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Abstract

Introduction: After the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, the United States launched a global campaign
against terrorism characterized by nation-building beyond its borders through "hard power™ and an attempt was
taken to reshape the regional order through democracy promotion. Methods and materials: To present the
prerequisites and implementation features of democracy promotion as a pillar of the US regional policy under
George W. Bush, comparisons are made between the Middle East policies conducted by the US presidential
administrations during and after the Cold War. Analysis: As a result of the comparative analysis, the attention
was particularly focused on the proportion of the component "democracy implementation or promotion".
Results: The analysis of the latter, as well as the study of the "democracy promotion" policy, carried out by the
administration of George W. Bush and the transformational diplomacy in its context, allows us to reveal the
attempt to re-explain and reinterpret the domino theory, put forward during the Cold War, that became the
conceptual basis of this foreign policy direction in the unipolar world order and proved to be a failure in the
aftermath.
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C MOMOIIBIO (OKECTKOM CHJIBD) U IOMBITKON M3MEHUTh PETHMOHAIBHBIN MOPSJOK ITyTEM MPOABUKEHUS
JeMoKpatiu. Memoowl u mamepuan: JIs npeacTaBlIeHHs IPEANIOCHIIOK U OCOOEHHOCTEH peanu3ayun
HPOJBHKEHUS AEMOKPATUHM KaK OJHOrO M3 CToinoB pervoHanbHoN monutuku CLHA npu [xopmxe
Bymie npoBonutest cpaBHEHKE OJIMPKHEBOCTOYHOMN TOJIMTHKH, IPOBOJMMOM aAMHHHUCTPALMSIMU TTPE3H-
nentoB CIIIA Bo BpeMs U mocnie XOJIOJHOW BOMHBL. Auanus: B pe3ynbrate CpaBHUTENBHOIO aHAJIM3a

ocoboe BHIMaHKE ObIIO 00paIIeHO Ha JIOJF0 KOMIOHEHTA BHEIPEHHS MM TIPOABIIKEHHS IEMOKPATHH.
Pesynomamoi: aHanW3 TONWTHKA (IIPOABWIKCHHS JEMOKDATHW», INPOBOJUMON aIMHHHCTpAIHeH
Jxopmxa bynra-mnamiero, u TpaHC(OPMAIMOHHOHN AUIIIOMATHH B €€ KOHTEKCTE ITO3BOJISIET BBISIBHUTH
TOTIBITKY NTEPEOOBSICHUTD U IIEPEHHTEPIIPETHPOBATH TEOPHIO JOMHHO, BBIABUHYTYIO B MEpHOA XO0JIOA-
HOU BOIHBI, CTaBIIEW KOHUENTYaJIBHOH OCHOBOM 3TOr0 BHEIIHEMOJIMTHYECKOTO HANPaBJIEHUs B yCJO-
BUSIX OJTHOTIOJISIPHOTO MHUPOTIOPSI/IKA U B MOCJIE/TYIOIIEM MTOTEpIEBIas Hey1ady.

KunroueBrwie ciioBa: CIIIA, /[coposc Byw, eoiina ¢ meppopom, 0eMOKpamus, HAYUOHAbHOe CIpOoU-
menvcmeo, HUpax, Anv-Kauoa, Bnudsicnuii Bocmox, meopus 0omuno, mpanc@opmayuonnas Ounioma-
mus.

Kak uurupoBath: AlipanersiH A. OcoOCHHOCTH aMEPHKAHCKOH MONUTUKH «IPOABIKEHHS 1EMOKpa-
Tuny» Tipu Jxopke bymme-mmanmrem, // “Hayunbte tpymer” IHITAW HAH PA. Trompu, 2023. T. 1(26).
153-164 cc..DOI: 10.52971/18294316-2023.26.1-153

INTRODUCTION: Under George W. Bush, the national security strategy documents were
published in 2002 and especially in 2006 emphasized the introduction, promotion, and spread of
democracy in addition to the comprehensive fight against terrorism. Since 2006, the arrow of US
regional and mainly Iragi policy priorities has shifted from using hard power to the promotion of
democracy and the advancement of the Freedom Agenda. The paper covers the US presidential
administrations’ regional policies and reveals the role of democracy during the Cold War and the
decade following, illustrating the origins and peculiarities of promoting democracy and analyzing the
approaches of the George Bush administration to the organization of the Middle East policy by
presenting the change in the format of US foreign policy implementation under George W. Bush (due
to the emergence of transformational diplomacy).

In this context, the author has studied and presented several US official sources and also
developed specific provisions on the issue in question set out in the relevant works of American, Arab,
European, Jewish, and Russian political scientists and thinkers.

Role and Significance of Democracy in the American Foreign Policy Doctrines
during the Second Half of the 20™ Century

The study of the US regional policy allows us to consider the promotion of democracy as a
strategic component of American foreign policy, which has manifested itself differently in different
regions and periods.

To get an insight into the policy of promoting democracy in the Middle East, it is first
necessary to have a look at the stages and regularity of the development of relations between the US
and the regional states, which experienced the following periods of evolution in the 1940s-1970s:

e 1948-1960, the period when the US was trying to obtain allies against the USSR in the face of the
Arab world and special relations with Israel had not yet been established;

e 1961-1967, the period of the formation of the prerequisites for a regular, more clearly "patron-
client" relationship between the USA and Israel;

e 1967-1973, the beginning of the "patron-client” [13, p. 506; 7, pp. 44-45] relationship between the
USA and Israel, which began to fully manifest itself after 1974 [4, pp. 233-234].
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The US Congress and Jewish community, as a soft factor of influence, forced President Harry
Truman as early as 1947 to support the partition of Palestine and to recognize Israel, but the State
Department, the Pentagon, and the Central Intelligence Agency minimized this support because it was
inconsistent with US global and regional interests. Until 1960, the US focused on containing the USSR
in the region while trying to build strong alliances with the Arab world.

In this context, Dwight Eisenhower's administration viewed Israel as an obstacle to US
political and security interests in the Middle East, and it was during his tenure that bilateral relations
experienced the most severe political crises of their existence [5, p. 84; 4, pp. 233-235]. In general, D.
Eisenhower divided the world into "free” and "not free" countries exclusively defining the countries
outside the sphere of influence of the USSR and countries in the zone of influence [12, pp. 237-238]. In
the Middle East, the expression of "support for freedom' and or “electoral” democracy was the support
given to supporters of the Shah of Mohammad Reza Pahlavi in Iran and the organization of a military
coup against the democratically elected Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadegh (1951-1953), who
decided to nationalize the oil industry in Iran [31]. In addition to the nationalization of oil, the US was
concerned that the pro-communist Iranian National Party (Hezb-e Tude-ye Iran or Tudeh), which
opposed Shah's regime, might switch to M. Mossadegh's side, thus contributing to Iran's external
orientation towards the USSR and strengthening the latter's positions there [20, pp. 469-470].

From the above, it can be concluded that in the early 1940s-1960s, the US was guided by the
logic dictated by the Cold War in its relations with the peoples of the Middle East region, that is, to
maintain and expand the sphere of influence, dividing the world into "free” and "not free™ camps, and
promoting and spreading popularity was not yet considered a primary component of foreign policy and
a means of implementation.

In 1961-1967, the protection of democracy and human freedoms that began under Truman
was given a new lease of life, and along with the supply of weapons by the USSR to Iraq, Syria, and
Egypt. Under John Kennedy’s presidency, the prerequisites for a special "patron-client” relationship
with Israel began to form in the Middle East [4, pp. 236-237; 21]'. A full-blown patron-client
relationship first emerged during the 1964-1967 presidency of Lyndon Johnson. By supporting Israel,
the US sought to counterbalance the rise of communism and Arab nationalism in the region. Another
important reason was the continuous pressure of the US Congress to provide more tangible support to
Israel, as well as the Johnson administration’s quest to gain the help of the American Jewish community
in the Vietnam War and the presidential elections in 1968 [5, p. 86; 4, pp. 237-238]%

The formation of "patron-client” relations negatively affected US regional interests. Hence,
President Richard Nixon and Secretary of State Henry Kissinger tried to act more actively to prevent the
strengthening of the USSR's position and convince the Arabs to end the oil embargo [26]°.

! Although J. Kennedy rejected Israel's request for a major arms deal, he did approve the sale of Hawk missiles
to Israel in return for supplying Soviet missiles to Egypt and Irag. In the case of the US, the formation of a
"sponsor-client" relationship would make the state of Israel more controllable, especially considering Israel's
experience of bypassing the US and dealing with Great Britain and France during the Suez crisis.

2 Despite a commitment not to sell offensive weapons to both the Arabs and lIsrael, the United States
nevertheless directly and indirectly supported Israel from 1961 to 1967 in acquiring both American
"defensive weapons" and arms from France, Germany, and Great Britain. The reasons for this were the
continuous strengthening of the USSR in the Middle Eastern region, which was clearly demonstrated by
the agreement to sell arms to Egypt worth about 500 million, reached in June 1963.

% The indirect US support for Israel in the Six Day War led to resentment among Arab states, culminating in the
1973 Arab—Israeli War. At that time, Arab countries imposed an oil embargo against countries that supported
the US and Israel, and the price of oil on the world market rose from $3 to $12 per barrel. This caused economic
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As early as 1973, discussions on the Palestine issue became more intensified in the United
Nations. In November 1974, during Gerald Ford's presidency, the UN General Assembly recognized
the Palestinian people's right to self-determination, sovereignty, and national independence, allowing
the Palestine Liberation Organization to become a UN observer and act there as the "sole and legitimate
representative™ of the Palestinian people. However, the United States as a sign of its support for Israel,
together with the latter, voted against this resolution [5 p. 89]. However, on the other hand, acting as a
mediator between Israel and Egypt after the Arab-Israeli war of 1973 and trying to bring the Israelis to a
common denominator by making concessions, under the name of "reassessment"” [17] of US foreign
policy in the Middle East (1975 March-September) G. Ford 6 months in a row refused Israel's requests
for economic and military assistance of about 2.6 billion dollars and resumed the provision of financial
assistance after the signing of the Second (Interim) Sinai Agreement between Egypt and Israel on
September 4, 1975, in Geneva [30].

Building on the afore-mention, Presidents L. Johnson, R. Nixon and G. Ford showed little
interest in democracy "promotion”. Overall, in the 1960s and 1970s, the Vietnam War and the
spreading "threat of communism™ as factors froze democracy promotion as a foreign policy direction
and instrument of implementation. [12, p. 239].

Under Richard Nixon, Iran was the second largest US arms importer in the region following
Israel, and due to its relations with Israel, enjoyed the support of the Jewish lobby representatives in
Congress. R. Nixon and Jimmy Carter considered the Shah of Iran to be accordingly “policeman of the
Gulf" and "pillar of stability” [5, pp. 80-81]. However, after the Islamic revolution, relations with Iran
worsened. In this context, in the late 1970s, J. Carter reformulated democracy as a foreign policy
principle, presenting its promotion as part of the agenda for the protection of human rights, combining it
with the creation of preventive measures through the possible use of force, essentially continuing D.
Eisenhower's political legacy. Since J. Carter, the policies of all US presidents in the region have been
aimed at preventing the export of the Islamic revolution as a threat to US regional interests. After the
Islamic Revolution, under J. Carter's presidency, Rapid Deployment Force was even created to prevent
the possible Iranian threat to the Gulf states. In addition to this, the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan, after
the overthrow of the Shah, doubled the threats to US regional interests, therefore, J. Carter declared the
Persian Gulf and Southwest Asia the US third security zone [2].

Ronald Reagan's "tough containment” doctrine emphasized the importance of spreading
liberal democracy and expanding the free market economy to counter the advance of communism [32,
p.4]. The institutionalization of democracy support ranged from indirect methods of “exporting"
democracy to direct assistance to political parties and civil society abroad to establish democratic
systems and generally aimed at isolating the USSR. This was justified by the fact, that in the new stage
of the development of capitalism, in the conditions of the developing globalization and the promotion of
production and financial transnational capital, a greater number of representatives of the political and
economic elites would be in favor of opening their countries to free trade and transnational corporate
investments [Ibid].

However, in the case of the Middle East, J. Mearsheimer and S. Walt explain the sale of
biological agents to Iraq (warheads, which were used against the Iranian army and the Kurdish minority
in Iraq) by Reagan's administration neither by the spread of liberal democracy nor by the expansion of
the free market economy, yet by weakening Iran and geoeconomic and geopolitical interests of the US.
Moreover, the former US Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld, being Ronald Reagan's special envoy

stagnation and decline in the United States and Europe from 1973 to 1975, a recession with rising prices and
unemployment.
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for the Middle East, was one of the key players in deepening ties with Iraq and was sent to Iraq in 1983
to improve and strengthen relations with the latter [19,p. 56]. A year after Saddam Hussein used
chemical weapons against Iraqi Kurds in 1989, the National Security Strategic Directive signed by
George H. W. Bush (Sr.) affirmed that a normal U.S.-Iraqi relationship would serve long-term mutual
interests and promote stability in both the Gulf and the Middle East regions [22; 5, pp. 111-112].

At that time, the US administration, taking advantage of the crisis in the USSR, based on the
need to find alternative ways of obtaining hydrocarbon resources in the region, as well as the need to
find allies in the region against Iran, did not notice the Saddam Hussein's genocidal policy against the
Kurds [18, p. 38], but 14 years later, during the preparations for the Iraqi campaign in 2002-2003, the
issue "revived" [19, p. 55].

The mentioned directive, adopted after the Iran-Iraq war, already mentioned the possibility of
applying a wide range of economic and political sanctions against any possible illegal use of chemical
and or biological weapons, while combining this with the imperative to protect human rights in Iraq
[Ibid]. It can be concluded that as early as 1989, the agenda of combating the proliferation of WMD
and protecting human rights was already being put forward as a tool for possible deterrence of Iraq in
the future.

The post-Cold War "democracy promotion”, as a regional policy tool under Bush Sr., was to
help fill the vacuum left by the collapse of the socialist camp and strengthen the core principles of US
foreign policy in the emerging world order. In 1994, in his annual address before the Joint Session of
the US Congress, B. Clinton presented democracy and the protection of human rights as the third
strategic pillar of the USA, along with security and economic progress. [1]. In the 1990s, academic
debates on the theme that democratic states do not go to war against each other gained momentum (this
had also been expressed in the above-mentioned presidential address [1bid]).

Despite their declared support for democratic values, not a single senior member of the Bill
Clinton administration ever “uttered a public word about Middle East democracy” [6, p. 8]. However,
when it comes to the American policy towards Iraq as the main target of the implementation of the
"containment and engagement” doctrine, the “introduction™ of democracy was marked by the adoption
of the "Iraq Liberation" Act in 1998. As per the Act, the establishment of democracy in Irag was
declared as the main goal accompanied by the imperative of overthrowing Saddam Hussein [15].
Perceptions of **democracy promotion™* after 9

In the national security strategy documents circulated under Bush Jr., in addition to describing
the comprehensive fight against terrorism and the tools for strengthening the positions of the United
States, great importance was given to democracy promotion. Democracy promotion was already one of
the main provisions proposed in the National Security Strategy of September 20, 2002. The aim was to
promote democracy and human rights around the world, particularly in Muslim countries. According to
the document, the US sought not to impose democracy, but to contribute to the creation of such
conditions, thanks to which people would be able to claim the right to a free future [36, c. 278]. The
promotion of freedoms and democratic values would contribute to the fight against international
terrorism and the elimination of the threat of terrorism and the conditions for the emergence of terrorism
[24].

Developing the above idea in his 2002 State of the Union address to Congress [28], as well as
in his West Point speech, Bush emphasized the importance of spreading democratic values in Muslim
countries, since, according to him, the inhabitants of the latter were entitled to the same freedoms and
opportunities that were available to citizens of many other countries around the world [27]. Bush then
announced at the National Endowment for a Democracy in 2003 a "future strategy for freedom in the
Middle East", while condemning previous US presidential administrations and Western governments
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for "condescending and accommodating the lack of freedom in the Middle East". Secretary of State
Condoleezza Rice's 2005 speech in Cairo, in which she "accused" previous administrations of
"prioritizing regional stability over democracy,” carried similar emphasis [9]. Later, the president's
administration called this "strategy" the "Freedom Agenda”, which became the key concept of regional
politics after the second inauguration of the president [6, p.6].

As noted by A. Davidov, the peculiarity of Bush Jr.'s foreign policy was that democracy was
also presented as a means of the "war against terrorism", thus, the establishment of democratic
institutions was primarily intended to tackle the ideology of the formation of terrorist groups [35, ¢. 52-
53; 23]*. Both the aforementioned and the claim that, according to the Bush administration, promoting
democracy in the region would prevent ethnic and religious conflicts were controversial. By promoting
national and "liberation" movements aimed at overthrowing authoritarian regimes, the task was to
contribute to the establishment of democratic institutions as a result. In the American perception,
democratization was considered an effective means of combating terrorist groups and their supporting
regimes or the "war on terror".

In the context of the study of the "democracy promotion™ policy, it should be noted that the
basis of the Bush doctrine, in addition to the neoconservatives, was also the "domino theory", which has
been relevant since the time of D. Eisenhower. The domino theory was a cornerstone of American
foreign policy during the Cold War. It was the consequence of the anti-communist ideology and
explained the phenomenon and the possibility of the "threat” of Southeast Asian countries' successive
domino-like falling under the USSR's sphere of influence, following the example of Vietnam. In his
speeches, Eisenhower stated that the United States should adopt a tougher and more active approach in
the fight against communism, which also meant the possibility of interfering with other countries'
internal affairs even without a clear threat from their side [35, p. 66-68]°.

Time, however, showed the irrational nature of the "domino theory", particularly in the case of
the US Middle East policy. The point is that this theory was logically well connected at the theoretical
level, but, in practice, forming the basis of the American model of democratization of the regions, it did
not work. This fact could be explained by the fact that during the Cold War, based on the logic of the
bipolar world order, US regional policy was based on simple cause-and-effect analyses and calculations
rather than on a solid and deep study of the features of the international situation. [Ibid]. More
precisely, it can be said that the "domino theory" worked, but in the opposite direction, in the sense that,
as a result of the implementation of the Bush doctrine in Irag, the anti-American sentiments that quickly
took root in a "domino way" led many representatives of the Sunni minority, both from the general
population, from the disbanded Iraqi armed forces, and from the ranks of the Baath Party, to join the
Iragi al-Qaeda. If we look at the later emergence of the Islamic State, it can be considered a response to
the American policy of the war on terror and democracy promotion.

Foreign military occupation and attempts to spread democracy radicalized the local
population. In Fallujah, which later became an ISIS stronghold, in April 2003, US troops opened fire on
a crowd of peaceful protesters, killing and wounding dozens of Iragis. The ensuing violence and chaos

* The protection of human rights and the condemnation of violations, as well as the improvement of the
quality of work of state institutions, were chosen as a key direction for the establishment of democracy.
This would be accompanied by continuous improvement of the socio-economic and educational level of
the population.

% Eisenhower's April 7, 1954 speech against the Communist threat marked the emergence of the domino theory
as one of the most important concepts in US foreign policy for more than 50 years. The speech specifically
referred to the communist takeover of Vietnam, which could have the effect of falling dominoes and lead to
the repetition of similar scenarios in neighboring countries.
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led to a significant number of Iragi Sunnis turning to radical groups, the most prominent of which was
Abu Musab al-Zargawi's Al-Qaeda in Irag, which later emerged as the Islamic State of Iraq and the
Levant (ISIL) [14]. In the context of "democracy promotion", disbanding the rather well-trained Iragi
army of about half a million people was also not sensible from a security point of view. This drove the
mostly Sunni army officers, as well as many members of the Ba'ath Party, who were marginalized by
the newly formed Shia-Kurdish government, to terrorist groups [8; 10]°.

The third reason for anti-American sentiments and violence was at least the fact that the US
army detained tens of thousands of Iragis, many of whom had not participated in any operations, in the
south of Iraqg, in the Bukga camp, where many of them were recruited by the exiled jihadists joining
later their groups. As stated by James Skylar Gerrond, the commander of the American military unit in
Camp Bucca, Many American officers were concerned that Bucca had turned from a detention camp
into a "hot pot" for extremism. By the way, Abu Bakr al-Baghdadi, the leader of ISIL, the self-
proclaimed caliph, who "absorbed the jihadist ideology while still in Bucca and became one of the
authorities there" was also one of the former detainees of Bucca [3; 11; 25].

Transformational diplomacy

If the first period of Bush Jr.'s presidency was the period of "hard power", then in the second
period, the latter tried to introduce American democracy on a larger scale with the strategy of “soft
power”. The second term of Bush Jr.'s presidency can be characterized as a period of "correcting
mistakes and errors". During the second presidency of Bush Jr., the concept of "introduction and spread
of democracy" received new content with the formulation of Condoleezza Rice, with the introduction of
"transformational diplomacy". According to Condoleezza Rice's speech at Georgetown University on
January 18, 2006, it was supposed to adopt diplomacy that would change the world while acting in the
current situation, based on the considerations of "putting an end to dictatorship in the world and
promoting democracy and democratic institutions in all countries” [33]. The goal was to make the
American diplomacy priorities in all regions more concrete and redeploy and increase the number of
personnel for more effective new foreign policy priorities. Active cooperation with Congress on the
global strategic directions of the United States was emphasized. Regional and transnational cooperation
was emphasized as a way to "overcome” the ideas that fuel terrorism.

One of the goals of transformative diplomacy was to expand the network of diplomatic
presence in regions where the US cannot actually and legally have diplomatic or consular representation
to influence domestic "reforms" in those states. An American diplomat was merely moving out of a
diplomatic mission to live and work in a transitional society, acting as an American Presence Post
[1bid].”

According to A. Davydov, the "transformational diplomacy" revised the provision of
intervention in the internal affairs of other countries and the concept of "national independence". The
target of this diplomacy was not the interstate, but intrastate issues, because, according to A. Davydov,
at the current stage, the source of the main threats to American interests should be sought within
countries, and not between countries [34, p. 51] % That concept of foreign policy justified the

® For example, one of the Iragis closest to al-Baghdadi was Ibrahim Izzat al-Duri, who was a high-ranking
official in Saddam's government until 2003.

" Close cooperation with the Department of Defense was also emphasized in order to share the burden of the
post-conflict reconstruction and stabilization work (such as in Somalia, Haiti, Bosnia, Kosovo and partially in
Afghanistan and Iraq).

® Due to this, the task was to change the nature of work of diplomatic agencies abroad. In practice, the US
increased the number of diplomatic missions in India, China, Nigeria, etc. and reduced the number in Europe.
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interference with the internal affairs of sovereign countries and military methods of overthrowing the
authorities based on the agenda of the fight against terrorism and democracy.

Within the framework of "transformational diplomacy," it is necessary to mention the "New
Strategy in Iraq" presented by Bush to Congress on January 10, 2007 (also known as "New Way
Forward" [16] or "Surge") aiming at solving security issues. Bush pointed out the US's two mistakes in
the escalation of violence in Irag - not having enough troops in Iraq and limiting the actions of the
troops already there. He was promoting a new strategy, which implied sending additional 21,500 troops
to Iraq [29; 37]. It was no secret that before that, additional US troops were regularly being sent to Iraq.
This action was justified by the need to hold national elections, or by the aggravation of the situation in
that country. The deployment of such a large number of troops was planned for quite a long time.
However, if before the US troops left the areas cleared of militants, the "Surge™ envisaged that they
should stay there for a long time to maintain security [1bid].

CONCLUSION: Summing up the peculiarities of the Bush administration's policy of
democracy promotion, we can conclude that according to the American political-ideological circles, it
would work according to the domino principle, therefore, its origins in essence and content were
deriving from the logic of the Cold War bipolar world order.

Although democracy promotion had never been considered the end goal, and had rather been
manifested as a regional policy tool (after failing the war on terror) due to the “transformational
diplomacy"” that came to remedy the situation through the creation of a more extensive network of
American representation, the use of soft power, i.e. promotion of democracy, became a pivotal pillar of
regional policy. Besides the bilateral and multilateral relations, internal political life became the subject
matter of American diplomacy. This was another manifestation of the neoconservative ideology laying
under the Bush doctrine - the interference with the internal life of other countries, or more precisely, this
was the modern manifestation of D. Eisenhower's anti-communism toolkit of soft power.

Summarizing the above-mentioned points, it can be concluded that domino theory and
transformational diplomacy that were in the arsenal of the Bush doctrine were the basis for the
manifestations of extremism in the Middle East, particularly in Iraqg, at the same time enabled the Bush
administration and its successors to ensure a continued US presence in the region thanks to an instigated
Islamist terrorism.
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