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      CBW – chemical and biological weapons

      
      CIA – Central Intelligence Agency

      
      COVID-19 – Coronavirus Disease 2019 
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      CTBTO – Comprehensive Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty Organization

      
      DIUx – Defense Innovation Unit Experimental 

      
      DMZ – demilitarized zone

      
      DOD – Department of Defense

      
      DOS – Department of State

      
      DOT – Department of Treasury

      
      DPRK – Democratic People’s Republic of Korea

      
      EDC – European Defense Community

      
      EU – European Union

      
      FIRRMA – Foreign Investment Risk Review Modernization Act 

      
      FOA – Foreign Operations Administration

      
      FOIP – Free and Open Indo-Pacific 

      
      GLCM – ground-launched cruise missiles

      
      GOP – Grand Old Party (the U.S. Republican Party)

      
      IAEA – International Atomic Energy Agency

      
      ICBMs – intercontinental ballistic missiles

      
      IDFC – International Development Finance Corporation 

      
      INDOPACOM – Indo-Pacific Command

      
      IMF – International Monetary Fund

      
      INF Treaty – Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces Treaty

      
      INR – Department of State’s Bureau of Intelligence and Research

      
      IPSR – Indo-Pacific Strategy Report

      
      IRBM – intermediate-range ballistic missile

      
      ISIS – Islamic State of Iraq and Syria

      
      JCPOA – Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action

      
      LTBT – Limited Test Ban Treaty

      
      MENWFZ – Middle East nuclear-weapon-free zone

      
      MIRV – Multiple Independently Targeted Re-entry Vehicle

      
      MSI – Southeast Asia Maritime Security Initiative

      
      NAS – National Academy of Sciences

      
      NATO – North Atlantic Treaty Organization

      
      NDS – National Defense Strategy

      
      New START – New Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

      
      NIE – National Intelligence Estimate

      
      NLF – National Liberation Front

      
      NNSA – National Nuclear Security Administration 

      
      NPR – Nuclear Posture Review

      
      NPT – Nuclear Non-proliferation Treaty

      
      NSC – National Security Council

      
      NSC 68 – National Security Council Report 68

      
      NSCWMD – National Strategy to Combat Weapons of Mass Destruction

      
      NSPD – National Security Presidential Directive

      
      NSS – National Security Strategy

      
      OPIC – Overseas Private Investment Corporation

      
      PLA – People’s Liberation Army

      
      PLAN – PLA Navy

      
      PRC – People’s Republic of China

      
      ROC – Republic of China

      
      ROK – Republic of Korea

      
      SAC – Strategic Air Command

      
      SALT – Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

      
      SDI – Strategic Defense Initiative

      
      SFRC – Senate Foreign Relations Committee

      
      SHAPE – Supreme Headquarters, Allied Powers in Europe

      
      SLBM – submarine-launched ballistic missile

      
      SORT (also the Moscow Treaty) – Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty

      
      SSBN – strategic submarine ballistic nuclear

      
      START – Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty

      
      TRA – Taiwan Relations Act

      
      THAAD – Terminal High Altitude Area Defense 

      
      TPP – Trans-Pacific Partnership

      
      U.N. – United Nations

      
      U.S. – United States

      
      USPACOM – U.S. Pacific Command 

      
      U.S.S.R. – Union of Soviet Socialist Republics

      
      WEU – Western European Union

      
      WMD – weapons of mass destruction
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      American foreign policy has long been caught between conflicting desires to influence
         world affairs yet at the same time avoid becoming entangled in the burdensome conflicts
         and damaging rivalries of other states. With the term “doctrine” seemingly (re)attaining
         charged prominence in the early 21st century and, more recently, in regard to the
         contested debates surrounding the controversial transition to the Biden administration,
         this book will argue that the doctrinal drive in articulating the United States’ foreign-policy
         direction has long embodied the desire to maintain a “balance of influence” in meeting
         U.S. core national-interest objectives. Despite variations between Democratic and
         Republican administrations, this has necessitated attaining an equilibrium between
         domestic and international considerations, involvement and detachment from global
         security issues, unilateralism and multilateralism, interventionism and expansionism,
         and variations of exceptionalism and hegemony in the equation. Of course, with the
         election of Donald J. Trump in 2016 such doctrinal “commonalties” were extensively
         challenged if not wholly relinquished or jettisoned.
      

      
       Although some of the broader doctrinal strands have been extensively discussed by
         historians, political scientists, and varying international relations commentators,
         much of the discourse on presidential doctrines has often been confined to research
         on singular doctrines.[1] As such, in proving a comprehensive and more holistic approach across multiple presidencies,
         this book will assess what we deem to be the most significant doctrines and doctrinal
         themes in defining, and in some cases redefining, U.S. foreign policy and national
         security over the course of the last 200-plus years. Thus, paying heed to Mark Lagon’s
         words, “[in] fully understanding U.S. foreign policy,” the monograph will “explore
         where U.S. declaratory doctrines come from”[2] and ultimately explain considerations for both the present and future.
      

      
      While the definitional debates surrounding presidential doctrines are wide and varied,
         there are commonalities that commentators agree on. In the broadest sense, presidential
         foreign-policy doctrines, like much of presidential rhetoric, have a defensive and
         explanatory component that serves to defend actions already underway or to persuade
         others to support new plans. Presidents articulate their foreign-policy ideas in response
         to immediate political concerns, and “their broader doctrinal significance becomes
         apparent years later.”[3] In simpler terms, presidential doctrines “serve as axiomatic guide to policy” and
         encompass “simple, concise, and lucid statements of purpose or strategy.”[4] Although not overly detailed in their explanation, Overholt and Chou argue that a
         rhetorical thematic message and defining strategic thread have been the common features
         in most, if not all, doctrines extending back to Washington, albeit delivered in varying
         fashion over the course of 46 presidents. For example, in specifically outlining the
         course of action in relation to Greece and Turkey and his broader position in containing
         communism, at the joint session of Congress on March 12, 1947, President Truman called
         for the “the United States to support free peoples who are resisting attempted subjugation
         by armed minorities and outside pressures.”[5] Similarly, in his own controversial doctrine, George W. Bush concisely argued that
         “[t]o forestall or prevent such hostile acts by our adversaries, the United States
         will, if necessary, act pre-emptively in exercising its right of self-defense.”[6] In justifying the invasion of Afghanistan and Iraq in 2001 and 2003, respectively,
         Bush clearly posited—and formalized—his doctrinal penchant for prevention.
      

      
      Notwithstanding the strategic thread embodied in most doctrines, not all are as straightforward
         in their execution or, according to Jeffrey Kimball, as true to the notion of a doctrine
         as a guide for policy. He states that rather than acting as a sense of “grand strategy
         or a master set of principles and guidelines controlling policy decisions,” Nixon’s
         doctrine, for instance—also referred to as “Vietnamization” or the “Guam doctrine”—struggled
         to accurately articulate and meet its core ideals.[7] The “measures for which it [the doctrine] stood were secondary to others he [Nixon]
         had in mind for dealing with the Vietnam War, Asia, and the world,” underscored by
         the level of escalation in the bombing of the Ho Chi Minh Trail and the campaigns
         into Cambodia by U.S. military forces.[8] This occurred despite that the doctrine, in essence, advocated the gradual extraction
         of U.S. forces and commitment from the Vietnam conflict. Comparatively, however, Jeffrey
         H. Michaels argues that there is a difference between a statement “intended purely
         for a public or foreign audience” and one that is rather of executive intent for the
         bureaucracy to follow—thereby indicating that the Nixon Doctrine viewed in this light
         can be considered a legitimate doctrine.[9] If it is for public consumption, Michaels argues, “simplistic and sometimes moralizing
         terminology will be used.”[10] Yet, as he also claims, a doctrine implied for public consumption will almost certainly
         have implications for the bureaucracy, though what constitutes these implications
         is to be determined and applied by the bureaucracy.[11] 
      

      
      Presidential doctrines have had a tendency to adapt to new eras and circumstances
         in addressing the defining security threat of the day and conveying the United States’
         broader national-interest objectives. In some instances, a doctrine may function as
         an imperative policy to follow or, as stated, be purely for public and foreign consumption.
         In other cases, they embody broader guiding sentiments that endorse the “exceptionalist
         mission.” Indeed, from its inception in 1823, the Monroe Doctrine, named after President
         James Monroe, has been noted for its enduring quality in combining such notions of
         exceptionalism and Manifest Destiny with what was viewed as a necessary policy prescription
         for the time. According to Mark Gilderhus, the doctrine’s strength lies in its language
         of “idealism and high principle . . . purported to advance the cause of humankind
         . . . by upholding values such as freedom, democracy, and peace,” principles highly
         cherished by an American population determined over the course of history to unleash
         their entrepreneurial and expansionist spirit unchecked—and, in their own minds, justified
         in doing so.[12] For Dexter Perkins, whose writings touched on the fundamental reading of the intentions
         of Monroe and his secretary of state, John Quincy Adams, the extended development
         of the doctrine came about more simply because of its two fundamental tenets of dealing
         with “(1) the problem of possible European territorial aggrandizements or conquests
         [in America]; and (2) the problem of the possible translation to this hemisphere of
         forms of government alien to American ideals.”[13] The implication for Perkins, writing in 1942, was that these two problems faced by
         the United States in 1823 would be long-standing problems in American history, whether
         it be the Europeans or other powers in the future, such as the Japanese or Chinese.[14] 
      

      
      By the time of Theodore Roosevelt’s corollary to the Monroe Doctrine in 1904, the
         unequivocal rise in international status of America, coinciding with the slow demise
         of European monarchies, had legitimized new interventionist and expansionist policies
         and somewhat offered protection to the exceptionalist values and virtues, however
         flawed they may have been. As stated by Jay Sexton, author of The Monroe Doctrine: Empire and Nation in Nineteenth-Century America, the national dogma that became the Monroe Doctrine emerged from the belief that
         a so-called American century was in full swing and that an American exceptionalism,
         as espoused by the revered founding fathers, Monroe and Roosevelt, had triumphed over
         the Old World and was here to stay.[15] That the doctrine was able to be easily adapted into future presidential doctrines—from
         anti-colonialist to interventionist and, at times, expansionist—and continually updated
         and reinforced cultivated an American mindset where exceptionalism was perceived as
         an intrinsic part of the American trajectory.[16] 
      

      
      In slightly different but simpler terms, Roosevelt’s “linkage” turned the Monroe Doctrine
         into a mechanism for policing America’s backyard in the long term, while standing
         as an “ideal illustration of the United States’ righteous, paternalistic attitude
         towards Latin America.”[17] This attitude, and indeed the Cold War attitude of many policymakers that would inevitably
         emerge after 1945, deeply impacted both the subsequent administrations and doctrines
         of Presidents Kennedy, Johnson, Carter, and Reagan.[18] According to Middlebrook and Rico, Washington’s hegemonic claim over all of Latin
         America “included a corresponding paternalistic desire to monopolize or jealously
         control any relationship between its wards and third countries,” the basis of which
         can be found in “the United States overwhelming power vis-à-vis both Latin America
         and the rest of the world.”[19] Subsequently, for T. D. Allman, writing in Unmanifest Destiny, the virtue of the Monroe Doctrine eventually became a stunning ideological and political
         metamorphosis—where Americans went “from the benefactors of the hemisphere to the
         benefactors of the universe.”[20] Of course, given the Middle Eastern focus of the Eisenhower Doctrine, the international
         focus of the Wilson and Truman Doctrines, and the globalization of the Carter Doctrine,[21] Allman’s words were not entirely unjustified.
      

      
      The attachment of similar doctrines to the Kennedy, Johnson, and Reagan administrations
         offered indistinguishable paternalistic features but, as attested to by others, such
         as Michaels, Middlebrook, and Rico, contained a heightened sense of ideological and
         material insecurity associated with the Cold War.[22] The Cuban missile crisis added to President John F. Kennedy’s and later administrations’
         anxiety of what Communist regimes, from small beginnings, could lead to. The short
         and tragic end to Kennedy’s presidency and presidential doctrine would be carried
         forth in the Johnson Doctrine, with the United States’ military blocking of communist
         insurrections in Latin America.[23] “[S]teadfast U.S. opposition to communism in the Western Hemisphere,” asserts Stephen
         Rabe, “represented a continuation . . . in post-war U.S. foreign policy” and “should
         be seen as part of the historic desire of the United States to preserve its hegemony
         in the Western Hemisphere.”[24] Reagan’s unintentional addition to the doctrinal archive, according to Chester Pach,
         “called for both challenging communism and extending freedom” internationally, but
         in a far more forceful way.[25] In other words, Reagan’s doctrine asserted a more militaristic intervention of his
         predecessors’ doctrines, nominally a reinvigoration of Truman’s struggle against Soviet
         (international) expansion and an extension of the moral values of the Monroe Doctrine.
      

      
      Presidential doctrines do not mark, necessarily, a departure in U.S. foreign policy
         but, in most cases, adaptations of it. For instance, as the Roosevelt corollary is
         an adaptation to the Monroe Doctrine, the Eisenhower and Carter Doctrines are similar
         corollaries to the Truman Doctrine. In line with the Truman Doctrine, in a special
         message to Congress Eisenhower authorized the commitment of American forces “to secure
         and protect the territorial integrity and political independence of such nations,
         requesting such aid against overt armed aggression from any nation controlled by international
         communism.” Yet, according to Michaels, what the doctrine became in the essence of
         clear and simple language and practical foreign policy was misplaced in Eisenhower’s
         Middle East policy. In “Dysfunctional Doctrines? Eisenhower, Carter and U.S. Military
         Intervention in the Middle East,” he argues that in Eisenhower’s case, policy did
         not often meet rhetoric, nor was the doctrine ever invoked.[26] The reason for this, Michaels suggests, is that the administration needed the rhetorical
         significance of a doctrine to counter the criticisms of Eisenhower’s Middle East policy.
         The doctrine provided the administration with public support, offering the pretext
         that nationalist uprisings in Jordan and Syria at the time were, rather, communist
         insurrections.[27] The ambiguous language used in the doctrine, Michaels asserts, is best captured by
         then Senator J. William Fulbright’s declaration that what the administration was essentially
         asking for was “a blank amount of power, for a blank length of time, under blank conditions
         with respect to blank nations in a blank area. Who will fill in these blanks?”[28] 
      

      
      Nevertheless, as various administrations evidently attest, and this book highlights,
         similar parallels of “blankness,” and indeed a propensity for shifting delineations
         of time and place in the fine lines of policy description, are inherent within many
         of the doctrines of the 20th and 21st centuries. At the State of the Union address
         on January 3, 1980, President Jimmy Carter announced that the United States’ position
         was, in fact, absolutely clear: “An attempt by any outside force to gain control of
         the Persian Gulf region will be regarded as an assault on the vital interests of the United States of America, and such an assault will be repelled by any means
         necessary, including military force.”[29] Although the doctrine was meant to serve as a warning to the Soviet Union, which
         was at the time involved in the invasion of Afghanistan, its evolution centered on
         the term “vital interest.” According to Michael T. Klare, the Carter Doctrine went
         on to justify action “in the Caspian Sea region, Latin America, and the west coast
         of Africa,” slowly but surely converting the U.S. military into “a global oil protection
         service.”[30] Vital interests became synonymous with oil, while the Persian Gulf moved up in the
         equation as a “beholder” of such assets, as attested to by the Bush administration’s
         2003 invasion of Iraq.[31] Subsequently, the Carter Doctrine was the only Cold War doctrine to survive the fall
         of the Berlin Wall.
      

      
      Walter LaFeber’s analysis of the Bush Doctrine similarly places the term “doctrine”
         in the contrasts of domestic consumption and practical, pragmatic, policy. He argues,
         however, that while Bush did indeed invoke the doctrine to combat terrorist organizations
         anathema to the American way of life, the Bush Doctrine, like all presidential doctrines,
         was nevertheless aimed at preempting domestic debate.[32] The doctrine, LaFeber laments, was more about domestic interests and security, a
         provision obtained only through unilateralism, distinctive of but even less prescribed
         than Carter’s “vital interests,” and less about the realist doctrine, or power politics,
         of the Cold War years.[33] Contrastingly, prominent international relations scholar Robert Jervis argues that
         the concept of realism was at play and was a highly significant plank in Bush’s doctrinal drive. Although the
         Cold War has ended and the U.S. is no longer a status quo power, he argues, a “combination
         of power, fear, and perceived opportunity leads it [the U.S.] to seek to reshape world
         politics.”[34] Hence, not unlike Woodrow Wilson’s idealism of self-determination and free democratic
         governments worldwide, Bush was similarly “preventing” the forces of evil (in this
         case, Saddam Hussein) from creating fear, instability, and therefore the future breeding
         grounds for terrorist attacks against the United States by exporting democratic and
         freedom-supporting values.[35] That American policies were, as a by-product, amiable to the safeguarding of Iraq’s
         oil industry and, hence, U.S. oil contracts, was not a fundamental reason for war.[36] 
      

      
      Just as the Bush Doctrine was a politically contested concept, the Obama Doctrine
         was similarly mixed with ideology, politics, and paradoxes. As with presidential doctrines
         of the past, hindsight offers a sturdier basis from which to analyze the subject and
         direction of a presidential doctrine. Thus, the Obama Doctrine has proven a far more
         debated subject. To this effect, the line is drawn between those who argue for the
         existence of an Obama Doctrine and those who argue to the contrary. Fareed Zakaria
         is a proponent of the latter argument. President Obama’s foreign policy, he argues,
         was not at all dissimilar from many past presidents and was based on a fundamental
         sober logic of cost-benefit analysis.[37] For this reason, Obama was seen as realist minded, multilaterally friendly, militarily
         conservative, domestically focused, and a proponent of exceptionalism—an otherwise
         divisive composition of characteristics somewhat uncommon in the makeup of presidential
         doctrines.
      

      
      This divisiveness was indeed representative of the various arguments that Obama’s
         doctrine was inherently, according to Daniel Drezner, one of multilateral retrenchment
         and counterpunching.[38] For Kristin M. Lord and Marc Lynch of the Center for a New American Century, the
         pillar of Obama’s foreign policy was engagement and diplomacy, from the “extended
         hand” to Iran to working with nations in the United Nations Security Council.[39] Yet, as stated by Rahm Emanuel, former White House chief of staff, if one were to
         put Obama in a category it would be more about the realpolitik than idealism.[40] Indeed, despite the importance of personal relationships, he continues, “You’ve got
         to be cold-blooded about the self-interests of your nation.”[41] Emblematic of this taxonomical classification was the modernization and revitalization
         of nuclear weapons, despite a first-term campaign of advocating for a “nuclear-free
         world.” Of course, this does have a direct correlation with the deterioration of relations
         with Russia, heightened competition with China, and as discussed in chapter 8 of this
         book, the penchant to use military force but readjust when necessary.[42] In comparative terms, Stepak and Whitlark’s assessment of Obama’s foreign-policy
         framework concludes that there was indeed a distinctive Obama Doctrine. Unlike previous
         doctrines composed of isolationist, interventionist, and even expansionist tendencies,
         they argue that the Obama version was centrist in course and driven by the confines
         of a liberal (international) institutionalist framework.[43] Decidedly, they confirm, Obama’s doctrine was influenced predominantly by the ongoing
         volatile conditions of the American economy, a strategic turn toward China and the
         Asian Pacific, and the continued dominance but international downplay of military
         power. It is these components that have, at varying intervals, signified a departure
         from previous U.S. presidential doctrines[44] and a far cry from the simple, lucid, and concise statements of policy as according
         to Overholt and Chou.
      

      
      Of course, if we are to look at defining doctrinal departures, then it is clearly
         impossible to go past the Trump administration’s four bombastic years in the White
         House. Beginning his tenure in January 2017, Trump came to Washington convinced that
         U.S. foreign policy and notions of doctrinal consistency needed to be disrupted, if
         not abandoned altogether. In his opening speech, speaking from the Capitol, the new
         president presented a bleak picture of the United States’ situation:
      

      
         For many decades, we’ve enriched foreign industry at the expense of American industry,
            subsidized the armies of other countries while allowing for the very sad depletion
            of our military. We’ve defended other nation’s borders while refusing to defend our
            own. And spent trillions and trillions of dollars overseas while America’s infrastructure
            has fallen into disrepair and decay. We’ve made other countries rich while the wealth,
            strength, and confidence of our country has dissipated over the horizon. . . . From
            this day forward, it’s going to be only America first.[45] 
         

      

      After three and a half years at the helm of U.S. foreign policy, Trump saw nothing
         to shift and deviate from his global purview. Addressing graduates at West Point in
         June 2020, he posited a comparable reasoning to the use of military force:
      

      
         We are restoring the fundamental principles that the job of the American soldier is
            not to rebuild foreign nations, but defend—and defend strongly—our nation from foreign
            enemies. We are ending the era of endless wars. In its place is a renewed, clear-eyed
            focus on defending America’s vital interests. It is not the duty of U.S. troops to
            solve ancient conflicts in faraway lands that many people have never even heard of.
            We are not the policemen of the world.[46] 
         

      

      Several of the foundational components of Trump’s doctrinal approach to the world
         can be gathered from these two passages. As conveyed, foreign policy was primarily
         a costly distraction. The United States was doing too much overseas and was worse
         off domestically because of such excursions. Trade and immigration were undercutting
         jobs and communities, while other states—even those regarded as “friends and allies”—were
         taking advantage of the United States. Simply put, according to Trump, the costs of
         American leadership significantly overshadowed the benefits.[47] Not surprisingly, absent from this worldview was any gratitude of what was, from
         a U.S. standpoint, extraordinary and exceptional about the preceding seventy-five
         years: the absence of great-power conflict, the broadening of democracy around much
         of the world, a 90-fold expansion in the magnitude of the U.S. economy, and a 10-year
         rise in the life expectancy of the average American. Also misplaced was an acknowledgment
         that the Cold War, the defining struggle of that era, ended peacefully on terms that
         could hardly have been more advantageous to the United States and that such developments
         would not have been possible without U.S. leadership and U.S. allies. And notwithstanding
         this triumph, the United States still faced global complexities (outside “radical
         Islamic terrorism,” the singular threat Trump highlighted in his inaugural address)
         that impact the American state and its people, and allies, diplomacy, and global institutions
         would continue to be important resources in addressing them.[48]

      
      For the Trump administration, however, the origins of these challenges could be directly
         linked to the policy choices of previous administrations, namely, their attachment
         to globalism, nation-building, trade, and immigration. Although these were typically
         denoted as benchmarks of American exceptionalism, Trump painted this worldview as
         being fundamentally flawed, squandering the unprecedented gains achieved with the
         end of the Cold War while handicapping Americans via unfair trade regimes, endless
         wars, and thankless nation-building exercises. In this respect, the legacies of the
         Bush and Obama administrations were, rather than principled and realist-oriented policies,
         a blend of hedging, transitional, and at times, incrementalistic approaches that shifted
         across both administrations to unsatisfactory ends. In a blustering exercise of campaign
         politics, popular policy promises, and unbridled hubris, the Trump Doctrine offered
         a remolding of American grand strategy centered on quantitative, material zero-sum
         gains, and an “America First” approach.
      

      
       After Trump’s tumultuous demise, Americans were assured that relief in overseas capitals
         would be so enormous that U.S. leadership on key issues would be instantly embraced.[49] Delivering his first defining foreign-policy speech upon entering the White House
         on January 20, President Joe Biden sent a robust message to the rest of the world
         that they would see a different America during his tenure in office. In an all-inclusive
         address at the U.S. State Department in Washington, DC, Biden articulated his new
         foreign-policy agenda, asserting emphatically that “America is back.” Aside from conveying
         a crucial message to other international leaders about what the U.S. would do over
         the next four years, the statement was also a public denunciation of many of the policies
         of the preceding tenant of the White House, President Trump. It was an address intended
         to reinstate order and global confidence in America, areas of concern that Biden clearly
         believed were abandoned under his divisive predecessor. U.S. foreign policy and the
         broader Biden Doctrine would now concentrate more on multilateral diplomacy and working
         with other states in a more constructive fashion. With this in mind, however, Biden
         also emphasized this should not be deemed a “soft approach,” insisting that diplomacy
         would be the appropriate means in securing what the U.S. wants: “Investing in our
         diplomacy isn’t something we do just because it’s the right thing to do for the world.
         . . . We do it because it’s in our naked self-interest.” However, as will be played
         out during his time in office, the Biden foreign-policy doctrine may well be hampered
         by circumstantial elements both domestically and overseas. In this regard, deep-rooted
         political schisms and multiple crises—developing from or augmented by the coronavirus
         disease 2019 (COVID-19) pandemic—may potentially limit his presidential attention
         and action. 
      

      
      Given the volatile, obstinate, and illiberal global context the Biden Doctrine encounters,
         the core assumptions of what “makes” a presidential doctrine will become further complex
         in the post-COVID world. Certainly, although there are guidelines as to what qualities
         a doctrine may adopt in the sense of purposeful, clear language and standards of measurement,
         historical and empirical analysis also tells us that doctrines are useful as devices
         for domestic and foreign consumption. Indeed, as this book will illustrate, presidential
         doctrines have ranged from isolationist to interventionist, expansionist, and as mentioned
         previously, feasibly centrist in terms of orientation. While many are adaptations
         of previous frameworks, many also offer new and at times innovative approaches and
         challenges ideologically, politically, and materially. Fundamentally, at the level
         of doctrinal DNA, an exceptionalist mentality in the principles and values of democracy
         and freedom, as espoused by the founding fathers, pervades the mindset of many American
         presidents and policymakers and, therefore, much of the discussion pertaining to U.S.
         foreign policy.
      

      
       In considering these viewpoints, the book evaluates the key presidential doctrines
         in explaining the multifaceted current dilemmas facing the U.S. as a continuation
         of “perennial foreign policy challenges,” rather than necessarily being a fundamental
         departure from the issues the nation has faced previously. Of course, given the decisive
         global ruptures that have taken place in the form of the Trump tenure in office and
         broader global COVID-19 security challenges, such assumptions are precariously balanced.
         In linking these varied presidential arteries to the defining doctrines of the 21st
         century—the Bush Doctrine, the Obama Doctrine, the Trump Doctrine, and the burgeoning
         Biden Doctrine—the book will navigate and assess the key presidential doctrines encompassing
         both individual and defining transitional themes, including: Washington’s Farewell
         Address (chapter 1), the Monroe Doctrine (chapter 2), liberation (chapter 3), containment
         and interventionism (chapters 4 to 6), prevention for the 21st century (chapter 7),
         the “pragmatic realist” doctrine of the Obama administration (chapter 8), and the
         “America First” and “Build Back Better” doctrines of Trump and Biden, respectively
         (chapter 9).
      

      
      Positing new insights and links between the current context and past administrations,
         this analytical review of key presidential doctrines will reveal that although each
         was formulated and adopted by U.S. leaders in reaction to immediate foreign-policy
         concerns, each has been remarkably consistent in the way it has been inclined to contemplate
         the world in general and the international framework that would adhere to the United
         States’ national-interest objectives. Notwithstanding the many contested debates and
         marked variations, presidential doctrines to a great extent have crafted responses
         and directions conducive to an international order that would best advance American
         interests: a composition encompassing democratic states (in the confidence that democracies
         do not go to war with one another), open free markets (on the basis that they elevate
         living standards, engender collaboration, and create prosperity), self-determining
         states (on the supposition that empires were not only adversative to freedom but more
         likely to reject American influence),[50] and a secure global environment in which U.S goals can be pursued (ideally) unimpeded.
      

      
      Notes

      
      
         
            1. Jeffrey H. Michaels, “Dysfunctional Doctrines? Eisenhower, Carter and U.S. Military
                  Intervention in the Middle East,” Political Science Quarterly 126, no. 3, 2011, p. 465. One of the few attempts to write holistically about doctrines
                  is Cecil V. Crabb Jr.’s writing in The Doctrines of American Foreign Policy: Their Meaning, Role, and Future. Also see Richard Dean Burns, Joseph M. Siracusa, and Jason Flanagan, American Foreign Relations since Independence, Santa Barbara, CA: Praeger, 2013.
               

            

         

         
            2. Mark P. Lagon, The Reagan Doctrine: Sources of American Conduct in the Cold War’s Last Chapter, Westport, CT: Praeger, 1994, p. 1.
               

            

         

         
            3. Julia Azari, “Defending the Nation, Defending Themselves: The Politics of Presidential
                  Doctrines,” Washington Monthly, May 30, 2014, available at: www.washingtonmonthly.com.
               

            

         

         
            4. William H. Overholt and Marylin Chou, “Foreign Policy Doctrines,” Policy Studies Journal 3, no. 2, 1974, p. 185.
               

            

         

         
            5. Harry S. Truman, The Truman Doctrine, 1947, Office of the Historian, Washington DC, https://history.state.gov/milestones/1945-1952/truman-doctrine.
               

            

         

         
            6. George W. Bush, The National Security Strategy of the United States of America, The White House Archives, September 17, 2002, available at: http://www.state.gov/documents/organization/63562.pdf.
               

            

         

         
            7. Jeffrey Kimball, “The Nixon Doctrine: A Saga of Misunderstanding,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1, 2006, p. 60.
               

            

         

         
            8. Ibid., p. 60.
               

            

         

         
            9. Michaels, “Dysfunctional Doctrines?” pp. 465–92.

            

         

         
            10. Ibid., p. 466.
               

            

         

         
            11. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            12. Mark T. Gilderhus, “The Monroe Doctrine: Meanings and Implications,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1, 2006, p. 5.
               

            

         

         
            13. Dexter Perkins, “Bringing the Monroe Doctrine Up to Date,” Foreign Affairs 20, no. 2, 1942, p. 261.
               

            

         

         
            14. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            15. Jay Sexton, The Monroe Doctrine: Empire and Nation in Nineteenth-Century America, New York: Hill and Wang, 2011, p. 244.
               

            

         

         
            16. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            17. Serge Ricard, “The Roosevelt Corollary,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1, 2006, p. 24.
               

            

         

         
            18. See Michael D. Gambone, Capturing the Revolution: The United States, Central America, and Nicaragua, 1961–1972, Westport, CT: Greenwood Publishing Group, 2001.
               

            

         

         
            19. Kevin J. Middlebrook and Carlos Rico, eds., The United States and Latin America in the 1980s, Pennsylvania: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1986, p. 355.
               

            

         

         
            20. T. D. Allman, Unmanifest Destiny, Michigan: Dial Press, 1984, p. 102.
               

            

         

         
            21. Michael T. Klare, “Oil, Iraq, and American Foreign Policy: The Continuing Salience
                  of the Carter Doctrine,” International Journal 62, 2006, p. 31.
               

            

         

         
            22. Jeffrey H. Michaels, “Dysfunctional Doctrines? Eisenhower, Carter and US Military
                  Intervention in the Middle East,” in Political Science Quarterly, 2011, 126(3): 465–92.
               

            

         

         
            23. Stephen G. Rabe, “The Johnson Doctrine,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1, 2006, p. 48.
               

            

         

         
            24. Ibid., pp. 54 and 57.
               

            

         

         
            25. Chester Pach, “The Reagan Doctrine: Principle, Pragmatism, and Policy,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 36, no. 1, 2006, p. 88.
               

            

         

         
            26. Michaels, “Dysfunctional Doctrines?” p. 474.

            

         

         
            27. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            28. Fulbright cited in Ibid., p. 473.
               

            

         

         
            29. Jimmy Carter, “The State of the Union Address Delivered Before a Joint Session of
                  the Congress,” January 23, 1980.
               

            

         

         
            30. Michael Klare, “The Carter Doctrine Goes Global,” Progressive Magazine, December 2004, p. 18.
               

            

         

         
            31. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            32. Walter LaFeber, “The Bush Doctrine,” Diplomatic History 26, no. 4, 2002, pp. 543–58.
               

            

         

         
            33. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            34. Robert Jervis, “Understanding the Bush Doctrine,” Political Science Quarterly 118, no. 3, 2003, p. 383.
               

            

         

         
            35. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            36. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            37. Fareed Zakaria, “Stop Searching for an Obama Doctrine,” Washington Post, 6, 2011.
               

            

         

         
            38. Daniel W. Drezner, “Does Obama Have a Grand Strategy? Why We Need Doctrines in Uncertain
                  Times,” Foreign Affairs 90, 2011, p. 57.
               

            

         

         
            39. Kristin M. Lord and Marc Lynch, “America’s Extended Hand: Assessing the Obama Administration’s
                  Global Engagement Strategy,” Center for a New American Security, 2010.
               

            

         

         
            40. Cited in Peter Baker, “Obama Puts His Own Mark on Foreign Policy Issues,” New York Times, 13, 2010.
               

            

         

         
            41. Ibid.

            

         

         
            42. William J. Broad and David E. Sanger, “US Ramping Up Major Renewal in Nuclear Arms,”
                  New York Times, 2014.
               

            

         

         
            43. Amir Stepak and Rachel Whitlark, “The Battle over America’s Foreign Policy Doctrine,”
                  Survival 54, no. 5, 2012, p. 66.
               

            

         

         
            44. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            45. Amanda Erickson, “Trump’s ‘America First’ Policy Will Cost Some Countries Much More
                  Than Others,” The Washington Post, January 21, 2017, available at: https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/worldviews/wp/2017/01/20/trumps-america-first-policy-will-cost-some-countries-much-more-than-others/.
               

            

         

         
            46. Donald J. Trump, “Remarks by President Trump at the 2020 United States Military Academy
                  at West Point Graduation Ceremony,” The White House, Washington, DC, June 13, 2020, available at: https://trumpwhitehouse.archives.gov/briefings-statements/remarks-president-trump-2020-united-states-military-academy-west-point-graduation-ceremony/.
               

            

         

         
            47. Ibid.
               

            

         

         
            48. Richard Haass, “Present at the Disruption: How Trump Unmade U.S. Foreign Policy,”
                  Foreign Affairs, September/October 2020, available at: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2020-08-11/present-disruption?fa_anthology=1126788.
               

            

         

         
            49. Samantha Power, “The Can-Do Power: America’s Advantage and Biden’s Chance,” Foreign Affairs, January/February 2021, available at: https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/united-states/2020-11-20/samantha-power-can-do-power.
               

            

         

         
            50. Michael Cox and Doug Stokes, U.S. Foreign Policy, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2008, p. 5.
               

            

         

      

   
      Chapter 1

      Non-Entangling  Alliances

      
         
         
         
         
      

      
      The most decisive strand of what can be deemed the first presidential doctrine was
         to limit the new state from being “entangled in European affairs.” As warfare swept
         through Europe in the wake of the French Revolution, President Washington declared
         America a neutral but not isolationist state, resisted the efforts of Citizen Edmond
         Genêt to involve America in those conflicts, and negotiated the highly successful
         Pinckney’s Treaty with Spain and the nearly disastrous Jay’s Treaty with Britain.
         The 1787 Constitution written in Philadelphia provided the foundation on which Washington
         could undertake such actions. Encompassed in its passages, the new government declared
         that it could control commerce, raise revenue, and create and maintain armies and
         navies, while separate executive and judicial departments provided the machinery necessary
         for enforcement. As this chapter will argue, creating such mechanisms ensured that
         outside states or foreign governments could no longer scorn the promises or pay little
         heed to the threats of the United States. However, it was Washington’s resolve on
         American detachment from the wars of the French Revolution that was perhaps his greatest
         accomplishment as president.
      

      
      Pushed in one direction by the partisans of France, pulled in another by the proponents
         of Britain, Washington believed that during the crucial period of its inception as
         a new nation, the United States must be allowed to grow in its own way, to continue
         to prosper, to consolidate, and thus move to perpetuate national unification. He unwaveringly
         held to the belief that the diplomatic desideratum of his day was for Americans to
         abjure partiality for one power or the other and to follow an unswervingly neutral
         policy. To do otherwise would be to put the security of the state at risk, where foreign
         entanglements would lead to United States participation in foreign wars and ultimately
         to the loss of its independence.[1] For J. A. Carroll, in no other “instance during his tenure as chief executive did
         Washington demonstrate his role in government so abundantly, or his greatness in statecraft
         so dramatically. In the year 1793 he forged the neutral rule in its fundamental form,
         and through the next four years his every policy was built on it.”[2] The adoption of the Constitution would help inaugurate this new era in American diplomacy,
         while the doctrine of avoiding entangling affairs with “outside states” would be a
         significant driver of U.S. foreign policy for well over the next hundred years.
      

      
      Preceding the “De-entanglement”

      
      The origins of American independence can best be understood in the context of the
         long struggle between England and France for both domination of North America and
         supremacy in Europe. The conclusion in 1763 of the Seven Years’ War—or the French
         and Indian War as it is also known—left Britain victorious and at the pinnacle of
         its power. At the same time, however, the roots of the American Revolution may be
         traced to this victory and the Treaty of Paris in the said year.[3] The treaty marked the beginning of increasingly divergent attitudes and acrimonious
         policies in London and the colonies. For Britain, victory required reorganizing the
         vast North American territories acquired from France and Spain. Aimed at preventing
         frontier warfare with the natives, the Proclamation of 1763 closed the trans-Appalachian
         area to colonial settlement. To defend and police the new territories, the British
         maintained an unprecedented standing army in mainland America. Additionally, to meet
         the costs of this commitment and relieve the massive financial burden left by the
         war, London sought to impose new taxes and enforce imperial trade laws that had long
         been ignored by the colonists, ending the period of so-called salutary neglect.
      

      
      These measures sought not only to bring peace and stability to North America, but
         also to require the colonies to share the cost of imperial defense and administration.
         The colonists, however, had played a vital role in the victory over the French and
         their native allies, a victory that encouraged the colonies to think of themselves
         as self-governing entities.[4] The removal of the French and Spanish threat to North America reinforced the notion
         that the colonists no longer required British protection. As such, a chasm developed
         where in simple terms the colonists refused to have their duties prescribed for them
         by Parliament and king, while Parliament and king rejected independent colonial self-government.
         Britain, consequently, found itself involved in a war not only with its colonies,
         but eventually most of Europe. The war, though not wholly disastrous to British arms,
         deprived Britain of the most valuable of its colonial possessions. The initial aim
         of armed revolt in 1775 was not independence, but rather, recognition of what the
         colonials held to be their rights as British subjects that they had enjoyed prior
         to 1763. The colonies only turned to independence when the British government adopted
         repressive measures. No one set forth the arguments for independence so persuasively
         as Thomas Paine, a recent immigrant from England. He arrived in America in late 1774,
         and less than two years later, in January 1776, he published Common Sense. This widely read pamphlet was the single most effective articulation of the case
         for independence.
      

      
      An Entangling Franco-American Alliance

      
      In asserting the benefits of independence, Paine argued that it was America’s
         connection to Britain that drew it into “European wars and quarrels” and set it “at
         variance with nations, whom would otherwise seek our friendship, and against whom,
         we
         have neither anger nor complaint.” He continued, “As Europe is our market for trade,
         we
         ought to form no partial connection with any part of it. It is the true interest of
         America to steer clear of European contentions.” Such commerce, he explained, would
         also
         bring security, so far as it would “secure us the peace and friendship of all Europe;
         because it is in the interest of all Europe to have America a free port.”[5] While such ideas would form the foundation of a basic American foreign
         policy principle and doctrinal drive, they were neither original nor unique to the
         American setting. These ideas can be traced back to earlier political debates between
         the English
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