *constrict’ doed not make it smncllmwlrl:‘if!f-":d u; e world_ Searle’s
an intrinsic quality of human intentionality t‘u priject itsell on
anulysis of money provides an excellent annlogy. .
31 For : more :q:uzui{!%rt‘.i use of these catepories see le_un Schmndtti(gr(‘)s()gr)]-d orovides the
32 That is, dependent upon on ‘outside’ that h}lr;:];:té‘ﬂl:; the post
sonditions of their possibility (Du Gay ef el 2000 2). .
33 L]‘:Fulnhlm this system was not used for data collected from autobiograp
referenced in the standard manner.
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hies, which are

3 From candidate to crisis

. : is journey to
1 Tndeed President Bush later wrote in an autobiographical account GHliS o ey
the White House:

Haside FALEAN WS
It was o great honor W meet prcsidt‘ﬂt—lﬂw' Reagan . H ‘! ::::’f‘j:::::tn;undﬂ of
resolute in his goals and confident in his plnlmul‘h:f"_ % and of peace through
limited government, of economic growth thtough lax ‘.'3(?:1 Reaman realized the
strength. His Presidency was a defining one . . . Press L\[-Vn hington, but in the
preatness of America was found not in government 1. Was '
hearts and souls of individual Americans. (Bush 2001: 177)

i i ia and
2 These were mainland China, Japan, France, the Umte% K}ﬁig::ngénlz:l:rselg .
Germany, which spent a total of upproxima?elly US$275,100 mi N
the US military expenditure of $281,000 million.
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3 Al tralics entered in quotes from this section an have been added by the
emphnsis, unless stated otherwise. .
4 This followed advice given by President Clinton, in which he told Preside
Bush not o misjudge Arafat in the same way he had during his own 'm::s‘t ent-slsgl
Peace Priocess {Rubin any Rubin 2003: 213). attempts: in iy
5 This reflectod the Bush campaign’s declared approach of being selectiv
|matic angagements. Indeed, In lute January 2001, the Bush ﬂliminqu OVET ilip.
declined to send an envoy for finnl attempts at peace talks in Egypt, and ]'at_f:'lllnu T
1 ubolish the post of a speciul envoy to the Middle East. Moarcover, w]\:‘ decided
George Mitchell reported back with his report on the causes of the scénnd #,!,(Srt':.,am,
April 2001, his three-siep peace plan was endorsed by the administration IuI nd"‘ i
little political support. By June 2001, escalating violence In the region did |]l glven
administration 1o make n alight re an the deeision to disengnge |Lhm‘_ ead e
President dispatching the CIA direetor, Gueorge Tenet, o oct as o :r;cui'ul ooy
fegotinte 8 cease-Tire, However, like the Mitchell Plan it was endorsed but gi‘u":n? ]
political support by the higher echelons of the administrution (Quandt 2005: BHHS I*ult
Daalder and Lindsay 2003: 66). : 18596,
6 It p.\rLicuIm'Iy worth adding that the Bush nd ation also ol T
peforence 1o sciviligation’ as under attack, thereby cxpanding the ‘we', For m,- ,m’.l{‘h:
lent analysis of {his discourse see Richard Jackson (2003), Wr‘iu'-alq ha ;;*LLF‘
Terrortin gt Bar on
7 Aclear indicator of this level of national unity and patriotism was the extent to whi
American llag sales inerensed rapidly: from September 1| to 13, 2001 Wl;).]w Mwh
alone sold 450,000 and Kmart sold another 200,000 (Andrews 2007: |!)3.) -Mart
g The term teaerifice’ in modemn-day usage often refers to a form of l‘rulnn,-[‘ o
giving one thing for :mqthur_ Yot thie etymuological roots of the term are -frfj::‘nﬁa:
Latin sacrificere, 10 pertorm priestly functions. This: in derived from savra, s ,]"
rites, and facerd, 10 pertorm. sacra, sucred
o For o detoiled nnalysis of such nuthors views of tragedy see Jennifo .
E‘rrrn‘:rr’dgw Introduction to Tragedy. gedy see Jennifur Wallace's (2007)
10 The word ‘harbor’ was inchuded after the terms “tolerated” and “encournged’
considered 100 vague by the President (Woodward 2002: 30). Moreover itbis s
{ant to note that this passage was not A spontancous decision. Bush hud 1:1TT;:;W.‘
similar clitim in the 1999 Republican primarics, and consequently this a-ss:erllmlltw:::
drawn [rom and framed by previcusly declared policy statements (see Dush I9~}§
September 23)- y

Aty fiog

4 September to December 2001

| Tn Bob Woorward's acoount of September 11, 2001, he argued that President Bush
decided that the day’s events constituted an act of war upon being told that *a second
phine it the second lower', In an jnterview with Bob Woodward, President Bush
recalled his thoughts at the time; “They have: dectared war on s, and T made up m
mind at that moment that we were going to war' (see Woodward 2002 |‘5] 'ﬂl-|i-,- |£
repented in 0. W, Bush's (2010) antobiogmphy Declyion Peints. e
2 [nstruetively this metaphor i used by many members of the G, W, Bush adminislri-
o, and s notsble in its use because it reinforces the construation of the cv‘:r:lts of
Septomber 1, 201, 15 acts ol wat.
Nolubly, in the immediste aftermath of September 11, 2001, presidential approval
rtings soured, going from 31 per centin & polt conducted from September ? !r‘:E 10 ;n
of) per cent by September 22, 2001 (Gallup 2009), '
it should be noted that there is an American tradition ol using the term ‘crusade’ in
the figurative sense of nn aggressive movement ot public
publis evil which was first recorded in JefTerson’s 1786 writings.

=

ign agningt some

'S
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5 To eliminate monarchical rule (the War of 1812), ta defeat the Cathalic forees of
sulmrsﬁliun (the Mexican War), to eliminate alavery (the Civil War), to end colo-
pialism in the Americas (the Spanish-American War), o ke the world safe for
democracy. (the First Waorld War) nnd to resist totalitarion expansion (the Second
World War and Korea) (Lipset 1996: 63},

For example, the lerm “ustice’, used by the administration, did not invoke Tmmanuel
Kant's notion of rolributive justice as o legal concept, in which punishment 18
jmposed on the guilty party, and not used 15 0 Meany o promole seme olher good.
[ndeed, Kant makes this point rather poignantly when he srgues that:

o=

Judicial punishment can never beused merely as 4 means o promote some ather
goad for the eriminal himselfl or for civil society, but instend it must in all cases e
imposed oo him anly on the ground that he has committed a crime; for a Fuman
lieing can never be manipulnted merely as & means o the purposes of someune
clse and never be included among oljects of the Law of things.

(Kant 1999 [1797]:331)

The moratistic crusade plot conttadicts thid, as e war on terror was not just about
punishment per s, but deseribed nd being motivated for the greater good of *ridding
the world of evil” and *advancing human freedom’.

Fors Jegal argument supporting Uhe case for war see Robertson (2006 511-21). Qs
also important o note that the Bush administration was eager to avaid king this into
the litigious realm, which is why, for example, Prosident Bush orgued:

3

[ also had o résponsibility to show resolve - . . Mo yielding. No squivoeation, No,
yite know, lawpering this thing to death, that we're after 'em. Awed that was not
only for Jdomestic, for the people at home to see. 1t was also vitally importent for
the rest of the world to watch.

(in Woodward 2002: 96}

This is corroborated by Richard A. Clarke’s account, in which he asserts that the
President declared:

1 iwant you all to understand that we are al War and we will stay at war until this
is done. Nothing else matters; Everything is available for the pursuit of this war.
Any barriers in yonr wiy they 're gone.

Indeed, when Donald Rumsfeld informed the President that international law did
not nilow retribution, anly the prevention of furthier atacks, he averred that T iont
care what the international lawyers say, we e going o Kick some ass’ (in Clarke
2004: 24), Rumafield's specific concern was with Gieneral Assembly R solution 2625
(XXV) (1970) (Declaration on Principles of International Law Coneerning Friendly
Relations among States).

e title Operation [nfinite Justice has o clear intertextuality with Opertion Infinite
fteach, which was President Clinton's, response o \he US Embassy bombings in
Kenya and Tanzania, However, the title was chunged besause of deeply religious
conmolations it has in some branches of [sham, in which anly Allah can deliver such
finality (sec BIBC 2001),

9 Seo PDD3Y, Paint Two: Deterring Terrorism (Clinton 1995).

10 “This is m spite of US legislation passed in 1998, which codified that:

e

The policy of the Unnited States hot o expel, extradite, or otherwise effet the
involuntary return of any person to o country in which there are gribatannal
grounds for believing the person would be in dunger of being subjected to torture,
regard|ess of whether the persan is physically present ini the United States,

{in Williams 2006: 125)
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I1 That the UN F
would favour such an oute i
, . b ICOMmE 18 unsur) . .
made i a0 o P UIPRsing given th .
1990s ?:II:&'JE'}‘\#*::? '_oai‘ Afghanistan (o move towards dunmEr|1tic1t‘[1::1:[| had ullh““")'
i by N oflicials saw thig as e S woughoug (.
Morcaver, such calls rer[.|:~1 I i a.“ appertunty to pursue this m.mm:iiv;= b i
that has flourished ; cl what Iu_u. hc\_:mrN: known as ‘the Mew York N ety
sl shed -13m_u: the end of the Cold War, Given this, the LN § i
and poghiiad d;ni::\ _m_r In_moru transfirmational role in Fﬂlé:[c ! m'ﬂiilnuc.:s_
oo’ saich ts i .n.‘mlm.mun 8 the best means of seitring so-valled i tled statey,
illistpiing the creation of liberal democratic polities with vibrant ol oo
12 :}T; market economies, s with vibrant civil sogielies
e Bonn Agreement, si i
igned in December 2
Afghan people ‘ ) er 2001, consequently ass
the princpi lé)s o;vrotllld freely determine their own polilical%urure}i,n ace"i]d it (he
P! slam, democracy, pluralism and social justice’ cordance with

5 Constructing the Freedom Agenda for the Middle East

1 That the Presi
sident used the term ¢ 'S indi
; 5 normal' is indicati F his
is the ~ha Sindicative of his stan
Afgha:?st:j;:'l .srm"'m“_ nny state would ndopt onee tyranny \:rr;ﬂ:?:w (haj democ!'acy
2 har interesti:‘\ ‘:Jf:lory.l nu;miv\m certuinky not o demoeratic squ: 4 Yeb given
g to note that Wittes's assertion j i v St
4 ) . 55 Is: contradic
Foreword in the very same baak, in which he argues lhlur:t:llc'lcd P St Talbotr's

Bush’s Freedom Age i
: . genda faltersd in the Arab
i, lom Agenda fal rab world because i ili
-..ccoluul‘(:ii‘:ik I‘ha. III.V.IH.IIJ!I in Iraq. But the administration al:’of tf::eI l(rilstablllty
e |‘I 3 o Ammerican imterests and let itself be lulled into beli ving tt e
: pling of d tyrant in Baghdad would vindicate a benj e et
heory throughont the region, R
J ‘ {Talbott 2008, x)
JIl :A:’:IS]TIO# until August 2008 that these atlacks were attrib
y 'i?ibm researcher Bruce Ivins (Bohn ef o, 2008) routedt
L e name ' Ble ey 11" was ¢ i |
hong Bk;i[::.ﬁtel:&).rkﬂ wis :.hnscu because Wollowitz wanted to greate s
il y_ ark in the Second World War, where a team of matl e h_(!llﬂclhln[#
; Aucndin‘g .m r 1 Ser up u|1 try and break Germon communication mlummmm e
1 1e privviso that the mesting be kept 5 ; o
il b g peaveso that L‘. € Kepl secrat, a group ol ne i 5
DeMuth ';‘cr\:.‘::id conferance centre in Virginia, The :1l;cn%ir.t:v{ph|i‘ll:1Lf.iuf[;ﬂ{lj‘;mi o
i ';“ ]qi-m:"[{..;ur-l.:hi AELL Ber ‘IITf Lewis, a cluse ﬁ'icn;[ of I)ir.‘-'l: t"F1”:“fuph(r
stany, Mark Palmer, the former US ambassadar ts ilung'llry Im"y -if]llll
ary, who would

later be instrumental | i
L e i in authoring the ADV, 1 De
Lakarin, editor of Newsweek f:::..-m.:.m‘a:mfANCE o o S e

i edtar Vosusive ! and author of The Future Ure
s ?'lgsdl:ﬂﬁ{}f:j}llh; UT\:‘\ lnl support the democratisation Uj‘%ﬂ]if[:;:j:;;::
{\:\"'r the Muddle Eost Ccl;wr ut' s{ﬁll‘:ljr;‘.})l[:::ll:u:l'It'}pt;?Dl;'Cﬂndnh:;:zza e
e e C SAIS and ¢ ol The drab Predicament; :
Mg m"rl f;ﬁ:stz;ﬂ:hc :i\mcli ican Palitical S¢ ee\sguujnli{::’:‘aif::rﬁ Q;
the Delerse of l)clnm: ? .5 t.;:tl M.ll’_t‘: Gereeht, senior fellow at the F-'t;urjld-lr' ‘“ll'la
B P n‘::cs. former CIA Middle East export and former d" ,I‘DII of
& sl ' ew American Century's Middle Bast initiative rearof
18 wag certainly the sentiment behind s,
on the front of his bricfing papers for the Presi
ing the First Epistle of Peter: ‘It is Gud's wiTI:
y :3\11?1 L‘%lfrnrnnt talk of foolish men’ (BBC 2009)
it 1s particularky noteworthy about this it is
Bidioiel it 5 g ntthy 4 passage is that the charne | J
S .):fr.:[li.:mml::‘-“::f ns Lfvl[ K ygtllhc concept of evil s mwulr::r:gr::«‘lll;]ncrluuf‘I‘hL
b A }'rl-"l i pollrtpa[ vision. That is to say, no longer were the (‘. mﬂ.p-
bene ¥ ur apolitical madness” (see Chapter 8), but rath iy o
with rationality and motivation towards un u!n.'-rlmri;-'c:llu :irri lj“I:y iy
I ofitical yigion,

o the US Army bio-

Dr.mu]:.i Rumsfeld's quoting the Bible
dent. Pertinent to this point was quat-
hat by doing good you should silence
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the notion that the war on ferror was an idenlogieal

[y making this discursive move,
iin ndded complexity to

tattle could be put forwartd, and the official narrative could g
mnintain its legitimacy in the face of eritivism,

& Note the intertextuality of the *forward strutegy of freadom’ with Bush's assertions,
when o candidate, about the Reagan presidency (see Bush 1999, November 19).

9 Accordingly, President G, H. W. Bush argued ‘In o world where we are the enly
remaining suparpowet, it is the role of the United States to marshal its moral and
materinl resources to promote o democratic poace. It is our responsibility — it 45 our
apportunity — to lead” (Bush 1993, January 113, Mareover the notion of democratic
peace theory wad carried through to the Clinton sebministration and had o significant
fmpact on its foreign policy. Thus, ns Michael Cox notes, *posaibly o other aca-
demic iden crnanating from the academic community exercised bs much infiuence as
thig one on the White House' (Cox 2000: 326),

6 Institutionalising the Freedom Agenda

of former Vice President Richard Cheney and in
20072 was the Deputy Assigtant Seoretary of State for Near Eastern Aftairs.

2 For a more expansive outiine of the individud programmies see Hassan (2009).

3 MEP works in Morogeo, Algerin, Tunisia, Libya, Egypt, Jordan, the West Bank and
Gazn, fsragl, Lebanon, Syria, Saudi Ambia, Kuwait, Bahirain, Qatar, the UAT, Oman
and Yemen. After the Dush administration left office Traq was adided as a partmer
country (sex MEPT 2011).

4 These countries were Algerin, Buhrain, Cyprus, Egypt, the Goza Strip/West Bank,
fran, lrag, stael, Jordan, Kuwait, Lebanon, Libya, Morocce, Oman, Qatar, Saudi
Arabin, Syria, Tunisia, the United Arab Emirates and Yemen (see Holle 2006).

5 The GMEDwas the original US nume given to-a more ambitious version of BMENA.
The name wag changed because MENA governments objectad that GMET was oo
intrusive in thelr internal affairs, but also because of abjections from the LS gov-
emment that GMEI in its original form replicated European inltiatives conducted
through the Euro-Mediterranean Partnership.

6 Note the intertextuality with Bush’s ‘Distinctly American [nternationalism’.

7 See H.R.1 Public Law 110-53, 22 USC 8201n; Title XXI, Sections 2101-62, as
passed by the 110th Congress.

8 The bill was sponsored by Representative
Frank Wolf (R-VA) in the House, and Senator John MeCain (R-AZ) and Senator
Joe Licbsrman (D-CT) in the Senate, Moreover, that this author attended the secret
Bletchley 11 meeting that resulted in the Delin of Terrorism paper & in and of irgell
somewhat suggestive of what this classifind document contains.

¢ Delinitions of non-democratic and democratic transition countries are provided in

the legislation,
10 “The first mesting of the Advisory

1 Elizabeth Cheney is the doughter

Tam Lintos (D-CA) and Representative

Committee on Democracy was held on November
6, 2006, Adminiatration afficials that attended were Condoleezza Rice, Randall 1.
Tobigs (USALD), Paula J, Dobriansky (Under Secretary of State for Democracy and
Global Affairs), Barry F. Lowenkron (DRL), Stephen Krasner (Director of Policy
Planning). The ACDF members include Anne-Marie Slaughter, chair {Princeton
University), Lome Craner (International Republican Institute), Chester Cracker
(Georgetown University), Bernard DeLury (formery of Federl Mediation and
Coneiliation Service), Aaron Friedberg {Princeton University), Carl Gershman
(Mational Endowment for Democracy), Mary Ann Glendon (Harvard Law School),
Donald Horowitz (Dulee University), Clifford May (Foundation for the Defense
of Democracies), Michael Novak (American Enterprise Instituee), Murk Palmer
(Council for a Community of Democracies and Freedom House), Richard Soudretie
(International Foundation for Election Systems), Vin Weber (National Endowment
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£ . )
;:ozsmgzxﬁgyﬁ .Il\t;,[nm)fer \;Vllrédsor (Freedom House), Richard Willja
. : aw) and Kenneth Wollack (Nati io Tnom (Maye
. }32S 2ttO(():63; Rice 2006, November 6; Milbank %87')0“81 Pemocratic Institu(c) ();0:;
[[;e ;?E N Zr:;;:)t:;fsg:rve& glPtIh: Bush administration as assistant secretary of
: w i i ¥ .
Yy ‘orm 2004 until becoming coordinator of the B;}tné%lx
12 have deliberately not list iviti
y el the activities have because my i ji
. ! £ 11t EWS WET [
:::!|1T:eh;:gp?tfcm;lplﬁlc anonymity, Many of the I'und?lnp rc“r::f;::l.n. Lr"mi'mlu‘l
el mmrdmf( Tg for therr progrommes, nnd Cllllr&f:qut:r]l[)' wiere rch:_l:mt”c[md
, but were nonethele andi b
) :-i};:"m“ding ke eless very candid nbout the benefits and prnl:lu;:s
is argument was not only put forward concerni
to China, in which the President argued that; ermin the MENA, butwas also epplied

the advance of markets and free enterprise hel

ih c ; ped to create a mid

. rtlitti:(;lti :n&lﬁ: to de\r?z:nd tt}elr, own rights . . . Our commitmgr[: tc(:agzr[::ctr\z "

s s, 1, ' pple il vl ot b ity

| ] r ! ads to national ina’s

fi:;i;;;l wilsllaellslzoetsi;icc:ytir that freedom is indivigilile — that socl:ixe:rtgl.rgihlilzs-

ioi— wh:; ia l|:|I national greatness and national dignity. Evenn%all "

i Mg 1ivesare al (:\\:‘\:{I to control their own wealth will insist y_.
and their own country. S

(Bush 2003, November 6)

14 This has been im
plemented on the grounsd through pr
4 ) i 2h progriumme: i
{'ﬁirﬁFlt:mncxal Excellpnce, Middle East El'lirt‘pl'eﬂ]clll‘l-‘lrl‘:ili:::‘lt‘; Stl;lcehés e Part.nershlp
5o ative and the Middle East Finance Corporation, : ormercial Law
Sk}-nan ,excellent analysis of Berlin’s conception of positive lib i
ner’s (2006: 243-65) A Third Concept of Liberty ety see Queatin

7 Obama’s Freedom Agenda

1 NSPDS58 codified the polici i
) } policies and practices of the Freed
2 ’Iﬂ}:s V';Qh also ct_:"—_sqmnsurmi by Senators Evan Bayh (;‘Ifl)ol\n}ﬁﬁsgd\?v?n o
i F‘acl% erjr:mndr(%IJ angd Rick Santorum (PA), ’ SHIGIORSSe
ebook and Twitter were launched in 2004 and
200 i i
Sep}embey 2006, however, that Facebook opened u fnl'eSPbECUV‘ely. e I_Jnlll
i s p membership to anyone with a

8 Conclusion

1 For this insight I would lik
Sy ike to thank my colleague Peter Bumnell at the University
2 It is instructive here to
recall the concluding words t
General Theory of Employment, Interest and Money, ii u(/’hilgl'}ll?lel\g;s}::; ctlhali(t'eynes’s

The id i iti i J

S ;\:Lsyoafrzc&:omlsts and political philosophers, both when they are right and

when they 2 mledogﬁ' l?tﬁen:l)sr: };’owetn"ﬁxll than is commonly understood gIndeed

« . Practical men [sic], wh i '

: 1d is ; ( , who believe

dcfﬂ:::: T..:f.‘;.||.|pill‘mn| any mh:llgutu:ll nfluences, are vsually the slt:::;szi‘ves "

iy uﬁ] nuulm-n .\pl_mjmcu [sic] in authority, who hear voices in the a'some

el ﬁu\:«'l: rlm_nayth"Jnm some yeademic seribbler of a few years back. T ar:’sa:e
i er of vested intaroats is vastly ex ate ith il

bl st L vastly exaggerated compared with the gradual

(Keynes 1936: 383)
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