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Prologue
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	For too many years, Americans were told their country was facing threats, dangers, and complicated situations overseas that demanded U.S. commitment and, at times, blood and treasure. Since WWII, American families have paid the price of their country’s constant involvement in conflicts abroad, and young men and women have consented to the ultimate sacrifice to keep the homeland safe and the United States’ national security defended on national soil and worldwide. Foreign policy is one of the least understood areas of Washington practice and management among all other domestic and economic policies.

	Most media, unfortunately, does not help our citizenry understand what is at stake in managing or mismanaging foreign policy. The price of failing to act properly or make the right decisions regarding our commitments overseas is paid dearly by the American public, as happened on September 11, 2001, and by Americans in many countries around the world, starting in Beirut in 1983, through East Africa in 1998 and Yemen in 2000, to the massacres of 9/11, and through today with hostages executed, Americans jailed and tortured overseas, and the many victims of jihadi terror attacks in the homeland. Beyond the bloodshed, the U.S. economy can also suffer from a failed foreign policy. Dangerous agreements like the Iran deal of 2015 or the support to extremist Islamist movements and regimes have forced the United States to remain deployed and engaged militarily in the Greater Middle East, and reckless policies vis-à-vis Venezuela and North Korea could cost the American people dearly as well.

	To avoid such catastrophes as those that have befallen America since the end of the Cold War, we need to constantly have a strategic, smart, relentless, and prescient foreign policy. Solid foreign policy is the only means by which to protect U.S. national security. Thus, the question is which camp can ensure such a policy for years to come—and on what principles?

	Former president Barack Obama and his vice president, Joe Biden, led the country for eight years from 2009 to 2016. What did they do and how did they do in conducting foreign policy and maintaining our national security?  

	Joe Biden, who had been in politics for decades, was the vice president, supported Obama’s decisions, oversaw them, and has them on his portfolio as he is running for president in 2020.

	Donald Trump was never in politics before he ran for president but has been in presidential office—under attack the entire time—for four years.

	No government and its bureaucracy is immune to mistakes, wrong decisions, late decisions, and indecisions; that is a historical fact. But Americans have an obligation to choose one of the two directions mentioned above. November 2020—and its elections—will need aware citizens to make that choice. The next choice is vital.

	This essay is to enlighten the American public and international public opinion about the choices we Americans have to make for the sake of this country—and the world. This essay is an effort to explain the foreign policy one can expect from either a re-elected President Trump administration or, if Joe Biden is elected, the foreign policy of, practically, a third Obama term. 








	 

	 

	 

	CHAPTER 1 

	THERE IS A CHOICE
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	From the end of the Cold War to the attacks of September 11, 2001, to the so-called Arab Spring and the various other upheavals, wars, and conflicts spreading throughout the Greater Middle East and additional conflict zones in the world from Venezuela to North Korea, the American public has been confronted by a myriad of explanations and assertions, often contradictory. This is due in part to a media that has lost significant credibility because of its extreme partisanship instead of a focus on reliable information and has led to a point where average citizens are now either lost or unwilling to think for themselves in order to see clearly America’s role in the world.

	Americans, for example, are unsure whether the United States should stay in Afghanistan, Syria, and Iraq to fight the jihadists who were initially, and have been, responsible for the war against America since the 1990s—or withdraw all U.S. troops from battlefields around the world and instead allow the local governments and regional societies to handle those threats. Americans are unsure how to confront Iranian expansion and threats in the region and beyond. Americans are unsure whether the choice of Barack Obama to sign a deal with Iran was the right choice—or whether the decision by Donald Trump to withdraw from this agreement was a better choice.

	Americans are confronted with conflicts happening thousands of miles away, such as those in Libya, in Yemen across the Gulf, in the Korean Peninsula, or closer to home in Venezuela—not to mention the wider consciousness regarding Russia and China. 

	What the public needs is a direction—or at least a standard of measurement against which citizens can understand these conflicts and their impact on U.S. national security—to allow them to compare the foreign policy agendas of sitting presidents to those of their opposition, so that they can make what they believe is the right choice every four years for president, or every two years or so for congressional representatives.  

	American and Western media have failed their audiences in terms of informing them about not just the facts on the ground overseas but also and mostly about the real positions that hostile forces and actors outside the country have been adopting regarding United States interests and national security. American academia has failed to prepare its students and ultimately the American public to understand the basics of geopolitics, making the vast majority of Americans unaware of how the world and global actors think about the United States and react to its policies. This tremendous gap created by the foreign policy establishment and media elite has caused and is continuing to cause tremendous damage to the capability of U.S. citizens to clearly see what is central to their safety, security, and future choices. The time is right—in fact there is now an urgency—for an informed testimony regarding foreign policy making and analysis, especially regarding developments since 9/11. There is a crossroads ahead that could affect the essence of who America is—and what she might become if her citizens are not provided with an accurate assessment of the threats and an analysis of possible future solutions.

	America is heading towards historic elections for the presidency and Congress, elections which will determine any new foreign policy for at least the next four years and the decade to come. Americans must be honestly informed as to the challenges their country is facing as well as the threats that are developing both overseas and at home. Between 2016 and 2020 there have been many divisive debates between the opposition and the Trump administration on how to handle foreign policy and national security. Unfortunately, the U.S. media has extreme bias against Donald Trump and thus has not provided clear explanations about what America is truly facing overseas. The criticism that has been leveled against the administration has been focused solely on weakening and removing President Trump from office instead of providing a clear and accurate picture so that a real debate can actually take place among the citizens of this country.

	American politics have become very divisive and have always been very personal. Instead of major ideas and concepts and even doctrinal views, generally the most popular and referred-to debates are in response to personalities, characters, and individual stories. Yet, global stability and national security should be framed in the best interests of the American public, not in the most expedient argument against a single candidate or official. As the United States is headed toward one of the most contentious election cycles in its history, Americans are facing (or should be confronted with) important questions as to how to conduct U.S. foreign policy and think in terms of national security. 

	Like any other government or any other administration, the Trump administration may have made mistakes in foreign policy and in national security policies, but the public needs to understand what those mistakes were and what was done to correct them, if anything. However, the most important thing for Americans to understand is the general strategic options that are available, which of those have been offered (whether they have been pursued or not), and which of those may be offered and/or pursued in the future. 

	The choice, however, will ultimately be a clear one: the options developed by the Trump administration—with all the mistakes and hesitations—or the options adopted by the Obama (and Biden) administration, which are embodied by the opposition today and thus could be part of future administrations depending on election results. Americans should be given a clear explanation of what the Trump administration’s foreign policy doctrine has been, has evolved to, and could become in the future—given in clear contrast to the doctrines found in the Obama/Biden/Clinton policies, which could easily again become U.S. policies for a number of years.

	Americans are undoubtedly divided on which presidency’s policies were better for the country, but it is an uninformed or misinformed division. Most Americans never fully understood the choices Obama made in foreign policy nor the changes Trump made to that foreign policy. 

	As we see multiple conflicts exploding worldwide, along with U.S. involvement in wars and countering terrorism, Americans should be examining the choices made by Washington during the past twelve years in order to consider the best options for the immediate future. What were Obama’s policies regarding ISIS, his methods to counter jihadists within the West, and his dealings with Russia and China? What informed these policies? Did they make Americans safer and more secure? Or was the Trump administration better at dealing with ISIS? Was he right to withdraw from the Iran deal? How has he handled countering jihadi penetration as well as Russia and China’s challenges? And what, exactly, informed Trump’s policies?

	In my own view as a political scientist and a participant in international relations, but more importantly as someone who advised policy makers and opinion makers, I believe the Obama/Biden administration made multiple strategic mistakes which created several unresolved conflicts and national security challenges to be inherited by the Trump administration. I have also concluded that the Trump administration tried to reverse the course on a number of policies the previous administration had charted but was only partially successful in resolving such challenges and ending these threats. Two major reasons for that partial success, instead of full success: (1) the Obama mistakes were so serious and long term and (2) the bureaucracies operating under President Trump for the following four years were more inclined to apply Obama foreign policy—or at least resist the Trump changes. 

	Unfortunately, American media failed to provide accurate information to the public. This prevented them from understanding not only the differences between the policies of the two administrations—and their respective impacts on America’s standing in the world—but also the direct national security interests of all Americans. 

	Broad Overview of Obama’s Policies

	One example of a complicit media can be seen in how the media in general praised the Iran deal, which was signed by the Obama administration, but never fully explained it to the American people, nor did a real debate take place before it became official. 

	As for the U.S. campaign against jihadi terrorism, the Obama-Biden administration did not designate the jihadi ideology as the root cause for that terrorism both in the Middle East and within the West. Last, but not least, the partnerships with extremist organizations such as the Muslim Brotherhood developed by the Obama administration were never given a justified rationale, and said partnerships eventually allowed a greater influence by these movements both in the region and at home. 

	Americans should be asking about the future of the Iran deal. They should want to know how the war against the jihadists will be won. They should be interested in how minorities and women and civil societies in the Middle East can be protected. They should understand what is important to American national security. They should understand if and when and how we support our allies overseas when they are facing threats. And Americans should understand how those threats across the globe impact their own national security.

	If we do not address those threats in the Middle East and beyond, what price will we pay at home? Will the extremists around the world use the radicals at home to wreak havoc in America? Are the threats linked? Are we late in handling these menaces? What can and should be done now and in the next few years?

	Of course, even from those who disagree with the decisions made by Obama’s administration, there are arguments against Trump that his administration was not fully successful in fulfilling his campaign promises—nor in fully changing the direction of Obama’s foreign policy. 

	The real question, however, is: Which foreign policy is best for American national security at this point in time and at this juncture of history? The foreign policy of Obama and Biden? Or the foreign policy of Trump? These are two views starkly opposed to one another. And what will we be facing in 2021? We know that dangers are growing and accumulating, so it is crucial for Americans (and also for our allies) to make the right choices during the 2020 elections—and beyond.








	 

	 

	 

	CHAPTER 2 

	THE EMERGENCE OF OBAMA
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	There was a choice in 2008 as well. 

	During the 2008 primary campaigns, I endorsed former governor Mitt Romney based on his statements on national security and on the threats facing America—and on my knowledge of his thinking regarding future strategies the U.S. should adopt based on the recommendations of the 9/11 Commission of 2004 and the experiences of the Bush administration overseas and at home.  

	I already understood, thanks to the 2004 presidential elections, that Democrat candidate John Kerry would pull all U.S. forces away from the Middle East even before achieving the goals of establishing governments that would represent civil societies opposed to terrorism, which has been my vision since 2001—though, in reality, it was my vision even before that, during the 1990s. The platform adopted by John Kerry was a warning that his camp would, at the following round of elections in 2008, advocate the same views. I was concerned that the political opposition in the United States, namely the Democratic Party, had mutated from its left-of-center position, which had been embodied by politicians like the senator from Connecticut, Joe Lieberman, and other Democrat lawmakers who saw eye to eye with their fellow Republicans when it came to fighting the jihadi terrorists or containing the Iranian expansion. 

	That was the actual reason I chose Mitt Romney as the best possible candidate in 2008—even over John McCain, who was seen by many in the conservative camp as the tougher leader when it came to facing the terrorists (and who ultimately won the nomination of his party). But even in 2008, I knew that Romney understood that civil societies were the real long-term allies to the United States and the key coalition in the region for ensuring a sustained campaign in the war of ideas against the extremists. This was not a political component I saw in Senator McCain.

	Romney lost in the primaries, so I supported Senator McCain despite the differences, simply because in the other camp there were no alternatives to the emerging two leaders. Hillary Clinton would have been an extension of former president Bill Clinton’s eight years in the White House, which were representative of the complacency of the 1990s that was, in my view, responsible for the expansion of Iran and al-Qaeda, allowing and leading the way to the 9/11 attacks. However, from a sheer American national security perspective, the Clinton doctrines still presented a position of defense against terrorist activities. 

	Yet just as Romney lost the Republican nomination, Clinton did not win her party’s nomination either. And with the new candidate, Barack Hussein Obama, the game completely changed inside the United States. The selection of a young state senator who became a U.S. senator in 2004 while calling on stopping actions in Iraq announced that an ideological shift had taken place in America. While the Clintons were the last expression of the left-of-center policies, the astonishing rise of Obama was an expression of a shift even further from that left of center—to the Far Left.

	During the 2008 campaign, I was often on Arab media explaining the various ideas proposed by the candidates. I knew there was immense support for Barack Obama on behalf of the entire anti-American camp in the Middle East and their allies within the West, particularly among the supporters of the Muslim Brotherhood and of the Iranian regime. During one major debate at the BBC Arabic studios in Washington, D.C., U.S.-based supporters of the Far Left and the Brotherhood insisted that the victory of Obama was not only his victory but that it was signaling a deep shift in American politics that was going to change the mobilization that took place immediately after 9/11—they also argued that a backlash to counter-terrorism had produced a current of anti-intervention sympathetic to the Islamists. 

	Obama can be seen as the successful expression of millions of graduates from America’s classrooms who had been indoctrinated by Far Left and Islamist apologists. As I argued in my book the year before, in 2007, titled The War of Ideas, the American classroom indeed was sending its graduates to the newsroom, the courtroom, and the war room, thus creating an organized wave of support for the left-wing alternative to the Bush doctrine, whose policies centered on fighting terrorism and countering the extremist agenda of the Islamists and of Iran. 

	In my view, the only candidate who would have been able to at least intellectually challenge the Obama platform was (ironically) Mitt Romney, but with his loss in the primaries to Senator McCain, the Obama agenda was easily crushing Republican talking points because McCain represented the Republicans of the Cold War who were still fighting the Soviet Union and had no problem allying with the “mujahideen”— a mistake made decades earlier that even Bush had managed to avoid during his seven years fighting the jihadists.

	Barack Obama entered national politics with a fully formed platform created in the labs of America’s academia. Once elected, the world would quickly learn who the young intellectual president known to be a community organizer really was.

	I gave a warning to many members of Congress and in several interviews on Fox News in 2008 and early 2009: The incoming administration was not simply a new Democrat in the White House. No, America was going to be experiencing a new political doctrine—one that had never before been tested in U.S. politics, not even during the Carter presidency. Obama was bringing with him two forces. The first was a new ideological agenda centered on the principle that America had done wrong in the past under both Republicans and Democrats in the White House and that the country should change course not just in terms of domestic policies but also massively shift regarding foreign policy and national security. 

	Obama aimed at repositioning the United States, moving from being clearly on the side of the anti-jihadist camp and pro-freedom bloc to somewhere in between—with the eventual goal of pushing the country to partner with extreme ideological factions in the Arab and Muslim world. He also sought a change of policy regarding Russia, China, and the Marxist forces in Latin America.

	I clearly saw the links between the Obama team and the world of radicals and apologists to extremist regimes and movements in the Greater Middle East and beyond while touring campuses and think tanks throughout the nineties and in the early years after 9/11. Barack Obama was the best possible candidate for such a movement to succeed in general elections. In the Democratic primaries, the public could not clearly see the strategic differences between Hillary Clinton and the young senator from Illinois. Hillary Clinton was a social Democrat, left of center, while Obama sat solidly on the Far Left of the traditional establishment of the Democratic Party. Most Americans probably did not see the more important difference, however: the arrival on the national scene of an elite produced on campuses during the previous decade and a half. 

	What worried me as the Obama administration took over in January of 2009 was the idea that the full power of the most formidable democracy on the planet was going to fall into the hands of a new establishment that aligned very closely to the radical regimes and movements in the Middle East and Africa as well as in Latin America. Those worries turned out to be justified. But the other concern I had at the time was how America could ever re-emerge from such a transformational shift. The sacrifices it would take to bring the United States back on course would be monumental. The cost to bridge the gap created by four or eight years of such an administration would be immense.

	The architects of the Obama administration were very smart as they played the card of a candidate who could, just by being elected, resolve an acute domestic wound that had been oozing since the Civil War and had never been fully resolved, even after the early 1960s. His election could finally celebrate racial equality should an African American become the president of the United States. Ideally, this would have happened in America in the late sixties with Dr. Martin Luther King. Unfortunately, history decided otherwise, and it took multiple presidencies to find the opportunity for that historical justice to be served.
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