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Abstract

Humanitarian interventions to stop mass atrocities are among America’s most
controversial uses of military force overseas since the end of the Cold War. While
there is much research analysing the justifications for and conduct of humanitarian
interventions, there is very little scholarly investigation of how and why interventions
end. Indeed, successive US presidents have struggled to implement exit strategies

from humanitarian interventions with the outcome often dismissed as ‘mission creep’.

In this thesis, I use US presidential rhetoric as a way to understand exit strategy
dynamics in humanitarian interventions. In particular, I explore how American
presidents publicly justified their exit strategies in four interventions from 1991-
2011—northern Iraq, Somalia, Kosovo and Libya. My normative concepts analysis of
more than 700 texts shows how presidents craft exit strategies through practices of
public justification and legitimation to their domestic audience. I argue a president’s
discursive engagement is constrained by three groups of normative expectations
shaping the realm of imagined possibilities for how America should use force when
responding to humanitarian crises; specifically the US should: (1) fulfil its moral
responsibility to stop atrocities, fight evil and promote political transformation; (2)
win its military engagements; and (3) avoid quagmires. These expectations frame
justifiable uses of military force, but also exist in tension with one another, and are
in turn affected by changing battlefield conditions, past intervention experiences,
domestic and international pressures, and personal preferences. How presidents

navigate these tensions affects their troop withdrawal decisions, including failures to
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implement exit strategies.

My thesis is the first comparative analysis of America’s exit strategies in four of
the most significant humanitarian interventions of the post-Cold War era. By using
public justification analysis to illuminate decision-making dynamics, I overcome the
shortcomings of applying extant victory, war termination and end state planning
theories to humanitarian interventions. By identifying the normative constraints on
exit strategy decision-making, I demonstrate how and why mission creep occurs. My
thesis provides evidence for military planners and policy advisers who are considering
using force to stop a mass atrocity, to take normative expectations seriously in

considering when and how troops will withdraw.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

How do American presidents justify their decisions to end military interventions
attempting to stop atrocities overseas? Or, as is sometimes the case, how do presidents
explain why exit strategies have changed and soldiers will not be coming home as
originally planned? The conventional wisdom is presidents choose to withdraw
soldiers once their objectives are achieved. Indeed American presidents often talk
about their exit strategies in terms of ‘finishing the job’ at which point they can

declare ‘mission accomplished’.

Perhaps the most famous ‘mission accomplished’” announcement occurred, not during
a humanitarian intervention, but on 1 May 2003 with those very words emblazoned
on a banner on USS Abraham Lincoln. The banner was the literal and metaphorical
backdrop for a harness-wearing President George W. Bush, arriving in spectacular
fashion, having co-piloted an arrested landing on the aircraft carrier. The Commander-
in-Chief was there to laud America’s achievements in the Iraq War less than two
months after it began. Bush’s banner was memorable because public declarations
about mission completion carry practical and political consequences. Bush was
talking about a military operation, which, at least at the time, was an inter-state
war. In this context, ‘mission accomplished” meant military victory. Bush referred

to winning on the battlefield in his 1 May speech saying US troops had “prevailed in

17
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Iraq”, congratulating them on a “job well done” H

The American public, domestic media outlets and international commentators in-
terpreted Bush’s banner as declaring American victory in Iraq, and with the war
almost over, US soldiers would soon return home. These initial interpretations were
based on a discursive link between victory and troop withdrawalﬂ if Bush said troops
had achieved their mission, there was little reason to keep American soldiers in and
around Iraq. Stage-managing an event to foreground this discursive link also helped
vindicate Bush’s initial decision to deploy troops while simultaneously reassuring
audiences exit was imminent. The interpretations were inaccurate, however, as the

Iraq War was far from over in May 2003.

As the Iraq war continued, the Bush Administration tried recasting the memory of
the ‘mission accomplished’ banner as a press “mischaracterisation” ] At the same
time, the White House publicly reinforced the idea of winning in Iraq as a precursor
for exiting. Bush’s National Security Council framed its 2005 strategy for victory
in Iraq as a strategy for exit, while also reminding observers “no war has ever been

won on a timetable” [

Despite the promise of this strategy and its many subsequent iterations, US military
involvement in Iraq continued for a further ten years. American troops deposed

Saddam Hussein and assumed control of the vestiges of his regime; troops conducted

1. George W. Bush, Address to the Nation on Iraq From the U.S.S. Abraham Lincoln, ed. Gerhard
Peters and John T. Woolley, May 1, 2003.

2. Gideon Rose, “The Exit Strategy Delusion,” Foreign Affairs, 1998, no. 1, 56—67.

3. Deputy Assistant for Communications in the Bush White House, Scott Sforza quoted in
Tahman Bradley, “Press Missed ‘Mission Accomplished’ Meaning, Says Bush Staffer,” ABC News,
September 19, 2001,

4. The National Strategy for Victory in Iraq sets out “8 Pillars of Victory”: Defeat the Terrorists
and Neutralise the Insurgency; Transition Iraq to Security Self-Reliance; Help Iraqis Form a National
Compact for Democratic Government; Help Iraq Build Government Capacity and Provide Essential
Services; Help Iraq Strengthen its Economy; Help Iraq Strengthen the Rule of Law and Promote
Civil Rights; Increase International Support for Iraq; and Strengthen Public Understanding of
Coalition Efforts and Public Isolation of the Insurgents. The Strategy acknowledges the obvious
breadth of these goals noting that the US government is organised for “long-term success” and
in Iraq, the US is “organised for victory to an extent not seen since the end of the Cold War.”
George W. Bush, “National Strategy for Victory in Iraq,” 2005, accessed October 25, 2017; See
also Gareth Porter, “The Third Option in Iraq: A Responsible Exit Strategy,” Middle East Policy
12, no. 3 (2005): 29-45; Kurt Shillinger, “The ‘Victory’ Code: Bush’s Exit Strategy and Prospects
for Iraq,” South African Journal of International Affairs 12, no. 2 (2005): 105.
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counterinsurgency and counter-terrorism operations, disbanding, reforming and
training the Iraqi military. Billions of dollars in United States Agency for International
Development (USAID) programs and related state-building, democracy and human
rights initiatives, including overseeing national elections, buttressed the work of US
soldiers and military contractors| A decade after his infamous speech and well after
he left office without an end to the Iraq war in sight, Bush acknowledged the banner

had misled observers into thinking the war was over[]

Bush and his successor Barack Obama tried to convince Americans they had won
(or were at least on track to winning) the war in Iraq, despite the rising US casualty
numbers, persistent instability and unrelenting insurgent attacks. The war invited
comparisons with the earlier Vietnam War, a now-pathologised example of US defeat
and failure to make a timely exit.ﬂ While the differences between the Iraq and
Vietnam Wars far outnumber their similarities, the quagmire frame associated with
Vietnam was applied to Iraq in domestic American popular discourse and scholarly
analysisﬁ Even when Obama officially ended the Iraq War in 2014E| his decision to
redeploy US soldiers to Iraq the following year to fight a new war against the global
terrorist organisation ISIS took the shine off victory declarations and undermined

his exit strategy implementation. A number of analysts argued ISIS emerged and

5. Toby Dodge, Irag: From War to a New Authoritarianism, Adelphi, 434-435 (London: The
International Institute for Strategic Studies, 2012); Toby Dodge, “Intervention and Dreams of
Exogenous Statebuilding: The Application of Liberal Peacebuilding in Afghanistan and Iraq,”
Review of International Studies 39, no. 5 (2013): 1189-212; Gregory M. Morgan, “History of Iraq,
1990-Present,” in The Encyclopedia of Middle Fast Wars: The United States in the Persian Gulf,
Afghanistan, and Iraq Conflicts, ed. Spencer Tucker and Priscilla Mary Roberts (Santa Barbara:
ABC-CLIO, 2010), 590-97; James Dobbins, Coalition Provisional Authority, and International
Security and Defense Policy Center, Occupying Iraq: A History of the Coalition Provisional Authority
(Santa Monica: RAND Corp., 2009).

6. David Sanger, “President Says Military Phase in Iraq Has Ended,” The New York Times, May 2,
2003, James Wright, “10 Years After ‘Mission Accomplished,’ the Risks of Another Intervention,”
The Atlantic, May 1, 2013, Cheryl Gay Stolberg, “Mistakes, I've Made a Few, Bush Tells Reporters,”
The New York Times, January 12, 2009,

7. The connections between the two wars has been the subject of scholarly inquiry, see for
example: John Dumbrell and David Ryan, eds., Vietnam in Iraq: Tactics, Lessons, Legacies and
Ghosts, Contemporary Security Studies (London: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group, 2007).

8. Herbert W. Simons, “From Post-9/11 Melodrama to Quagmire in Iraq: A Rhetorical History,”
Rhetoric & Public Affairs 10, no. 2 (2007): 188; Discussion of the errors of the war, including the
failed exit strategy, spawned a number of works including Thomas E. Ricks, Fiasco: The American
Military Adventure in Irag (New York: Penguin Press, 2006).

9. For more on the strategic, logistic and other challenges of ending the Iraq War see Rick
Brennan Jr et al., Ending the US War in Iraq: The Final Transition, Operational Maneuver, and
Disestablishment of United States Forces-Iraq (Santa Monica: RAND Corporation, 2013).
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grew in prominence in part because of America’s 2003 War.H

So strong is the connection in the public imagination between winning and exiting
that Bush’s ‘mission accomplished’ banner has become a symbol of hubris in wartime,
of mission creep and the difficulties of successfully ending a war, of a president
misunderstanding the nature of a military engagement and executing a poor public
relations strategy. Satirical references to the mission accomplished banner in Ameri-
can television shows and elsewhere in domestic media all point to the prematurity of
Bush’s success claims precisely because US troops remained in Iraq and the goals of

dramatic political transformation were not achieved[]

In strategic studies and international relations literature, the connection between
ideas of victory and exit in military operations is axiomatic. Victory means exit and
having a good exit strategy is part of winning. If troops don’t leave after they fulfil
their objectives, they have fallen prey to ‘mission creep’, a problem best avoided
through more careful operation planning. The relationship between victory, exit and
mission creep is problematic in humanitarian interventions, however, because the
normative impetus for these military operations and expectations for their conduct
are different to other military operations where defending foreign citizens from falling
victim to mass atrocities is not central to commencing or continuing an operation,
especially when compared to defeating the enemy. The ‘humanitarian’ character
of humanitarian intervention demands a mission motivated by and conducted with
moral integrity. This requires more than simply following just war principles but
includes adhering to taken-for-granted, normative expectations of how to use military

force appropriately. These include expectations about how far America’s moral

10. Fawaz A. Gerges, ISIS: A History (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016); Robert K.
Brigham, “The Lessons and Legacies of the War in Iraq,” in Understanding the U.S. Wars in Iraq
and Afghanistan, ed. Beth L Bailey and Richard H Immerman (New York, 2015); John Cassidy,
“ISIS and the Curse of the Iraq War,” The New Yorker, August 28, 2015.

11. For example, in the 2004 HBO series The Wire included an episode entitled “Mission Accom-
plished” that writer David Simon explained was his homage to the war in Iraq, in particular the
problems of continuing and ending a war commenced on false pretences. In 2009 Fox television’s
long-running cartoon The Simpsons included an episode in which the ‘mission accomplished” banner
unfurled on the shores of England prior to the historic battle where the English Navy defeated
the Spanish Armada. Fox television’s Arrested Development, which more broadly parodied the US
relationship with the Iraqi government prior to its 2003 war, also featured a ‘mission accomplished’
banner over one of the Bluth family’s poorly-constructed homes.
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responsibilities extend and in which directions, what it means to succeed or ‘win’,
and the conditions under which US troops can withdraw with their honour intact. The
practical challenges of matching the instrument of military force with the objectives
of solving a human rights problem extends to decisions about how and when to end

these operations.

The term ‘exit strategy’, only entered US public discourse in 1993 with America’s
humanitarian intervention in Somalia[”? In Somalia, the US encountered difficulties
deploying soldiers into hostile territory to prevent a humanitarian disaster. Protecting
civilians proved difficult in the absence of functioning state institutions, famine and
civil conflict. In Somalia US policy-makers tried to frame the question of troop
withdrawal separately from the question of victory. While America’s wars in Iraq and
Afghanistan have come to epitomise the challenge of exit strategies, humanitarian
interventions are what have given exit strategies their shape as military planning

and rhetorical concepts.

My thesis focuses on presidential exit strategy justifications in humanitarian inter-
ventions for four reasons. First, exit decisions are under-theorised and -examined,
especially when compared with decisions to launch humanitarian interventions and
prescriptions for conducting interventions. Second, despite the role public justifi-
cation plays in framing and constraining foreign policy action, it has not attracted
a commensurate level of scholarly attention. Third, conventional explanations of
why successive US presidents struggled to conclude humanitarian interventions often
rely on the assumption presidents do not plan for exit making them susceptible to
‘mission creep’. This explanation is unconvincing in its generality and, given the
resources devoted to operational planning, does not adequately explore the dynamics
of how and why mission creep occurs. Fourth, my emphasis on public justifications
demonstrates the value of discourse analysis to foreign policy analysis, international

relations and strategic studies.

12. Rose, |“The Exit Strategy Delusion|”
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American presidents do not speak in a vacuum and the audiences for their remarks
exist far beyond US borders. At the same time, however, in my examination of
presidents’ verbal statements regarding humanitarian intervention, their primary
audience was domestic constituents. Even when a president talks overseas, the
overwhelming majority of the comments about US foreign policy are framed in
ways that resonate with American audiences and are explicitly targeted at this
domestic audience. Even in press conferences, almost all answers presidents provide
are to questions posed by American journalists writing for domestic press outlets.
Together with other rhetorical presidency and public justification scholars, therefore,
I focused on analysing presidential speech acts, contextualising them with the help

of Congressional debates, media coverage and opinion poll data.

While I acknowledge presidential rhetoric may at times be insincere or calculated to
manipulate, this does not diminish the value of a president’s public justifications.
A president’s public statements demonstrate, at the very least, they believe their
audience will find such statements persuasive and consequently influence future
discourse and action. The primary interest for my thesis is not to uncover the
subconscious core of presidential intent or motivation or to reveal the truth or
otherwise of particular statements about intervention. Rather, it is to make apparent
the discursive strategies adopted in the service of a specific political objective: ending
a humanitarian intervention. My aim is also to reveal the effects these strategies
have on subsequent discursive strategies presidents adopt; even when they actively
seek to later relax or change these standards they are constrained by their earlier

rhetorical choices.

Because humanitarian interventions are a response to a human rights crisis overseas
affecting foreigners, rather than a direct domestic threat, presidents cannot rely on
‘self-evident’ justifications like protecting the homeland from an existential threat.
Humanitarian interventions are therefore among the most politically controversial
military operations and more likely to require presidents to consciously, publicly

justify their actions. I chose to focus on humanitarian interventions because they
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arise in circumstances where protecting others, rather than ‘national interest’ or
existential threat is the dominant, publicly-stated motivation. Consequently the
tensions and contradictions between normative expectations about the role of military
force in achieving foreign policy objectives, setting boundaries for mission success,
and the limitations of military force to achieve sustainable human rights outcomes
are more easily observable. My thesis thus explores how these tensions manifest in
practice when presidents are faced with decisions about troop withdrawal. Although
the emergence of the responsibility to protect movement in 2001 has affected public
discourse on collective international responsibility to protect civilians from gross
human rights violations wherever they occur, humanitarian intervention remains an
act worthy of investigation because it is still an option under R2P principles when it
is too late to pursue other atrocity prevention solutions or those actions have failed.
R2P has also opened space for humanitarian intervention to be used preventatively

as well as in response to an atrocity already underway.

In my thesis I follow the work of Uriel Abulof and Markus Kornprobst to identify the
normative expectations framing presidential justifications for exit strategy decisions
in humanitarian interventions[™| In particular, I show how normative expectations
shape US presidents’ imagined possibilities for justifiably withdrawing troops; how
these expectations foreclose some exit options for decision-makers and make others
practically and politically unavoidable. I also demonstrate these normative expec-
tations remain salient across time and persist whether the president is Republican
or Democrat; whether, like Bush or Clinton, a president conducts more than one
humanitarian intervention during his term of office; whether an intervention, like
northern Iraq or Somalia, begins with one president and ends with another; and
whether, as with Obama, the humanitarian intervention follows a major strategic
shock such as the September 11 terrorist attacks. What does change, however, is the

way presidents attempt to navigate these expectations, crafting strategic narratives

13. Uriel Abulof and Markus Kornprobst, “Introduction: The Politics of Public Justification,”
Contemporary Politics 23, no. 1 (2017): 1-18; Uriel Abulof and Markus Kornprobst, “Unpacking
Public Justification,” Contemporary Politics 23, no. 1 (2017): 126-33; Uriel Abulof, “Normative
Concepts Analysis: Unpacking the Language of Legitimation,” International Journal of Social
Research Methodology 18, no. 1 (January 2, 2015): 73-89.
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based on past humanitarian intervention experiences, battlefield realities and personal
preferences. My case studies were selected because they enabled me to make these
comparisons, augmenting case study analysis with a story of continuity and change.
I look into the black box of mission creep to uncover some of the dynamics that keep

America from successfully ending its humanitarian interventions.

My research shows that far from failing to consider exit in humanitarian interventions,
American presidents are preoccupied with exit strategies, devoting much of their
time to discussing the conditions for exit and how they are going to create those
conditions. In some cases, presidents refused to commence operations until they were
convinced a viable exit strategy was in place; at other times they chose operational

approaches based predominantly on their preferred exit strategy.

After line-by-line analysis of all public verbal texts on the humanitarian interventions
under review, the argument I develop in this thesis is that presidential justifications for
exit strategies consistently draw upon a cluster of domestic normative ideas regarding
the best use of American military power. Three groups of normative expectations
emerged from the data: (1) America must fulfil its moral responsibilities to stop
atrocities, fight evil and promote political transformation; (2) America must achieve
victory preferably decisively; and (3) US troops must be assured of an exit to
guarantee troops will not get stuck in a quagmire, costs will be minimal, and America
will not be an occupying power. These normative expectations are grounded in ideas
regarding America’s national identity as a moral actor in international relations,
a national obsession with winning and, based on ‘lessons’ from World War II and
Vietnam, ideas about what it means to fight and win good wars. As embodied
representatives of the American nation and leading foreign policy actors, presidential
rhetoric reproduces and reinforces these normative expectations, referencing the

expectations in public justifications for exit.

It is hard, however, for presidents to satisfy all three groups of normative expecta-

tions simultaneously over the course of a humanitarian intervention. This means
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US presidents can be observed making strategic narrative choices about which
normative expectations to emphasise in their public narratives about each humani-
tarian intervention. These choices were, of course, affected by changing battlefield
conditions, domestic and international pressures and personal preferences but I
demonstrate how these choices were persistently constrained by the three sets of
normative expectations about the justifiable use of force. Presidents’ constrained
narrative choices affect their exit options and contribute to less-than-ideal or not

implemented exit strategies.

My investigation is situated within the study of discourse in foreign policy analysis,
specifically public justification analysis[™ I examined more than 700 texts comprising
verbal statements delivered by American presidents in the form of public addresses
and answers to questions over the course of four humanitarian interventions between
1991 and 2011: northern Iraq (1991-1996), Somalia (1992-1994), Kosovo (1999-)
and Libya (2011). My thesis is the first comparative study of US humanitarian
intervention exit strategies in the post-Cold War period. It provides a unique insight
into how exit strategies and their justifications are similar over time and space and
how they change, thereby contributing to the literature on humanitarian intervention,
exit strategies in military operations, and US foreign policy analysis. My research
also augments the literature exploring presidential rhetoric, demonstrating the role
presidential discourse plays in shaping exit strategies for humanitarian interventions.
I show how presidents exercise agency in crafting strategic narratives as well as
how these narratives are shaped and constrained by normative expectations about

American foreign policy behaviour.

The research method I adopt in this thesis contributes to the growing field of public
justification analysis. It is one of the few studies of foreign policy and military
strategy combining the discourse-historical approach with normative concept analysis

to look at public justifications for decisions. Discursive analysis is not a tools that is

14. Liah Greenfeld, “Caveat: Addressing Public Justification as an Empirical Phenomenon,”
Contemporary Politics 23, no. 1 (2017): 120-25; Markus Kornprobst, “From Political Judgements
to Public Justifications (and Vice Versa): How Communities Generate Reasons upon Which to Act,”
European Journal of International Relations 20, no. 1 (2014): 192-216.
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often applied in the field of military strategy. My research provides an example of
how discourse analysis can help decision-makers better understand the constraints
and opportunities they have to shape strategic narratives about military operations

and exit strategies.

1.1 Chapter outline

In the following chapter I explore the contours of theoretical debates about humani-
tarian intervention as they intersect with war termination and victory theories. I
highlight a gap in the literature where all three fields overlap and show the ways
existing analyses have not sufficiently considered the domestic normative expecta-
tions inherent in conducting humanitarian interventions. In particular, I identify
the ways existing literature often fails to distinguish between the different types
of exit strategies contemplated by decision-makers in humanitarian interventions
that are not always a feature of other military operations, including operational
disengagement, and transitions to the United Nations (UN), regional organisations

or local authorities.

In Chapter 3 I present the conceptual framework for my analysis, focusing on discourse
analysis, public justifications and political myths. I examine the ‘discourse of foreign
policy” and explain how this conceptual framework provides a way to move beyond
the presently inadequate explanations of exit strategy formation and implementation
in humanitarian interventions. I note the ways that discourse provides the ‘context
of action’ for decision-makers. Following the work of rhetorical presidency scholars, I
explain why presidential discourse is an important locus for understanding decision-
making in military operations. As the Commander-in-Chief, the US president has
singular authority to deploy US soldiers overseas. Congressional efforts to constrain
this authority have been weak to the point some scholars have argued an “imperial”

presidency has emerged and continued to develop over the subsequent presidential
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terms]™| As the head of the executive branch of the federal government, the president
also represents and discursively re-presents the American people to themselves and
the world beyond. US presidential rhetoric can therefore reveal how the context of

action is constructed and constrains presidents’ imagined possibilities for action.

In Chapter 4 I set out my method and analytical framework for the four case studies
that follow. I outline the steps in my analysis showing how I integrated a discourse-
historical approach with discourse tracing and normative concepts analysis. The
methodological approach I selected builds on the investigation methods pioneered
by public justification scholars. My granular analysis of a large number of texts
allowed me to identify and compare thematic framing patterns within and between
cases. It also allowed me to observe connections within and between texts that might

otherwise be obscured by a purely semantic analysis.

In Chapter 5 I apply my analytical framework to the first US humanitarian inter-
vention of the post-Cold War era: the intervention in northern Iraq (1991-1996).
This was an intervention from which US troops did not completely withdrew despite
there being two exit strategies of operational disengagement and UN transition. I
show how both president Bush’s and president Clinton’s focus on America’s moral
responsibilities to the Kurds constrained their exit strategy choices, especially as
both presidents were committed to not ending the intervention until US troops had
‘succeeded’. In this case study I show how success is important for implementing
exit but also how ideas of victory and success are defined by normative ideas of
moral responsibility, which in turn affect the possibilities for exit. Northern Iraq was
an intervention shared between two presidents of different political persuasions but
the narrative choices Bush made about how to frame the conditions for American
troop withdrawal also constrained Clinton’s decisions about how to implement an
exit strategy. Both Bush and Clinton’s imagined possibilities for withdrawing troops
were shaped by persistent normative expectations of how to use military force in

humanitarian crises. Both chose to emphasise America’s moral responsibility to

15. William C. Banks and Jeffrey D. Straussman, “A New Imperial Presidency? Insights from US
Involvement in Bosnia,” Political Science Quarterly 114, no. 2 (1999): 195-218.
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promote political transformation in Iraq over other considerations. Without effec-
tively removing the threat President Hussein posed to the Kurds, both presidents
found it difficult to withdraw American forces lest their ‘success’ be undermined by
a return to violence. Despite the failing to result in a complete removal of troops,
Bush and Clinton’s narrative choices in northern Iraq shaped exit strategy discourse

in subsequent US humanitarian interventions.

In Chapter 6 I discuss how Bush’s absorption of the northern Iraq intervention
into the wider narrative of the Gulf War’s ‘success’ contributed to him framing an
intervention in Somalia as similarly ‘doable’. Somalia, however, became notorious
for the difficulties American presidents face when crafting and implementing exit
strategies in humanitarian interventions. Despite the conventional wisdom that
neither Bush nor Clinton had an exit strategy in Somalia, it is more correct to say
there was no consistent exit strategy. There were in fact three exit plans: operational
disengagement, UN transition and a combined local transition/withdrawal. Problems
implementing these strategies occurred as both Presidents Bush and Clinton changed
how they framed moral responsibilities over the course of the intervention, which in
turn affected their decisions to change exit strategies. Again, Clinton continued an
intervention begun by his predecessor, and while he was constrained by Bush’s exit
justifications for Somalia, he also shaped his own strategic narrative about exit. In
Somalia Clinton’s exit strategy justifications changed to immediate withdrawal when
success seemed unachievable but failure could not be admitted. In this instance,
Clinton’s narrative was still affected by normative expectations regarding American

moral purpose and success to make a noble exit possible.

Somalia affected the way the US responded to future humanitarian crises. Somalia’s
‘lesson’ created the so-called Somalia Syndrome and contributed to Clinton’s reticence
to use military force to stop the 1993 genocide in Burundi and the 1994 genocide
in Rwanda, but also limited his response to mass atrocities in Bosnia in 1992-1995.
When a new round of mass atrocities threatened the Kosovar Albanians in the

former Yugoslavia, Clinton supported another humanitarian intervention, a case
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I examine in Chapter 7. Despite (or perhaps because of) his discursive focus on
exit, Clinton pursued three different exit strategies over the course of the Kosovo
intervention. Taking a different approach to that he followed in Somalia, Clinton’s
strategic narrative emphasised the normative expectation his intervention must have
an implementable exit strategy for American forces over the expectation America had
a moral obligation to protect civilians from mass atrocities. Clinton’s justifications
for his exit strategies revealed how difficult it was to maintain this emphasis and
ultimately, how prioritising exit opened the Kosovo intervention to criticism that US
moral responsibilities were unmet and therefore the intervention was unsuccessful.
Thus, when Clinton decided to embrace the full extent of America’s moral duties with
a view to achieving sustainable success, troop withdrawal became very difficult to
the point US troops remain in Kosovo today, fulfilling essentially the same mandate

under which they were deployed in 1999.

More than a decade passed between Clinton commencing the Kosovo intervention
and the next time a US president used military force to stop a mass atrocity/']
In the meantime, America experienced the 9-11 terrorist attacks and in response,
President George W. Bush launched wars in Afghanistan in 2001 and Iraq in 2003.
These two wars were controversial for many reasons including concerns about exit
strategies. The debate the Somalia intervention prompted about the wisdom of
overseas nation-building resurfaced with respect to the US wars in the Middle East,
and with it debates about obligations America has to countries to which it deploys

its troops.

In Chapter 8 I look at the US humanitarian intervention in Libya, conducted in
2011 while president Obama was attempting to fulfil his election promise to end
the Afghanistan and Iraq wars. Obama, a Democrat like Clinton, was personally
committed to the idea of using military force to defend human rights as ‘just

wars’. Having decided to intervene in Libya, Obama followed Clinton’s example by

16. Note, however, that President George W. Bush did station US troops off the coast of Liberia
to support the Economic Community of West African States (ECOWAS) intervention in Liberia
in May 2003 and both Bush and Obama considered intervention in Darfur from 2003—-2010.

Finishing the job 29



Chapter 1. Introduction Anna Samson

prioritising an implementable exit strategy over expansive framings of America’s
moral responsibility to the Libyan people. Unlike Clinton, however, Obama opted
for a (partial) transition to North Atlantic Treaty Organisation (NATO), followed
by an exit strategy combining operational disengagement with transition to local
authorities. Obama was clear about limiting US moral responsibility, diffusing it
through NATO and restricting US duty to preventing an imminent mass atrocity
event. However, Obama did not demonstrate the discursive discipline required
to maintain this limited moral obligation, allowing normative expectations of how
American should respond in this humanitarian crisis to expand to addressing the ‘root
cause’ of the atrocities with regime change. In Libya I show how, despite the domestic
debate about nation building in a post-9/11 world, the normative expectations for
how America should best respond to humanitarian crises were just as salient and
largely unchanged since the end of the Cold War. Obama struggled to justifiably
limit the scope of American moral responsibilities to the Libyan people, particularly
after US troops were deployed to the region, no matter if they were ‘leading from
behind’. In Libya, Obama found America was held responsible rhetorically and
reputationally, if not practically, for the wider consequences of its humanitarian

intervention.

I conclude my thesis in Chapter 9 with an overview of the similarities and differences
between each of the cases. I argue that the difficulties America faced in withdrawing
troops from humanitarian interventions were about more than just mission creep.
Exploring the discourse of exit strategies shows us how normative expectations
about justifiable uses of military force shape the imagined possibilities of action
for decision-makers in humanitarian interventions. So long as military responses
remain part of the US government’s approach to dealing with mass atrocities—as
occurred in Mt Sinjar, Iraq (2014) and Syria (2017, 2018)—we must accept it is
almost impossible to achieve a humanitarian intervention that fulfils America’s moral
responsibility, is victorious, and delivers on a quick timetable for exit. Armed with
this knowledge, analysts and policy-makers can make more informed decisions about

which expectations will go unmet and better understand the consequences of these
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choices.
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CHAPTER 2

Humanitarian Intervention, Victory, Exit
Strategies and Mission Creep

2.1 Introduction

In this chapter I uncover a gap in the current literature on exit strategies in hu-
manitarian interventions. I begin with an overview of the concept of humanitarian
intervention, I note that humanitarian interventions are unique applications of
military force because, unlike other operations, they are primarily motivated by
defending and protecting the human rights of others. Moral considerations thus bear
particularly heavily on decisions in humanitarian interventions, including decisions
to exit. Much of the literature on humanitarian intervention focuses on justifications
for commencing an intervention and how best to conduct it. With a handful of
exceptions, comparatively little work has been done exploring exit strategies in

humanitarian interventions.

Without their own well-developed analyses and theories of exit strategies, human-
itarian intervention scholars have adopted war termination theories developed for
other military operations. In sections and I outline these orthodox war

termination theories and show how they consider victory a prerequisite for troop
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withdrawal. Prevailing ideas about victory and exit — even those developed for
operations like counter-insurgency or cyber-warfare — focus on comprehensively
neutralising the enemy and withdrawing forces once victory is achieved. I agree with
scholars studying war termination that decisive or unambiguous victory is not always
possible in most military operations, but I suggest applying the concept of victory
to humanitarian intervention is especially complicated because of the centrality of
moral responsibilities to the raison d’étre of humanitarian intervention and, relatedly,
because ideas of what it means to succeed in a humanitarian intervention are different

from other types of military operations.

I consider two of the most common ways to view success in humanitarian intervention:
(1) saving more lives through intervention than would have otherwise been lost; and
(2) creating sustainable human rights outcomes. The problem is these ideas of success
are all based on securing battlefield victory and do not explain how, when or why
troops should withdraw, or the ways exit strategies are implemented in practice.
There are a handful of works looking explicitly at exit in humanitarian interventions
but they too use victory as the trigger for exit, without accounting for situations

where victory may be neither possible nor morally desirable.

Beyond the humanitarian intervention and war termination literature, just war
scholars have problematised the connection between victory and exit in war planning
with their theory of jus ez bello, or ‘just exit’ (section . Jus ez bello is a useful
theoretical development but it does not address the practicalities of pursuing an exit
strategy, the role of normative considerations in constraining exit strategy options, or
how exit norms are reproduced in public discourse for wars generally or humanitarian

interventions in particular. This is the gap my thesis bridges.
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2.2 What is ‘humanitarian intervention’?

‘Humanitarian intervention’ is the term I and other writers including Brendan Simms,
D.J.B. Trim, Sean Murphy, Nicholas Wheeler, Thomas Weiss and Fernando Teson con-
sider the most accurate and historically consistent way to describe military operations
to stop or prevent mass atrocities or widespread human rights abuses[] Humanitarian
interventions comprise a discrete subset of US military operations, distinct from
wars, peacekeeping operations, stabilisation operations, military occupations and aid

missions. In this thesis, I define ’humanitarian intervention’ as:

e a government deploying its troops

e into a foreign territory

e without permission of that foreign territory’s government, and if there is no

legitimate government, then the territory is hostile to the foreign troops

e to achieve objectives primarily (but not necessarily exclusively) centred on
human rights protection for foreign citizens (that is, the intervenor is not

protecting its own citizens)

e with or without authorisation from an intergovernmental organisation such as

the United Nations Security Council (UNSC)

It is this paradoxical aspect—the uninvited use of the instruments of war and lethal

force to protect civilians—that prompts extensive debates about humanitarian inter-

1. For more on the definition of humanitarian intervention, see Alex J. Bellamy, “Motives, Out-
comes, Intent and the Legitimacy of Humanitarian Interventions,” Journal of Military Ethics 3, no.
3 (2004): 216-32; Michael Walzer, Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illus-
trations (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 2006); Nicholas J. Wheeler, Saving Strangers: Humanitarian
Intervention in International Society (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2000); Sean D. Murphy, Hu-
manitarian Intervention: The United Nations in an Evolving World Order (Philadelphia: University
of Pennsylvania Press, 1996); Fernando R. Tesén and Bas Van der Vossen, Debating Humanitarian
Intervention: Should We Try to Save Strangers? (New York, 2017); Brendan Simms and D. J. B.
Trim, eds., Humanitarian Intervention: A History (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2011);
Thomas G. Weiss, Humanitarian Intervention: Ideas in Action, Third edition (Cambridge: Polity,
2016).
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ventionﬂ as does the question of whether or not specific humanitarian interventions
are 'lawful’ or otherwise 'permitted’. With its substantial military resources the US
has led or played a pivotal role in four humanitarian interventions from 1991-2011
that meet the above criteria and are the focus of this thesis: northern Iraq, Somalia,

Kosovo and Libya.

Humanitarian intervention is not a universal term, however, because what constitutes
‘intervention’ is often a matter of contention; for instance, should economic sanctions
be classified as intervention because they can cripple a country as much as any
military assault? The meaning of the word ‘humanitarian’ has also changed over
time from a focus on the “humanity or divinity of Christ” to a focus on human rights
and crimes against humanityﬂ In addition, even when humanitarian interventions are
supported by international law and the opinion of the international community, they

are still considered exceptional state action taken in extraordinary circumstances as

a last resort ]

Starting with Liberia in 1990, the UNSC began considering intra-state conflict
its remit of preventing threats to international peace and security. In Liberia, the
UNSC supported ECOWAS efforts to implement a ceasefire. Representatives of the
Liberian government noted in their statements to the UNSC, that this case was an
instance where the Council should reconsider its reluctance to involve itself in internal
state matters.ﬂ Although the UNSC did not call these operations humanitarian
interventions, it authorised military interventions in Iraq (1991), Somalia (1992),

Bosnia (1995), Sierra Leone (1997), Kosovo (1999) and Libya (2011) that met the

2. For more on the ethical challenges posed by the issue of causing deaths with humanitarian
interventions see: Lars Christie, “Distributing Death in Humantiarian Interventions,” in Who
Should Die? Liability, Rights, and the Moral Context of Killing in War, ed. Ryan C. Jenkins,
Michael Robillard, and Bradley Jay Strawser (New York: Oxford University Press, 2017), 186-201;
For a broader discursive critique of killing in war see: Judith Butler, Frames of War: When Is Life
Grievable? (London: Verso, 2009).

3. Simms and Trim, |Humanitarian Intervention: A History, 3.

4. Ibid., 5-6.

5. Decision of 22 January 1991 (2974th meeting), UN Security Council. For a good overview of
the development of the UN’s construction of international peace and security since its formation
in 1945 see Trudy Fraser, Maintaining Peace and Security? The United Nations in a Changing
World (Houndmills: Palgrave/Macmillan Education, 2015); Hikaru Yamashita, “Reading “Threats
to International Peace and Security,” 1946-2005,” Diplomacy & Statecraft 18, no. 3 (2007): 551-72.
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definition of humanitarian intervention outlined in Section 2.2l above. The US led
all these interventions except Sierra Leone and was at the forefront of promoting
these military interventions in UNSC debatesﬁ Alex Bellamy argues these UNSC
authorisations established a “humanitarian exception” to the principle of state
sovereignty and non-intervention[] UNSC support for humanitarian intervention was
not always easily won, however, and there were notable instances where the UNSC
failed to act in a timely fashion to prevent genocide in Burundi (1993), Rwanda (1994)
and Bosnia (1995). In Burundi and Rwanda in particular international inaction was

largely on account of US resistance to intervention.

In 2000 the Canadian government formed an ad hoc International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty (ICISS)H The Commission’s 2001 report reframed
the dominant discourse on sovereignty away from the rights of states, and onto the
responsibilities of statehood, in particular, the responsibility of states to protect their
citizens from “avoidable catastrophe” ﬂ According to the Commission, such avoidable
catastrophes include not only war crimes, genocide and gross human rights violations,
but also mass starvation and state failure. Where a state is unable to discharge
this “responsibility to protect” (R2P), the responsibility automatically falls to the
wider international community that can then use it as grounds for intervention. The
Commission’s grounds for the military intervention aspect of R2P are heavily based
on just war principles of right intention, right authority, last resort, proportional

means and reasonable prospects/[|

6. In addition to this small group of humanitarian interventions, there are a number of operations
that are occasionally referred to as humanitarian operations—for example, East Timor (1999), Mali
(2013), Iraq (2015)—but as they do not satisfy all of the criteria for humanitarian operations I
adopt, the label is not strictly accurate in this group of cases.

7. Bellamy, |“Motives, Outcomes, Intent and the Legitimacy of Humanitarian Interventions,” 218.

8. The Commission identifies its remit as flowing from a question posed by the then United
Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan: “...if humanitarian intervention is, indeed, an unacceptable
assault on sovereignty, how should we respond to a Rwanda, to a Srebrenica — to gross and systemic
violations of human rights that affect every precept of our common humanity?” Gareth Evans
and Mohamed Sahnoun, The Responsibility to Protect: Report of the International Commission on
Intervention and State Sovereignty (Ottawa, Canada: International Development Research Centre,
2001), vii.

9. [Ibid.| viii.

10. This responsibility to intervene is articulated as follows: “Where a population is suffering
serious harm, as a result of internal war, insurgency, repression or state failure, and the state in
question is unwilling or unable to halt or avert it, the principle of non-intervention yields to the
international responsibility to protect”. |Ibid., xi—xii.
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The ICISS and subsequent UN contributions on R2P stress armed foreign inter-
vention is only one end of the spectrum of permissible actions for responding to
“situations of compelling human need” E but it is the military intervention aspect of
R2P that draws the most critical attention. In 2005 the United Nations General
Assembly (UNGA) recognised R2P with respect to four areas much narrower than
those envisaged by the ICISS but aligning more closely with the Rome Statute prohi-
bitions of genocide, war crimes, ethnic cleansing and crimes against humanity. In
2009, United Nations Secretary-General (UNSG) Ban Ki-moon released his report,
Implementing the Responsibility to Protect. The document provides a framework
for the 2005 General Assembly resolution and downplays the prominence usually

accorded to the armed intervention element of R2P[]

The boundaries between humanitarian interventions, peacekeeping, aid delivery
and state-building are increasingly blurred, especially as operations beginning as
humanitarian interventions may later include elements of peacekeeping, aid delivery,
and state-building. Efforts to ‘mainstream’ humanitarian responsiveness and human
rights protection into operational approaches of Western military forces has further
contributed to dissolving categories of military /humanitarian action. Indeed, a num-
ber of the more recent publications on humanitarian intervention, civilian protection,
atrocity prevention, peacekeeping and aid focus on understanding the relationship

between these concepts and how they intertwine in practise.ﬁ

11. W. Andy Knight and Frazer Egerton, eds., The Routledge Handbook of the Responsibility to
Protect (New York: Routledge, 2012), 143.

12. For more on the impact of R2P see Alex J. Bellamy, “The Responsibility to Protect Turns Ten,”
Ethics and International Affairs 29, no. 2 (2015): 161-85; Rosa Brooks, “Humanitarian Intervention:
Evolving Norms, Fragmenting Consensus (Remarks),” Maryland Journal of International Law,
2014, Thomas G. Weiss, “RtoP Alive and Well after Libya,” Ethics and International Affairs 25,
no. 3 (2011): 287-92.

13. Cecilia Jacob, Alistair D. B. Cook, and University of Queensland, eds., Civilian Protection in
the Twenty-First Century: Governance and Responsibility in a Fragmented World, First edition
(New Delhi, India: Oxford University Press, 2016); Paul D. Williams, “Protection, Resilience and
Empowerment: United Nations Peacekeeping and Violence against Civilians in Contemporary War
Zones,” Politics 33, no. 4 (2013): 287-98; Angus Francis, Vesselin Popovski, and C. J. G. Sampford,
eds., Norms of Protection: Responsibility to Protect, Protection of Civilians and Their Interaction
(Tokyo: United Nations University Press, 2012); Sreeram Chaulia, International Organizations
and Civilian Protection: Power, Ideas and Humanitarian Aid in Conflict Zones, The Library of
International Relations 54 (London: I. B.Tauris, 2011); Michael N. Barnett and Thomas G. Weiss,
Humanitarianism Contested: Where Angels Fear to Tread (Milton Park: Routledge, 2011).
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In the next section I turn to ways in which scholars and policy-makers judge if a
humanitarian intervention is going to be, or has been, successful. Understanding
success is critical for knowing when it is best to end an intervention as success is
frequently proffered by decision-makers as a pre-requisite for troop withdrawal. I
show that definitions of success are elusive, leading to reliance by scholars, analysts
and strategists on traditional ideas of military victory ill-suited to humanitarian

Interventions.

2.3 Success in humanitarian interventions

All discussions about humanitarian interventions, be they popular or scholarly, begin
with the idea these operations are fundamentally about using military force to protect
vulnerable people from death or serious harm. While there may be disagreements
about how, when, and under what circumstances military force is employed, it is the
civilian protection or rescue aspect that gives interventions their ‘humanitarian’ char-
acter. There are high normative stakes for any government pursuing a humanitarian
intervention primarily because of the inherent contradiction of using lethal force
to save lives. Intervention also challenges the principle of state sovereignty as the
cornerstone of inter-state relations, serving as an exception to the general prohibitions
against using military force to resolve conflict. Questions regarding intervention

success are thus of major importance to humanitarian intervention scholars.

Because protection claims are central to humanitarian intervention, it seems obvious
we should judge the success of an intervention by measuring the number of people
saved against the deaths and injuries that may have occurred in the absence of
intervention. This is precisely Taylor Seybolt’s approach in his 2007 review of six
humanitarian interventions since 1990113] Seybolt’s work is the most comprehensive

attempt to systematically and comparatively evaluate humanitarian interventions

14. Taylor B. Seybolt, Humanitarian Military Intervention: The Conditions for Success and
Fuailure (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2007).

Finishing the job 39



Chapter 2. Intervention, Victory, Exit and Mission Creep Anna Samson

using the ‘lives saved’ criteria. Seybolt’s method can be criticised for not includ-
ing other impacts of intervention/non-intervention in addition to lives potentially
saved/lost, for example, the effects of intervention on infrastructure, state legitimacy
or self-determination. His study is useful, however, because public debates about in-
tervention in cases of mass atrocity, genocide or war crimes often feature calculations

about numbers to be saved and sacrificed 1]

The normative stakes of humanitarian intervention are high, however, making it
difficult for governments and scholars to limit evaluations solely to equating hy-
pothetical lives saved versus lives lost. Instead, I suggest at the heart of debates
about how we should judge humanitarian interventions and when it is appropriate to
exit, are varying expectations of what an intervention should deliver. If intervention
is expected to stop a mass atrocity from occurring or worsening, then Seybolt’s
calculation is relevant: foreign forces standing between perpetrators and victims,
deterring or preventing violence, will make this intervention successful. This type of
action also helps create an international norm against states committing acts of mass
violence because it signals the international community is willing to use military

force to protect those who may be the targets of violence.

It may be possible to successfully curtail an atrocity currently being committed but
such success may be short-lived. Research on genocide and mass atrocities shows
incidents of mass violence, while sometimes unpredictable, are not spontaneous but
rooted in social, political and economic structures.m If humanitarian intervention is

expected to do more than prompt a temporary pause in violence and instead promote

15. In support of the continuing relevance of Seybolt’s approach see Ned Dobos, “Idealism, Realism,
and Success in Armed Humanitarian Intervention,” Philosophia 44, no. 2 (2016): 497-507; See also
recent debates about the utility of military intervention in Syria versus other options captured in
Nader Hashemi and Danny Postel, eds., The Syria Dilemma (Cambridge: The MIT Press, 2013).

16. For analysis of the causes and dynamics of mass atrocities, see Benjamin Valentino, Final
Solutions: Mass Killing and Genocide in the 20th Century (Ithaca: Cornell University Press,
2004); Hugo Slim, Killing Civilians: Method, Madness and Morality in War (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2008); See also Ben Kieman, Blood and Soil: A World History of Genocide and
Extermination from Sparta to Darfur (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2007); For frameworks
on the precipitating factors for genocide and other atrocities see United Nations Office on Genocide
Prevention and the Responsibility to Protect, “Framework of Analysis for Atrocity Crimes: A Tool
for Prevention,” 2014, This framework was preceded by another framework focusing exclusively on
genocide prevention Office of the UN Special Advisor on the Prevention of Genocide, “Genocide
Prevention Analysis Framework,” 2013,
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the longer-term protection of vulnerable populations, then the sustainability of an
intervention’s positive effects must be part of measuring success. If not, violence may
recur, requiring repeated interventions. Achieving sustainable protection outcomes,
however, means a range of wider conflict management activities may become tied to

humanitarian intervention and assessing its success.

If intervention is expected to address the grievances that precipitated violence,
then post-conflict peace-building becomes a potentially necessary component of
successful humanitarian intervention. Kristin Kosek and Theodora-Ismene Gizelis
measure the success of humanitarian interventions according to their ability to
contain conflict 7] As with most other studies of humanitarian interventions and post-
conflict peace-building, Kosek and Gizelis separate the military phase of intervention
from post-conflict reconstruction, arguing interventions only succeed when the local
population contributes to the development of the “intervention strategy” after foreign
combat troops have withdrawn. Michael Walzer, for instance, argues wars should end
with the protagonist fostering self-determination, reconstruction, democratic rule
and civil rightsﬁ while Doug McCready argues there is an obligation to “reestablish
political, economic and social stability. ..to prevent domestic consequences of the
war from becoming the seed of future conﬂict”H These obligations may require the
ongoing presence of peacekeepers to help safeguard the process of broader societal
transformation. Such transformation could take the form of (liberal) state- and
institution-building, including promoting democracy, market reforms and gender
equality. If a government was responsible for causing the violence or allowing it to
continue, then regime change may be the scale of societal transformation required
to prevent atrocities recurring.m As pointed out in the previous sections, however,

there are problems with state-building, not least the fact US efforts in this regard

17. Theodora-Ismene Gizelis and Kristin E. Kosek, “Why Humanitarian Interventions Succeed or
Fail: The Role of Local Participation,” Cooperation and Conflict: Journal of the Nordic International
Studies Association 40, no. 4 (2005): 363-83.

18. Michael Walzer, “Just and Unjust Occupations,” Dissent, 2004, no. 1, 61-63.

19. Doug McCready, “Ending the War Right: Jus Post Bellum and the Just War Tradition,”
Journal of Military FEthics 8, no. 1 (2009): 66-78.

20. Michael Walzer argues policies of regime change can be compatible with just war theory:
Michael Walzer, “Regime Change and Just War,” Dissent 53, no. 3 (2006): 103-8.
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have led to increased authoritarianism and coercive institutionsH

Just war scholars, whose work is often used in the context of analysing humanitarian
intervention, argue a justifiable humanitarian intervention is one where: (1) there is
just cause to defend foreign citizens from their own government or other groups in
their territory; (2) the intervening state intends its protection to be the outcome of
its military action even if protection is a means to another end; (3) the intervener
complies with jus in bello principles and has a reasonable chance of succeeding; and
(4) the intervention is necessary, proportionate and does not undermine prospects
for just peace@ Within just war theory, Luke Campbell offers one of the few
contributions exploring the ‘reasonable prospect of success’ requirement for just
war. Campbell argues there is a disconnect between the putatively objective idea of
success in war as a matter of rationality, and the reality that judgments are based on
“emotional memories, metaphors and cultural symbols”, or rather, the “affectively
familiar” ﬁ In my thesis, I take Campbell’s work further, arguing in the case of
American humanitarian interventions, the idea of success is also framed by normative
expectations about what it means to win a war. Victory, even in humanitarian

interventions, is an integral component of the US public discourse of exit strategies.

Governments can thus use a range of criteria to assess the utility of deploying
military force for civilian protection purposes, to measure an intervention’s success.

A government’s standards will depend on the outcomes it claims an intervention will

21. Dodge, |“Intervention and Dreams of Exogenous Statebuilding: The Application of Liberal
Peacebuilding in Afghanistan and Iraq,” 1211.

22. For more detail on just war criteria see: Walzer, |Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument
with Historical Illustrations; Michael Walzer, “The Triumph of Just War Theory (and the Dangers
of Success),” Social Research 69, no. 4 (2002): 925-44; David Boucher, “The Just War Tradition and
Its Modern Legacy: Jus Ad Bellum and Jus in Bello,” European Journal of Political Theory, 2011,
1-20; Bellamy, |“Motives, Outcomes, Intent and the Legitimacy of Humanitarian Interventions]’;
Brian Orend, “Justice after War,” FEthics and International Affairs 16, no. 1 (2002): 43-56; John
J. Davenport, “Just War Theory, Humanitarian Intervention and the Need for a Democratic
Federation,” Journal of Religious Ethics 39, no. 3 (2011): 493-555; John W. Lango, “Preventative
Wars, Just War Principles, and the United Nations,” The Journal of Ethics 9 (2005): 247-68;
Francis V. Harbour, “Reasonable Probability of Success as a Moral Criterion in the Western
Just War Tradition,” Journal of Military Ethics 10, no. 3 (2011): 230—41; Larry May, After War
Ends: A Philosophical Perspective (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012); Tes6n and
Van der Vossen, |Debating Humanitarian Intervention, C. A. J. Coady, The Ethics of Humanitarian
Intervention, Peaceworks 45 (Washington D.C.: United States Institute for Peace, 2002), 47.

23. Luke B. Campbell, “The 'Importance of Winning’: Affect, Just War and the ’Familiarization’
of Success” (PhD thesis, University of Kansas, 2015).

Finishing the job 42



Chapter 2. Intervention, Victory, Exit and Mission Creep Anna Samson

deliver, and the length of time considered reasonable for the positive effects of an
intervention to last (or at least to outweigh any negative consequences). Consequently,
a humanitarian intervention’s success may rest as much on the effectiveness of non-
military programs supporting and following the intervention. And yet, humanitarian
intervention is ultimately about the use of military force. As noted above, calls
for humanitarian intervention only arise because the circumstances are considered
so extraordinary they require military action to protect civilians, not just aid and
development programs. At the same time, humanitarian interventions are supposed
to be short and generally distinct from wars resulting in occupationﬁ Success is thus
linked to the protection outcomes achieved as much as to the smooth withdrawal of
foreign forces and transition to civilian authorities. So how then do we understand
if the military operation aspect of a humanitarian intervention was successful and

under what circumstances foreign soldiers should leave?

It is at this point much of the existing scholarly literature on humanitarian in-
terventions encounters difficulties because, for the most part, contributors leave
exit strategy decisions to the realm of strategic and operational theory. Failure to
explicitly discuss exit strategies in humanitarian interventions results in an analytical
gap regarding the relationship (if any) between intervention success and the timing

of exit.

For example, in their edited volume covering the various dilemmas of intervention,
J. L. Holzgrefe and Robert Keohane do not include detailed discussions of issues
regarding exit.ﬁ Michael Bhatia’s book on the issues of war and intervention also
does not cover exit strategies with only a single reference to how goals of intervention
might require reinterpretation of exit strategies.@ Robert Pape’s analysis of the
future of humanitarian intervention following the NATO operation in Libya similarly

does not discuss the role of exit strategies in shaping “pragmatic” approaches to

24. Bellamy, |“Motives, Outcomes, Intent and the Legitimacy of Humanitarian Interventions,” 225.

25. J. L. Holzgrefe and Robert O. Keohane, eds., Humanitarian Intervention: Ethical, Legal, and
Political Dilemmas (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2003).

26. Michael V. Bhatia, War and Intervention: Issues for Contemporary Peace Operations (Bloom-
field: Kumarian Press, Inc, 2003).
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intervention.m In his extensive list of “tough choices” in humanitarian interventions,
Dayton Maxwell only considers whether stipulating an exit date for foreign forces

may affect the prospects for stable peace.@

Neither the seminal text on humanitarian intervention, Nicholas Wheeler’s Saving
Stmngersﬂ nor more recent contributions on historical antecedents and contemporary
challenges of humanitarian intervention, such as Fabian Klose’s edited collection ]
provide more than passing reference to exit strategies. With the exception of a handful
of works on exit strategies in the US intervention in Somalia!]] even analyses of
specific humanitarian interventions only issue general calls for “better exit strategies”
without explaining what these might entailﬂ Admittedly it is not the intention of
the scholars I idenfity to engage in detailed discussion of exit strategies and decision-
making about troop withdrawals in humanitarian interventions. But this is precisely
my point: humanitarian intervention analyses have been traditionally preoccupied
with the when, why and how questions of commencing military operations. Apart
from nods to Clausewitz’s axiom regarding the foolishness of starting a war without
appreciating what one intends to achieveﬂ humanitarian intervention scholars have
generally been much less interested in questions of why, when and how interventions
should and do end. Instead humanitarian intervention scholars rely on theories of
victory and exit developed for war and other types of armed conflict, which are
not suited to humanitarian intervention. In the following sections and I

explain the shortcomings of prevailing theories of victory and war termination for

humanitarian interventions.

27. Robert A. Pape, “When Duty Calls: A Pragmatic Standard for Humanitarian Intervention,”
International Security 37, no. 1 (2012): 41-80.

28. Dayton L. Maxwell, “Facing the Choice among Bad Options in Complex Humanitarian
Emergencies,” Small Wars & Insurgencies 9, no. 1 (March 1998): 179-91.

29. Wheeler, |Saving Strangers: Humanitarian Intervention in International Societyl

30. Fabian Klose, ed., The Emergence of Humanitarian Intervention: Ideas and Practice from the
Nineteenth Century to the Present, Human Rights in History (Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 2016).

31. For example: Douglas Delaney, “Cutting, Running, or Otherwise? The US Decision to
Withdraw from Somalia,” Small Wars €& Insurgencies 15, no. 3 (2004): 28-46.

32. Michael G. Smith, “Military Intervention and Humanitarian Assistance,” Global Change,
Peace & Security 20, no. 3 (October 2008): 243-54.

33. Carl von Clausewitz, On War, ed. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2008), 88-89.
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2.4 Victory and its limitations

In traditional Clausewitzian framing, victory is war’s ultimate aim, its primary
motivation, and the universal metric for determining successf’] At the same time
‘victory’ is a political state, often shifting, and frequently not readily identifiable
before, during or at war’s conclusion ] While it is often difficult to secure strate-
gic goals without achieving battlefield objectives, practically speaking there is no
necessary connection let alone an inevitable causal link between battlefield success
and strategic victoryﬁ Take, for example, the US battlefield victories during the
Vietnam War or Israel’s military defeat of neighbouring Arab nations. Grappling
with this disconnect is fundamental to much recent literature on theories of strategic
victory, although it is not a new insight. The idiom of a ‘Pyrrhic victory—victory
achieved at such a price as to amount to a defeat—is, after all, drawn from Ancient

Roman historiography.

Strategic studies scholars acknowledge a linear relationship between military and
political victory does not exist. William Martel finds most war outcomes contain
elements of both victory and defeatm Colin Gray similarly notes victory’s deci-
siveness lies on a continuum; while achievable, decisive battlefield victory needs to
be supplemented by elements of strategic success and strategic advantage@ With
its longer time horizon and broader political goals, strategic victory is a contested

concept. In his treatise on victory, Robert Mandel moves beyond Colin Gray’s

34. Clausewitz, |On War, 75; Colin S. Gray, Defining and Achieving Decisive Victory (Carlisle
Barracks.: Strategic Studies Institute, US Army War College, 2002), 10.

35. On the idea of the three levels of victory, the relationship between them and how they can be
best achieved see Gray, |Defining and Achieving Decisive Victory; Robert Mandel, The Meaning of
Military Victory (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2006); J Boone Bartholomees, “Theory of
Victory,” Parameters, 2008, 25-36; Stephen Biddle, Military Power: Explaining Victory and Defeat
in Modern Battle (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004); Stephen Biddle, “Military Power: A
Reply,” Journal of Strategic Studies 28, no. 3 (2005): 453-69; Ryan Grauer and Michael C Horowitz,
“What Determines Military Victory? Testing the Modern System,” Security Studies 21, no. 1 (2012):
83-112.

36. Bernard Fook Weng Loo, “Decisive Battle, Victory and the Revolution in Military Affairs,”
Journal of Strategic Studies 32, no. 2 (2009): 189-211.

37. William Martel, Victory in War: Foundations of Modern Military Policy (New York: Cambridge
University Press, 2007).

38. Gray, |Defining and Achieving Decisive Victoryl
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equation of strategic victory with decisive battle. Mandel argues securing strategic
victory in modern conflicts is far more difficult than in earlier times because states
no longer equate wartime success with abjectly crushing the enemy. Strategic victory
today is more variegated with overlapping and sometimes contradictory components
of which Mandel identifies six: information control, military deterrence, political
self-determination, economic reconstruction, social justice and diplomatic respect.
For Mandel, strategic victory also has a moral dimension requiring the vanquished
be treated fairly.ﬂ Not all writers accept Mandel’s definition of strategic victory, but
others such as J. Boone Bartholomees and Bernard Fook Weng Loo agree with his
fundamental Clausewitzian principle: victory requires breaking the will of the enemy
to continue ﬁghting.@ For all these writers, war termination is equated with one
side successfully imposing its will on its adversary through battlefield (military) and

political (strategic) victories sustained over the longer term.

Victory is not always objectively discernible and scholars note perceptions of military
outcomes matter@ Dominic Johnson and Dominic Tierney have devised a theory
of victory applied to case studies including the Cuban Missile Crisis and the US
intervention in Somalia. Their theory highlights the importance of perceptions, biases
and discursive framing of military outcomes.@ Framing conditions for victory—such
as US President Roosevelt’s call in 1943 for “unconditional surrender” of Axis forces
as a condition for ending World War II-—also affect the timing of exit, the prospect

for negotiated settlement and the costs to be borne by the victor and Vanquished.@

Perceptions aside, the majority of contributions to the literature on victory take as
their starting point the idea that victory through battle is ultimately achievable. If
not annihilation of the enemy, at least neutralisation of the threat the enemy poses,

is a precondition for orthodox understandings of victory in war. Even renowned just

39. Mandel, |The Meaning of Military Victory,

40. Boone Bartholomees, |“Theory of Victory’; Loo, |“Decisive Battle, Victory and the Revolution
in Military Affairs.”

41. Boone Bartholomees, |“Theory of Victory,” 26.

42. Dominic D P Johnson and Dominic Tierney, Failing to Win: Perceptions of Victory and
Defeat in International Politics (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 2006); Dominic Johnson
and Dominic Tierney, “Essence of Victory,” Security Studies 13, no. 2 (2003): 350-81.

43. Michael Balfour, “Unconditional Surrender,” International Affairs 46, no. 4 (1970): 719-36.
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war scholar Michael Walzer argues that in a just war there is “nothing like winning.
There are alternative outcomes, of course, but these are accepted only at some cost

to basic human values”

The construction of victory as comprehensive defeat of the enemy persists even in
so-called ‘unconventional’ military operations such a counterinsurgency or cyber-
war. For example, in their in-depth analysis of 41 counterinsurgency operations
Christopher Paul and his colleagues still see the objective as “defeating insurgencies”
and creating “durable peace intervals”, even if the “crush them” approach tends to

be unsuccessful ]

Most of the literature on victory in war does not countenance the notion that victory
may be less than total or decisive by design. The idea it may be necessary to
forgo decisive battlefield victory in order to achieve more desirable, longer-term
political outcomes is also not often considered. This is despite the fact strategists
and policy-makers, particularly those theorising about the employment of nuclear
weapons during the Cold War, were reluctant to talk about strategic/political
victory in Clausewitz’s absolutist Vein.ﬁ Even in post-Cold War non-nuclear military
engagements, US decision-makers were faced with the prospect that something less
than decisive victory might be the most desirable outcome. Analysing this reality,
however, remains at the margins of orthodox scholarship on victory, making it difficult
to see how the moral expectations inherent in humanitarian intervention can be

accommodated.

The major exception to this position is that of Dominic Tierney who argues that “we

44. Walzer, |Just and Unjust Wars: A Moral Argument with Historical Illustrations, 122.

45. Christopher Paul et al., Paths to Victory: Lessons from Modern Insurgencies, Report for the
Office of the US Secretary of Defense (Washington DC: RAND Corporation, 2013), 188; For a
compelling, if lone, voice calling for a reconceptulaisation of victory in the context of cyber-war, in
particular the problem of seeing victories as defeats see: Jason Healey, “Winning and Losing in
Cyberspace,” in Cyber Power (Estonia: NATO Cooperative Cyber Defence Centre of Excellence,
2016).

46. Thomas C. Schelling, Arms and Influence (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1966), 31;
For notable exceptions, however, see Colin S. Gray, “Nuclear Strategy: The Case for a Theory of
Victory,” International Security 4, no. 9 (1979): 54-87; Edward N. Luttwak, On the Meaning of
Victory: Essays on Strategy (New York: Simon & Schuster, 1986).
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live in an age of unwinnable wars, where decisive triumph has proved to be a pipe
dream” '] Tierney argues that US military history was dominated by victories until
the mid-21°* century, which, as I note in Chapter [2| helped establish a normative
expectation that if the US entered a war, it would win. Today, however, Tierney
suggests that the cost of pursuing victory can be so catastrophic that it is unwinnable;
in this case, “losing the right way is a kind of victory”. For Tierney, losing the
right way involves having an exit strategy, which he states should ultimately be
based on a “cost-benefit analysis”. Despite his focus on examining failure in war,
therefore, Tierney’s analysis is very similar to the approach adopted by other war
termination scholars who also adopt a cost-benefit approach, which, as I point on in
the following section, is not the best framework for thinking about decision-making

in humanitarian interventions.

2.5 Theories of war termination and mission creep

War termination analysis—looking at when and how wars end—can be divided into
quantitative and qualitative studies. Empirical studies suggest a (non-exhaustive)
combination of variables significantly affect how and when armed conflicts end.
Comparative qualitative studies of war termination are not widespread and dominated
by US case studiesF_g] Possibly the most famous contribution is Every War must End
by Fred Iklé, which he wrote following America’s difficult experience successfully
ending the Vietnam War, updated 30 years later after the US began experiencing
similar difficulties ending its 2003 war in Iraq. Iklé argues the decisions to commence
military operations are often made without considering how those military operations

will end. Even when decision-makers are cognisant of the need for an exit strategy,

47. Dominic Tierney, The Right Way to Lose a War: America in an Age of Unwinnable Conflicts
(New York: Little, Brown & Co, 2015).

48. There is a related body of work on exit from post-conflict, liberal state-building or peacekeeping
operations. See, for instance Dominik Zaum, “The Norms and Politics of Exit: Ending Postconflict
Transitional Administrations,” Ethics and International Affairs 23, no. 2 (2009): 189-208; Richard
Caplan, ed., Ezit Strategies and State Building (New York: Oxford University Press, 2012); Richard
Caplan, “After Exit: Successor Missions and Peace Consolidation,” Civil Wars 8, nos. 3-4 (2006):
253-67.
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they frequently misinterpret enemy behaviour, misjudge the effect specific operational
decisions will have on the eventual war outcome, are adversely affected by domestic
political constraints, or otherwise have their plans thwarted through the unpredictable

nature of war itself

Other contributions also echo Iklé’s findings even while they are restricted to analysing
only the US experience.ﬂ Two key contemporary publications are Between War and
Peace: How America Ends its Wars edited by Matthew Moten, and Gideon Rose’s
How Wars End: Why we Always Fight the Last Battle. Both books use the US
experience ending wars to draw more general conclusions about conflict termination.
After looking at six wars beginning with World War I and ending with the 2003
Iraq War, Rose concludes the explanation for termination rests in power politics,
even though both domestic and battlefield factors can influence the outcome of
wars. For Rose, the neoclassical realist construction of international relations and
strategic theory is most useful for understanding both the conduct and conclusion of
armed conflicts. Moten’s volume covers a wider historical arc beginning with the
American War of Independence, ending with the Iraq War, and covering another
eleven wars in between. Despite the disparate nature of the conflicts, Moten proffers
six war termination principles gleaned from this history, including: war aims change
constantly but “gradually converge” toward an agreement to end hostilities; war
fighting cannot be sequestered from “the influence of the world beyond”; and the

limited usefulness of decisive campaign/victory in understanding war termination.

There are three over-arching shortcomings with the existing literature on war termi-

nation making them appropriate only in the most general terms for understanding

49. Fred Iklé, Fvery War Must End, Revised (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005); Iklé
reaches similar conclusions to those in other comparative works including Paul Seabury and Angelo
Codevilla, War: Ends and Means (New York: Basic Books, Inc., 1989); George H. Quester, “Wars
Prolonged by Misunderstood Signals,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science 392 (How Wars End 1970): 30-39; A J P Taylor, How Wars End (London: Hamish
Hamilton, 1985); Robert Rothstein, “Domestic Politics and Peacemaking: Reconciling Incompatible
Imperatives,” The Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science 392 (How Wars
End 1970): 62-75; James L. Foster and Garry D. Brewer, “And the Clocks Were Striking Thirteen:
The Termination of War,” Policy Sciences 7 (1976): 225-43.

50. Ashley Tellis J., “Terminating Intervention: Understanding Exit Strategy and U.S. Involvement
in Intrastate Conflicts,” Studies in Conflict and Terrorism 19, no. 2 (1996): 117-51; David M.
Edelstein, “Exit Lessons,” Wilson Quarterly 33, no. 4 (2009): 34-39.
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how and why decision-makers end humanitarian interventions. First, most studies
adopt the Clausewitzian cost-benefit calculation as the criterion for planning and
judging exit Strategiesﬂ Clausewitz famously wrote that war is an extension of
politics. Consequently, a war must end if the effort expended to achieve war ob-
jectives exceeds the value of the war’s political goal. Following Clausewitz further,
planning for war termination is central to war initiation. Any other approach is
politically short-sighted and undermines victory.@ Considerations outside this cost-
benefit calculation—which is itself assessed exclusively in terms of resources expended
versus political goal to be achieved—and how they might shape decisions about war
termination, are usually not explored. To the extent authors accept other issues affect
exit strategies, these are considered symptomatic of Cluasewitzian wartime friction
or problems implementing an exit strategy that should have been accommodated at
the outset.@ For humanitarian interventions, however, moral imperatives complicate
both the costs and benefits side of the strategic decision-making equation because
human rights objectives are the ends but externally-imposed violence is the means.
Moral considerations affect cost/benefit calculations but also operate independently

in decisions about ending humanitarian interventions short of victory.

Second, in orthodox war termination analyses, little attention is paid to contemplating
when a war should stop before political objectives are reached or before costs to any
party become too great to bear. The ideal exit thus occurs after victory is achieved.
There is also little discussion of instances a war should not be terminated but rather

continue despite its burden of costs outweighing its political gain.

Third, the stochastic nature of violent conflict further complicates the question of
war termination, what Roy Licklider refers to as “war [taking] on a dynamic of its

own” such that we cannot “assume that the causes or the issues of the war influence

51. James C. Walker, “War Termination: Why, When, Who What, Where and How” (Naval
War College, Newport R.I., 1996); Michael C Griffith, “War Termination: Theory, Doctrine and
Practice” ( US Army Command and General Staff College, 1992); Tellis, |“Terminating Intervention
Understanding Exit Strategy and U.S. Involvement in Intrastate Conflicts.”

52. Clausewitz, |On War,

53. Dominic J. Caraccilo, Beyond Guns and Steel: A War Termination Strategy (Santa Barbara:
Praeger Security International, 2011).
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its conclusion”. Instead,

the important variables may have more to do with things that occur during
the war rather than its ostensible causes or at least wars with similar causes
may have very different patterns of termination. This may also explain why
many such wars end with the ostensible causes not really addressed ]

Some writers including David Baum, Jon Western and Joshua Goldstein, have
recognised the challenges of planning and adhering to a precise exit strategy leading
them to focus on ‘end state planning’ instead ’] Although not fixated with a specific
moment in time and often concerned more with processes than outcomes, these
studies and their incorporation within US military doctrine, share the same theoretical
premises as the orthodox literature on war termination. This interest in end state
planning has contributed to growing interest among policymakers and military
operations planners in the idea of transition as exit, which often involves the continued
presence of foreign troops. It is questionable, however, whether this type of ‘exit’ is

really an exit at all or simply a type of military occupation.

These challenges persist in three contributions looking explicitly at exit strategies
in humanitarian interventions. The first is a 1996 article Terminating Intervention
by Ashley Tellis, part of a larger RAND Corporation project on US intervention in
interstate conflict. The timing of the article leads Tellis to rely on Cold War case
studies of Greece, Congo, Lebanon, Dominican Republic, Grenada and Panama, a
limitation when considering how his conclusions could be applied to post-Cold War
humanitarian interventions. Nevertheless, Tellis’ definition of exit as part of strategy
has general applicability. He argues exit strategies should have three components: (1)
“limited, stable and worthwhile political objectives to be achieved”; (2) achievable
operational goals derived from those political objectives; and (3) “fallback options
that must be anticipated” if (1) and (2) cannot be secured “for any conceivable

reason” | Tellis views exit strategies as a means for preventing “entrapment” in a

54. Roy Licklider, “Early Returns: Results of the First Wave of Statistical Studies of Civil War
Termination,” Civil Wars 1, no. 3 (1998): 127.

55. David Baum, “The Exit Strategy Myth and the End State Reality,” (Washington DC), 2001,
Jon Western and Joshua S. Goldstein, “Humanitarian Intervention Comes of Age: Lessons From
Somalia to Libya,” Foreign Affairs, 2011, no. 6, 48-59.

56. Tellis, |“Terminating Intervention: Understanding Exit Strategy and U.S. Involvement in
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war by requiring decision-makers to set objective “victory criteria” '] |

\As with other contributions on exit strategies, Tellis” conception of exit is inextricably

linked to victory. Winning is the ultimate objective and when winning by one standard|

cannot be achieved then the solution is to set a new standard. The main problem|

with this idea, however, is that definitions of victory are not infinitely elastic. There

are discursive and practical limits to how far ‘fallback options’ can deviate from!

initial political objectives and from the overall expectations of what accounts for aj

lsuccessful intervention |

The second contribution is an edited collection by Richard Caplan, Ezit Strategies

and State-Building®| examining the conclusion of cases where state-building was|

the primary purpose of foreign intervention. Although the focus of the volume is onl

peace and stability in state-building operations, a number of the case studies—Sierral

\Leone and Kosovo in particular—began as humanitarian interventions. Thus some

of the wider policy observations regarding exit are of relevance to humanitarian|

interventions. In his chapter in Caplan’s book, Robert Wilde argues decision-makers

are faced with competing normative requirements about their responsibilities when!

considering when and how to exit from state-building interventions: on the one hand!

tthey are to act as “trustees” with a civilising mission (similar to that expected of]

colonial authorities); on the other hand, they should allow for local self-determination|

and exit as soon as possible, regardless of whether the country is “ready” *°| Wilde’s|

ffocus on normative constraints resonates with my findings regarding US experiences of|

intervention and the normative requirements incumbent on American exit strategies|

In his concluding chapter, Caplan defines an exit strategy as: |

la transitional plan for the disengagement and ultimate withdrawal of externall
jparties from a state or territory, the parties ideally having attained their princiy
jpal state-building objectives. If the objectives have been attained, a successful|

Intrastate Conflicts,” 122.

57. Tellis, “Terminating Intervention: Understanding Exit Strategy and U.S. Involvement inl
Intrastate Conflicts,” 123.

58. Caplan, |Exit Strategies and State Building}

59. Ralph Wilde, “Competing Normative Visions of Exit,” in Ezit Strategies and States Building,
ed. Richard Caplan (ebook: Oxford University Press, 2012), 261-75.
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exit strategy will contribute to the consolidation of these achievements. If
the objectives have not been attained, a successful exit strategy will entail
measures to preserve the partial gains or minimise the losses, including any
reputational costs to the state-building actorsm

In the context of state-building operations, Caplan says a successful exit strategy
means leaving behind a “consolidated peace”, which he explains is a “self-sustaining
peace” °*| although he acknowledges this is not always possible. In his list of factors
contributing to successful exit—accomplished mission mandate, interests converging
among conflicting parties, and a pre-existing functioning state existing—Caplan notes
a continuing presence of foreign troops might also be required. It is questionable,

however, whether an exit without complete foreign troop withdrawal is an exit at all.

The third contribution is a 2001 UNSG report entitled No Exit without Strategy
regarding the considerations for determining how and when UN peacekeeping opera-
tions should end.@ The report sets out some “guidelines for an exit strategy” which
differ depending on the extent to which the peacekeeping mandate of establishing
“sustainable domestic peace” has been achieved.@ Where the mandate has been only
partially achieved, the report argues troop withdrawal decisions should be based on
whether more harm than good is to be achieved by ending the mission, mindful of
governments’ willingness to maintain the necessary troop commitmentﬂ The report
acknowledges that although sustainable peace is the goal, it is “not always possible in
the short run” E Beyond this UN report, there is a debate within the peacekeeping
literature about the conditions required for success. Within this literature there is a
consensus that peacekeeping operations can succeed when there is a clear mandate
for operation and a great power is involved in delivering on that mandate. The time

horizon for achieving ‘success’ can be lengthy and sustained financial, resources and

60. Richard Caplan, “Policy Implications,” in Exit Strategies and States Building, ed. Richard
Caplan (ebook: Oxford University Press, 2012), 313.

61. |Ibid., 314.

62. United Nations Secretary-General, No Ezit without Strategy: Security Council Decision-Making
and the Closure or Transition of United Nations Peacekeeping Operations, Report of the Secretary-
General S/2001/394 (New York: United Nations Security Council, April 20, 2001).

63. [Ibid.| para 10.

64. [Ibid.| paras 29-34, 55-58.

65. [Ibid.| para 24.
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political commitment is required over this time to deliver intended Outcomes.@ Much
like the Caplan volume, these contributions on peacekeeping are not specifically
about humanitarian interventions but there is overlap in the missions often used
as illustrations, for example Kosovo and Somalia. A number of Caplan’s policy
recommendations also mirror those recommendations and findings found in these

works.

While these three works are instructive, they are ultimately about state-building
and peacekeeping operations that, as I noted in Section are sometimes related
but otherwise distinct from humanitarian interventions. The goals of state-building
and peacekeeping are fostering liberal democratic institutions and resolving armed
conflict, and these goals shape success metrics and contemplated exit strategies. It
is not apparent how applying these standards to humanitarian interventions are

illuminating or effective.

A circular prescription has filled the gap in understanding the relationship between
success and exit in humanitarian interventions: successful intervention requires
foreign forces to exit, and in order to exit smoothly, foreign forces must succeed at
their missionﬂ To borrow David Edelstein’s framing, the belief is “there is no such
thing as a failed intervention capped by a good exit strategy” H This assumption
is also exhibited in attempts to engage concretely with issues such as what tasks
soldiers should carry out in humanitarian intervention and to establish criteria for
military success. For example, in their appraisal of humanitarian interventions from
Somalia in 1992 to Libya in 2011, Jon Western and Joshua Goldstein argue that on
balance, interventions have demonstrated potential to protect civilians and truncate
civil W&I‘S.@ They point to the need for quick action, strong UN mandates and

sufficient troop commitments as requirements for a successful intervention. However

66. Sarah-Myriam Martin-Brulé, Fvaluating Peacekeeping Missions : A Typology of Success and
Failure in International Interventions (New York: Routledge, 2017).

67. C. A. J. Coady, “The Dilemmas of Militant Humanitarianism,” Global Change, Peace and
Security 20, no. 3 (2008): 257.

68. Edelstein, |“Exit Lessons.”

69. Western and Goldstein, |“Humanitarian Intervention Comes of Age: Lessons From Somalia to
Libyal.”
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in arguing for a “transition strategy” rather than an exit strategy for foreign troops,
Western and Goldstein end up creating a division between victory in the military
aspect of humanitarian intervention and longer-term, post-conflict state-building

activities[0]

Another example can be found in the Mass Atrocity Response Operations (MARO)
Handbook[] a ground-breaking effort by Sarah Sewall and her colleagues to establish
mass atrocity prevention and response as a distinct category of military operation.
The handbook represents a unique attempt to think through the practical considera-
tions of using US soldiers in humanitarian interventions. The conceptual framework
of MARO is an operational environment in which there are multiple actors, an
“illusion of impartiality”, and the “escalation dynamic of mass atrocities” m It pro-
vides guidance for US military planners on how to craft mission objectives and
understand tactical considerations specific to situations where widespread threats
to civilians are occurring or imminent. The authors note one of the main political
considerations for interveners is determining how much responsibility they have for
civilian protection as this will affect troop actions and withdrawal strategy.@ Such
political considerations, however are largely separated from the work of operational
planners. In the process of fitting within existing frameworks governing military
action, the handbook accepts the principles of victory and exit strategies associated
with conventional military operational planning. As a result, the MARO Handbook
makes explicit what is presumed or otherwise taken for granted in other analyses of
humanitarian interventions: the unique character of humanitarian interventions does

not extend to our conceptualisation of victory and exit in these military operations.

A small group of just war scholars has begun to question the extent to which
conventional frameworks for understanding victory and exit strategies can adequately

address some of the difficulties decision-makers have ending a war. This group has

70. [Ibid., 59.

71. Sarah Sewall, Dwight Raymond, and Sally Chin, MARO - Mass Atrocity Response Operations:
A Military Planning Handbook (Carr Center for Human Rights Policy, Harvard Kennedy School
and the US Army Peacekeeping and Stability Operations Institute, 2007).

72.Ibid.; 9.

73.Ibid.; 18.
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developed an additional branch of just war theory, termed “jus ex bello” or “jus
terminatio” m To date, most just war scholarship proceeded on the basis that a war
satisfying jus ad bellum (just reasons for commencing war) and jus in bello (justifiable
actions during war) criteria is morally justified in being fought until it concludes.
Jus ex bello proponents argue, however, that in some instances wars commenced
and fought justly may need to be ended short of victory because this is the most
morally defensible course of action.m In addition, jus ex bello permits certain wars
commenced unjustly to continue because to end them prematurely would result in a
graver injusticem A war can also justifiably be continued past the initial point of
victory because armed force is needed to stop or prevent an injustice manifesting
only after the war began. Consequently, a war’s legitimacy should be iteratively
assessed throughout its prosecution and terminated or continued as appropriate.

Exit decisions should also be separated from decisions about starting a war and how

it should be fought.m

Jus ex bello thus provides a useful theoretical framework for understanding the
practical and moral considerations at play in exit strategies in humanitarian in-
terventions. David Rodin, one of its leading proponents has explicitly noted its
relevance in these casesm Jus ex bello is currently the only framework grappling
with how to justify exit strategies when war’s circumstances, or reasonable beliefs
held about those circumstances, change. It also explicitly tackles the phenomenon of
war aims that prioritise avoiding defeat rather than winning, ‘sunk costs’m and risk

calculations.@ Ex bello allows for the possibility that by increasing costs beyond those

74. Darrel Mollendorf, “Jus Ex Bello,” The Journal of Political Philosophy 16, no. 2 (2008): 123-36;
Darrel Mollendorf, “Two Doctrines of Jus Ex Bello,” Ethics 125 (2015): 653-753; David Rodin,
“The War Trap: Dilemmas of Jus Terminatio,” Ethics 125 (2015): 674-95; Daniel Statman, “Ending
War Short of Victory? A Contractarian View of Jus Ex Bello,” Ethics 125 (2015): 720-50; Cecile
Fabre, “War Exit,” Ethics 125 (2015): 631-52; Gabriella Blum and David Luban, “Unsatisfying
Wars: Degrees of Risk and the Jus Ex Bello,” Ethics 125 (2015): 751-80; Janina Dill, “Ending Wars:
The Jus Ad Bellum Principles Suspended, Repeated, or Adjusted?,” Ethics 125 (2015): 627-30.

75. Mollendorf, |“Two Doctrines of Jus Ex Bello,” 124; Statman, |“Ending War Short of Victory?
A Contractarian View of Jus Ex Bellol”

76. Mollendorf, |“Two Doctrines of Jus Ex Bello,” 124.

77. David Rodin, “Ending War: A Response to Richard Miller,” Ethics and International Affairs
25, no. 3 (2011): 360.

78. [Ibid.

79. [Ibid.

80. Blum and Luban, |“Unsatisfying Wars: Degrees of Risk and the Jus Ex Bello.”
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considered proportionate prior to war commencing, moral outcomes can be secured.
Protagonists may therefore have a moral responsibility to continue a war they know
might be unjust overall.[if] Wars could be also justifiably escalated, ratcheting costs

in the hope of ultimate moral vindication.

Ez bello theory does not, however, help determine if the ends being sought are
themselves justifiable, regardless of whether they have shifted during the course
of the war. While ex bello provides a means for reconceptualising the relationship
between military victory and exit it can only offer a partial explanation, if any,
for the decisions US presidents confront when justifying their exit strategies to the
American people in humanitarian interventions. If jus ex bello-type justifications
have traction with the American public, especially when the US president is trying to
explain why he has decided to postpone a planned troop withdrawal, expand troop
objectives or withdraw soldiers prior to achieving decisive victory, it is important to
understand why this is, as well as how it might be complicated by other normative

considerations. These are among the questions I seek to answer in my thesis.

Like ‘exit strategy’, the term ‘mission creep’ has also entered public discourse, in this
instance as a pejorative way to describe and explain military operations extending
beyond planned activities or end dates. Despite its taken-for-granted meaning, there
is almost no scholarly work on the conditions creating mission creep or how the idea
relates to unimplemented exit strategies. The term emerged in the 1990s when the
Supreme Allied Commander Europe expressed his desire to avoid mission creep in
the Implementation Force (IFOR) operations in Bosnia and HerzegovinaF_Z] Adam
Siegel was arguably the first to define the term. He identified four types of “mission
change”: task accretion (progressively adding tasks viewed as necessary to achieve
initial mission goals); mission shift (when additional tasks disconnected from political
decision-making about objectives cause the mission to expand); mission transition

(where a mission “undergoes an unclear or unstated shift in objectives”, often through

81. Rodin, |“Ending War: A Response to Richard Miller,” 361.
82. Adam B. Siegel, “Mission Creep or Mission Misunderstood?,” Joint Forces Quarterly, 2000,
112-15.
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“gradual” modification); and mission leap (where a mission is “radically changed”).@
The 2010 US Army Field Manual, The Army in Multinational Operations'] defined
the term as “tangential efforts to assist in areas of concern unrelated to assigned
duties that cripple efficient mission accomplishment”. The term also appears in the
2016 edition of the manual, without definition, its meaning presumed in statements

about commanders needing to “avoid” it.

In terms of analysing mission creep dynamics or causes, Michael Robinson attempted
to identify the factors causing NATO’s Kosovo Force (KFOR) expansion. His focus
was on regional and local Kosovo dynamics and does not explain how events in
the US contributed, if at all, to this change.ﬁ Gordon Adams and Shoon Murray
provide the most extensive explanation of how mission creep occurred within the US
military and defence establishment since the 9-11 terrorist attacks, but theirs is a
meta-analysis of changing institutional mandates and expectations and the effect
on American foreign policy@ Although humanitarian interventions like Somalia
and Kosovo have been criticised for mission creep, there is an absence of detailed
comparative work on how and why the missions shifted over time, and how these

changes affected exit strategies or vice versa.

83. Siegel, |“Mission Creep or Mission Misunderstood?’

84. The United States Army, US Army Field Manual (FM) 3-16, The Army in Multinational
Operations (Washington D.C.: Government Printing Office, 2010), 2—4.

85. Michael A. Robinson, “Military Operations in Kosovo and the Danger of ‘Mission Creep’,”
Military Review, May 28, 2014, 1-5.

86. Gordon Adams and Shoon Kathleen Murray, eds., Mission Creep: The Militarization of US
Foreign Policy? (Washington D.C.: Georgetown University Press, 2014).
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CHAPTER 3

Discourse, Justification and Normative
Eixpectations

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter I noted existing scholarly and policy literature largely
overlooks the issue of humanitarian intervention exit strategies. Instead, analysts
tend to presume exit strategies are implemented as transition points between the
combat phase of interventions and post-conflict peace-building, even if foreign soldiers
frequently remain throughout. Where exit strategies are considered, they are treated
parenthetically and rely on orthodox conceptions of victory and war termination.
I argued the problem with these prevailing approaches is they do not adequately
account for the deep moral impetus motivating humanitarian interventions and
constraining expectations of success. To more accurately appreciate the dynamics of
exit strategies in US humanitarian interventions, I suggest it is helpful to look at
exit strategy discourse, including how it is embedded within culturally constructed

justifications for withdrawing troops from military interventions.

To develop a better understanding of this discourse and how it might affect justifica-

tions and decision-making about exit, in this chapter I turn to discourse theory for

29



Chapter 3. Discourse, Justification, Expectations Anna Samson

my conceptual starting point. Discourse theory has numerous entry points and in
the first section I chart a course through the various discourse frameworks to show
where my thesis fits. I begin by explaining how discourse and culture are understood
within international relations (IR) and foreign policy analysis (FPA). Explanations
of political discourse theory (PDT), rhetorical presidency public justification theory

studies follows.

Next I consider narrative framework theory as a new approach for unpacking American
public discourses about US military operations. This narrative framework does not
simply exist; it is shaped by citizens’ national role conception, including normative
expectations for America’s international behaviour. My own research supports
other scholars in finding America’s national role conception centres on three sets of
normative expectations for using military force: (1) American exceptionalism and
manifest destiny; (2) World War IT as an archetype of a ‘good’ war and the Vietnam
War as its antithesis; and (3) winning as morally vindicating the decision to use force.
In my thesis I show how commonly-held ideas and perceptions about exit strategies
and military force shape ideas about the reasonableness of some political actions and
foreclose other options for US presidentd!] as foreign policy decision-makers and affects
how they craft and justify exit strategies from humanitarian interventions. While
discourse is central to understanding presidential justifications for exit strategies,
it does not provide a complete explanation for all exit strategy justifications in
every case. To conclude this chapter I consider the wider domestic and international

context affecting presidential action, as well as the scope for strategic narrative.

Figure is a graphical representation of how I see the theories I discuss in this
chapter contributing to a discursive framework for presidential justifications for
humanitarian intervention exit strategies. The arrow connecting each component of
the framework represents a feedback loop; components are not static or immutable
but are themselves sites of discursive struggle in which the president participates

during an intervention. One outcome of this discursive struggle is that the way this

1. Valerie M. Hudson, Foreign Policy Analysis: Classic and Contemporary Theory (Lanham:
Rowman & Littlefield, 2013), 137.

Finishing the job 60



Chapter 3. Discourse, Justification, Expectations Anna Samson

framework operates in one intervention also shapes how components are constructed

in subsequent interventions.

Political myths

Narrative framework

Presidential justifications for regarding US military action

exit strategies

National role conception
establishing normative

Rhetorical manoeuvres/ .
standards of behaviour

strategic narrative

Imagined possibilities for
action

Figure 3.1: Discursive framework of presidential justifications for exit strategies

3.2 A word on normative expectations

The idea that individuals hold certain ideas or beliefs about the world around them
and use these ideas to guide their own behaviour as well as judge the behaviour of
others, is a well-established tenet of psychology, law, sociology, and political science.
These ideas are ‘expectations’ because they are prospective in nature; they anticipate
the behaviour of others. An individual’s own actions are also based on presumptions
about what other actors’ expect and on others’ reactions. These expectations are
‘normative’ insofar as they contain a moral or values-based judgement; that is,

expectations are judgments about behaviour that are 'good’ or 'bad’, behaviour that
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‘ought’ or ’ought not’ to occur.ﬂ Normative expectations can be evidenced through

behaviour including speech.

It is not the purpose of my research to investigate the reasonableness or otherwise
of the normative expectations held in the context of developing, justifying or im-
plementing exit strategies from humanitarian interventionsﬂ Nor is it my purpose
to measure these normative expectations. I treat normative expectations in the
functionalist sense, wherein expectations imbue social action with meaning, with the

behaviours they give rise to creating a shared values and identities.

My research focuses on demonstrating the existence of these normative expectations,
to identify how the source of these expectations are grounded in pervasive (but not
unchanging) ideas in popular American discourse about the role of military force.
I explore how these expectations constrain presidential decision-making through
a series of case studies demonstrate interplay of normative expectations and their
relative influence in the presidential decision-making. In essence, I adopt Cristina
Bicchieri’s idea that normative expectations constrain presidential discourse and
other behaviour because presidents believe that their constituents expect them to

fulfil these expectations, even when other choices may be open to themﬁ

Bicchieri’s and my work are thus closely aligned with Frank Schimmelfennig’s work
on rhetorical action and entrapment. However, while Schimmelfennig tends to focus
on 'naming and shaming’ and reputational risk as a means for coercing compliance
with international norms, my work argues that discursive constraints need not
be actively invoked by those who judge presidential action. Rather normative
expectations and the discursive constraints within them form a part of the pre-

existing framework within which contemporary presidents have had to craft their

2. Nicholas Onuf, International Legal Theory, Essays and Engagements, 1966-2006 (New York:
Routledge, 2008), 446.

3. For an example of a work that attempts to do this see Dale C. Copeland, Economic Interdepen-
dence and War (online: Princeton University Press, 2015), who looks at whether or not expectations
about economic decline in times of war are 'factual’.

4. Cristina Bicchieri, The Grammar of Society: The Nature and Dynamics of Social Norms
(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2006).
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exit strategy justifications in humanitarian interventions.E] For more on my use of

normative expectations in this thesis see subsection [3.3.5

3.3 Discourse and foreign policy action

3.3.1 Discourse and culture in foreign policy analysis

Discourse studies explores the ways humans use modes of expression—frequently
language but also visual, auditory and other communications—to create, transmit
and reproduce knowledge. Discourse scholars argue discourse is neither neutral nor
natural; instead discourse shapes and is shaped by relationships of power, domination,
resistance and hierarchyff| As founding discourse scholar Michel Foucault argues,
communication is not rational but regulated by ritual:

We know perfectly well that we do not have the right to say everything, that
we cannot speak of anything at all in any circumstance whatsoever; not just
anyone, finally, may speak of just anythingE]

Like Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu argues language is a social-historical phenomenon.
Bourdieu notes some expressions of language or utterances are performative; not
strictly true or false but “ways of acting or participating in a ritual. . .inseparable
from the institution that defines the conditions (such as the place, the time, the
agent) that must be fulfilled for the utterance to be effective” E] Bourdieu argues
social institutions underpin the power, authority and believability of justifications

rather than any claim to rationality/’

Bourdieu’s theory of practicd'| counters rationalist decision-making models that

presume actions are outcomes of conscious calculation. Instead, “by virtue of the

5. Frank Schimmelfennig, “The Community Trap: Liberal Norms, Rhetorical Action, and the
Eastern Enlargement of the European Union,” International Organization 55, no. 1 (2001): 47-80.

6. Michel Foucault, Archaeology of Knowledge, Routledge Classics (London: Routledge, 2002).

7. Michel Foucault, Michel Foucault: Power, Truth, Strategy, ed. Meaghan Morris and Paul
Patton (Sydney: Feral Publications, 1979), 11.

8. Pierre Bourdieu, Language and symbolic power, Reprint, ed. John B. Thompson, trans. Gino
Raymond and Matthew Adamson (Cambridge: Polity Press, 2009), 8.

9. [Ibid.| 8-10.

10. Pierre Bourdieu, “Social Space and Symbolic Power,” Sociological Theory 7, no. 1 (1989):
14-25.
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habitus, individuals are already predisposed to act in certain ways”, and because
individuals are the product of social histories that “endure in the habitus, their
actions can never be analysed adequately as the outcome of conscious calculation” H
Bourdieu also notes all discourse takes place within certain contexts— 'markets’—such
that all actors within those contexts must take into account the ‘market conditions’
in which their words will be received and valued by others. Consequently a process
of ‘censorship’ occurs in discourse as actors preemptively attempt to ensure that

their speech is compatible with market expectationsm

I agree with discourse theorists that social actors construct their reality. The
ontological assumptions underpinning discourse theory can be categorised as idealist.ﬁ
My epistemological approach is social constructionistEI position myself alongside
social scientists in arguing knowledge construction occurs “against a background
of shared interpretations, practices and language; they occur within our historical,
cultural and gendered ways of being” E The source of ideas derives from humans
“making sense” of the physical world and their relationships with others through

inter-subjective, meaning-making activities.ﬁ

The discourse theories of Foucault, Habermas, Bourdieu and others have influenced
inquiry across the humanitiesm Within political science and IR, post-structuralists
were the first discourse scholars, arguing language should be taken seriously and
explaining states and other foreign policy actors are constituted in discourse. Dis-
cursive deconstruction in IR allows analysts to look behind unquestioned axioms of

identity, power and rationality shaping our understanding of foreign policy actionE

11. Bourdieu, |Language and symbolic power, 16-17.

12. [ibid/, 19.

13. Norman Blaikie, Approaches to Social Enquiry, 2nd ed. (Cambridge: Polity, 2007), 16.

14. [Tbid.} 22.

15. [Ibid.} 23.

16. [Ibid., 22-23.

17. Ove K. Pedersen, Discourse Analysis, Working Paper 65 (Frederiksberg: Copenhagen Business
School, 2009); Michael Karlberg, “Discourse Theory and Peace,” in The Encyclopedia of Peace
Psychology, ed. Daniel J. Christie (Malden: Wiley Blackwell Publishing, 2012).

18. Lene Hansen, “Reconstructing Desecuritisation: The Normative-Political in the Copenhagen
School and Directions for How to Apply It,” Review of International Studies 38, no. 3 (2012): 99.
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Foreign policy analysis (FPA) is an agent-oriented branch of IR theory focusing
on decisions made by individuals or groups about issues beyond the borders of the
nation—statem FPA provides a framework within which comparatively recent efforts
to understand how culture and social constructions affect state behaviour can be
integrated into IR analysis@ FPA’s theoretical antecedents lie mainly in the work
of social constructivists, acknowledging ideas construct preferences, interests and the
material world. FPA goes further than most social constructivist thinking, placing
human decision-makers as the purveyors of ideas, rather than the disembodied ideas
themselves, at the crux of inquiry@ For example, Richard Jackson explains how the
US ‘war on terror’ and ‘9/11” have become cultural ideographﬁ and Frédérik Mérand
uses Bourdieu’s sociological framework rather than ‘strategic culture’ to explain
challenges to maintaining common European identity.@ FPA also provides an avenue

for acknowledging domestic constraints and context in shaping state behaviour.

In her comprehensive guide to FPA, Valerie Hudson provides a typology of its main
levels of analysis, each with different foci and investigative approaches. These levels
are: cognitive processes; leader personality and orientation; small group dynamics; or-
ganisational process; bureaucratic politics; domestic political considerations; national
attributes; regional and international systems, and culture and identity.@ Hudson
contends this final category—culture and identity—is one of the least developed in

FPA and it is where I have situated my investigation.ﬁ

A key aspect of the relationship between discourse theory and the study of culture
in FPA is that discourse provides an insight into the way culture is understood,

processed, recreated and challenged. Discourse is what gives culture meaning because

19. Hudson, |Foreign Policy Analysis: Classic and Contemporary Theory, 4, 7.

20. Valerie M. Hudson, ed., Culture & Foreign Policy (Boulder: L. Rienner Publishers, 1997).

21. Margaret Sprout and Harold Sprout, An Fcological Paradigm for the Study of International
Politics (Princeton: Princeton University Centre of International Studies, 1968).

22. Richard Jackson, “Culture, Identity and Hegemony: Continuity and (the Lack of) Change
in US Counterterrorism Policy from Bush to Obama,” International Politics 48, nos. 2-3 (2011):
390-411.

23. Frédéric Mérand, “Pierre Bourdieu and the Birth of European Defense,” Security Studies 19,
no. 2 (2010): 342-74.

24. Hudson, |Foreign Policy Analysis: Classic and Contemporary Theoryl 34.

25. [Ibid.; 118.
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it is how meaning is Constructed@ In conducting discourse analysis, foreign policy
analysts generally focus on public texts. Discourse analysis in FPA is less concerned
with the ‘inner workings’ of decision-makers (unlike, for example, those studying
political psychology) and instead focuses on how discourses are invoked to achieve
particular purposes. I agree with Kenneth Wilkening that it is useful to look at
questions of culture in foreign policy analysis, not because of any resulting claims
about causality in decision-making, but because of the relationship culture has to the
broader issue of power in politics; that is, as an endeavour to explore which cultural

ideas are harnessed by whom to achieve what purposes.lﬂ

While culture is an important field of inquiry in FPA, social context has been part
of strategic studies literature, albeit at the margins. In 1977 Russell Weigley wrote
about an “American way of War”@ That same year Jack Snyder introduced the
concept of ‘strategic culture’ to understand the USSR’s nuclear doctrine”] In the
subsequent decades there was also some peripheral scholarly interest in using culture
to explain different approaches by the US and other countries to assessing their
national security interests, threat perceptions and war fighting approaches. Examples
include Colin Gray’s discussion of an American ‘national style’ﬂ and K.P. O'Reilly’s
analysis of America’s ‘rogue states’ doctrineﬂ Some scholars have also explored
links between strategic culture and presidential discourse, including studies of the

role US presidents can play in shaping strategic culture. For example, in analysing

26. Alan Cienki and Dvora Yanow, “Why Metaphor and Other Tropes? Linguistic Approaches to
Analysing Policies and the Political,” Journal of International Relations and Development 16, no. 2
(2013): 168, accessed October 30, 2017; David Campbell, Writing Security: United States Foreign
Policy and the Politics of Identity, Rev. ed (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1998).

27. Kenneth E. Wilkening, “Culture and Japanese Citizen Influence on the Transboundary Air
Pollution Issue in Northeast Asia,” Political Psychology 20, no. 4 (1999): 701-23.

28. Russell Frank Weigley, The American Way of War: A History of United States Military Strategy
and Policy, Indiana University Press paperback ed, The Wars of the United States (Bloomington:
Indiana University Press, 1977).

29. Jack L. Snyder, The Soviet Strategic Culture: Implications for Limited Nuclear Operations R-
2154-AF (Washington D.C.: RAND Corporation, September 1977).

30. Colin S. Gray, “National Style in Strategy: The American Example,” International Security 6,
no. 2 (1981): 21-47.

31. K. P. O'Reilly, “A Rogue Doctrine?: The Role of Strategic Culture on US Foreign Policy
Behavior: A Rogue Doctrine ?,” Foreign Policy Analysis 9, no. 1 (2013): 57-77; See also: Carnes
Lord, “American Strategic Culture,” Comparative Strategy 5, no. 3 (1985): 269-93; Adrian R. Lewis,
The American Culture of War: The History of U.S. Military Force from World War II to Operation
Iraqi Freedom (New York: Routledge, 2007).
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Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson’s influence on US foreign policy, Stephen
Walker and Mark Schafer conclude these presidents’ beliefs about the nature of the

“political universe” in which they operated affected their political decisions.@

Nevertheless, prevailing approaches to studying American strategic culture suffer
some limitations. First, these works commonly privilege the US historical experience
without always acknowledging collective memories of these experiences or the lessons
learned are themselves socially embedded. Recent illustrative but not unique examples
are found in a 2014 volume of Contemporary Security Policy dedicated to US strategic
culture, including Brice Harris’ contribution in which he takes as axiomatic US
strategic culture causing Americans to “substitute technology for strategy in war” [
Such contributions do not explain where US strategic culture comes from or why
certain experiences yield cultural legacies and others do not. Instead, ‘culture’ is used
as an explanation of last resort; to cover causative elements resistant to shoehorning
into realist explanationSF’_Z] Looking directly at presidential justifications allows us to
get behind these assumed tenets of strategic culture, unpacking ideas that might not
necessarily be wholly truthful or accurately applied but are nevertheless salient in

providing the moral basis for strategic action.

Second, other approaches to strategic culture delve into the realm of political
psychology, to uncover the origins of individual belief systems, travelling down the
difficult path of discerning intention, motivation and individual agency in strategic
decision-making. Such micro-level analysis may prove interesting but it is difficult to
grasp the overall trajectory of culture, or discern patterns in strategic culture-making
or -reinforcement. The social context in which the individual is situated may be
downplayed such that influences on an individual’s reasoning—what is within the
realm of imagined possibilities—are only addressed parenthetically. While I do not

explore political psychology in this thesis, I acknowledge the context of presidential

32. Stephen G. Walker and Mark Schafer, “Theodore Roosevelt and Woodrow Wilson as Cultural
Icons of U.S. Foreign Policy,” Political Psychology 28, no. 6 (2007): 747-76.

33. Brice F. Harris, “United States Strategic Culture and Asia-Pacific Security,” Contemporary
Security Policy 35, no. 2 (2014): 290-309.

34. Mérand, |“Pierre Bourdieu and the Birth of European Defensel”
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discourse in what I refer to as “room for rhetorical manouevure”, which I discuss in

section 3.5 below.

Despite its potential to yield new insights, research on culture and discourse remains
at the margins of IR, FPA and strategic studies.ﬁ On the specific topic of human-
itarian intervention, there are three contributions worth mentioning, although all
focus on the decisions to commence rather than end intervention. In her discourse
anlaysis of UNSC debates about intervention, Carrie Booth Walling shows UNSC
members are more likely to support intervention when they agree to construct human
rights as compatible with ideas of sovereignty.ﬁ Booth Walling’s study influenced
decision-making quantitative analysis in other humanitarian crises, including Juraj
Medzihorsky and colleagues’ look at how human rights discourse featured in UNSC
debates about intervention in Syria.m Martha Finnemore takes a broad view of the
phenomenon of intervention, tracing how the idea and its use have changed over 400
years. She argues state intervention persists while the reasons for and meaning of in-
tervention shifted. Finnemore notes the types of interventions rejected in earlier times
have now been normalised. Changes in perspectives arose as the normative value of
armed force declined, equality norms expanded and the importance of international
law increased¥| In his analysis of humanitarian intervention discourse, Gustavo
Gozzi traces the discursive shift from humanitarian intervention to responsibility
to protect arguing both discourses fundamentally challenge sovereignty ideas and

represent “hegemonic discourse” [

My approach extends Booth Walling’s, Finnemore’s and Gozzi’s work on the initial

stages of humanitarian interventions, using discourse analysis to develop explanations

35. Jennifer Milliken, “The Study of Discourse in International Relations: A Critique of Research
and Methods,” European Journal of International Relations 5, no. 2 (1999): 225-54.

36. Carrie Booth Walling, All Necessary Measures: The United Nations and Humanitarian Inter-
vention, Pennsylvania Studies in Human Rights (Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press,
2013).

37. Juraj Medzihorsky, Milos Popovic, and Erin K. Jenne, “Rhetoric of Civil Conflict Management:
United Nations Security Council Debates over the Syrian Civil War,” Research € Politics 4, no. 2
(2017): 1-10.

38. Martha Finnemore, The Purpose of Intervention: Changing Beliefs about the Use of Force
(Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 2003).

39. Gustavo Gozzi, “The “Discourse” of International Law and Humanitarian Intervention: The
“Discourse” of International Law,” Ratio Juris 30, no. 2 (2017): 186-204.
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for ending interventions. In aligning my work with the cultural and discourse school
of thought in FPA my thesis provides a new avenue for considering the dynamics
of humanitarian intervention exit strategy decision-making and justifications. My
theoretical approach draws on FPA but is also informed by political discourse theory,
public justification theory and rhetorical presidency analysis. All these approaches
consider how elite decision-makers use ideas, myths and narratives that resonate

with their audiences to create compelling justifications for political action.

3.3.2 Political discourse theory

Political discourse comprises actions and interactions occurring predominantly in
the public sphere between participants in political processes, including politicians,
bureaucrats, citizens, organisations and institutions. Political discourse reflects and is
constrained by schematic forms of political actionm Before political discourse theory
(PDT) was established in the 1960s as a distinct field of research, similar inquiries
occurred in rhetoric and argumentation studies. There are four main approaches to
PDT, each of which are associated with their principle proponents: Ernesto Laclau
and Chantal Mouffe['T] Paul Chilton[? Isabel and Norman Fairclough[*] and Ruth

Wodak and Martin Riesgl.@ My work in this thesis draws most heavily on Wodak

40. Teun A. van Dijk, “What Is Political Discourse Analysis?,” in Political Linguistics, ed. Jan
Blommaert and Chris Bulcaen (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 1995), 28.

41. Marianne Jorgensen and Louise Phillips, “Laclau and Mouffe’s Discourse Theory,” in Discourse
Analysis as Theory and Method (London: SAGE, 2002); Claire Sutherland, “Nation-Building through
Discourse Theory,” ASEAN 11, no. 2 (2005): 191; Ernesto Laclau and Chantal Mouffe, Hegemony
and Socialist Strategy: Towards a Radical Democratic Politics (London: Verso, 1985).

42. Paul Chilton and Christina Schéiffner, “Introduction: Themes and Principles in the Analysis
of Political Discourse,” in Politics as Text and Talk: Analytic Approaches to Political Discourse, ed.
Paul A. Chilton and Christina Schaaffner (Amsterdam: Benjamins, 2002), 1-44; Paul A Chilton,
Analysing Political Discourse Theory and Practice (London: Routledge, 2004).

43. Isabela Fairclough and Norman Fairclough, Political Discourse Analysis. a Method for Advanced
Students (Oxon: Routledge, 2012); Norman Fairclough, Critical Discourse Analysis: The Critical
Study of Language. (Hoboken: Taylor and Francis, 2013); Ruth Wodak and Michael Meyer, “Critical
Discourse Analysis: History, Agenda, Theory and Methodology,” in Methods of Critical Discourse
Analysis, 2nd (London: SAGE, 2009), 1-33; Ruth Wodak et al., Methods of Text and Discourse
Analysis: In Search of Meaning (London: SAGE, 2000); Meriel Bloor and Thomas Bloor, The
Practice of Critical Discourse Analysis: An Introduction (London: Hodder Arnold, 2007).

44. Martin Reisigl and Ruth Wodak, “The Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA),” in Methods of
Critical Discourse Analysis, 2nd (London: SAGE, 2009), 87-121; Gilbert Weiss and Ruth Wodak,
eds., Critical Discourse Analysis (London: Palgrave Macmillan UK, 2003).
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and Riesgl’s discourse-historical approach (DHA).

Although my thesis is situated within DHA, it is important to emphasise some
common themes across all PDTs informing my investigative approach. First, all
political discourse theorists agree language is socially constituted and affected by
institutional and historical constraints, as well as structures of power, domination
and hierarchy. I argue humanitarian interventions, as political endeavours, are
constrained by collective historical understandings and dominant, ‘common sense’
views of how intervention should be conducted and ended. Second, political discourse
is more than explanation; it is a process of argumentation in which social actors
attempt to persuade others of the normative superiority of their world views. I argue
that during interventions, one major purpose US presidents have is to convince their
domestic constituents that troop withdrawal choices are morally justified and satisfy
normative expectations of appropriate action. Third, although interesting, it is not
important whether the US president “believes” his exit strategy justifications. What
matters is his or her decision to frame justifications in particular ways believing
they convince Americans of the rightness of his or her actions because these frames
are sufficiently internalised as ‘truthful” representations of reality. Finally, political
discourse is not fixed but subject to processes of contested reproduction changing
over time. For humanitarian interventions, I argue debates in the US and the wider
international community about using military force to defend human rights affect the
imagined possibilities available for presidents justifying decisions about withdrawing

troops from humanitarian interventions.

Ruth Wodak, Martin Reisigl and their colleagues developed the discourse-historical
approach (DHA) in the late 1980s[®]| Much DHA work occurred outside the English-
speaking academic world with most publications in German. DHA focuses on

the “validity claim of normative rightness” occurring through argumentation [

45. Wodak and Meyer, |“Critical Discourse Analysis: History, Agenda, Theory and Methodology/’;
Reisigl and Wodak, |“The Discourse-Historical Approach (DHA)”

46. Martin Reisigl, “Argumentation Analysis and the Discourse-Historical Approach: A Method-
ological Framework,” in Contemporary Critical Discourse Studies, ed. Christopher Hart and Piotr
Cap (London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2014), 69.
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DHA scholars integrate normative dimensions into their analysis, primarily by
distinguishing between reasonable and fallacious argumentation. DHA provides ten
“pragma-dialectical rules of critical discussion” to help distinguish between ‘sound’ and
‘fallacious’ argumentation, although Martin Reisigl argues these ten principles are
not rigid rules but rather function as guidelines.@ Argumentation soundness is one
area explored by DHA scholars and Reisigl identifies another three: (a) functional,
formal and content-related analysis of argumentation; (b) analysis of the macro-,
meso- or micro-structure of argumentation; and (c) argument representation versus

argument performanceEg]

Public justification fits within the DHA approach. For DHA scholars, argumentation
is ultimately a strategic issue. Topoi are a way of strategically organising speech
acts to indicate how social actors can most convincingly engage in argumentation["]
Like other DHA scholars, my work is content-related; I identify the main ideas
underpinning the ways US presidents justify decisions to withdraw troops from
humanitarian interventions. My approach uses the rhetorical concept of topoi as
a means for identifying the dynamic premises of arguments, which Reisigl says
reveals the “specific character of discourses (subject positions, controversial claims,
justification strategies, ideologies, etc.)” m The way I use topoi in my thesis is as
“normative concepts”, which are part of normative concepts analysis (NOCA) and
discourse tracing methods of studying public justification. I discuss these methods

in Chapter [4]

3.3.3 Public justification theory

DHA scholars influenced public justification theory (PJT) when it emerged in 2015.
PJT focuses on argumentation in public political communication. Studies of public

justification acknowledge inter-subjective reasoning as central to the public, political

47. [bid.

48. [Tbid., 76.
49. Thid., 90.
50. [Tbid., 77.
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answers given to the ‘why?’” question asked of social actorSE PJT scholars trace the
way language reflects and shapes justifications, examining the “communicative process
of legitimacy-making (and unmaking) in the public sphere” H Public justification
is grounded in social context. Social context underpins an actor’s legitimacy and
authority to speak as well as furnishes her with reasons likely to resonate with an
audience and have the most persuasive value. In order to craft justifications that
“make sense”, an actor will invariably rely on reasons with a “taken-for-granted”
quality.@ To understand public justifications, researchers must therefore identify and
deconstruct these unquestioned /unquestionable ideas and reflect on how they are

(re)produced, internalised or subverted, examining the process of ‘creating reality’.

Contemporary public justification theory draws much from the work of leading
DHA scholar Theo van Leeuwen who set out a framework for analysing legitimation
in human communication@ van Leeuwen proposes four categories of legitimation:
“authorisation” (based on reference to authority of tradition, custom, law and insti-
tutional authority); “moral evaluation” (based on values); “rationalisation” (based
on goals and uses of institutionalised social action); and “mythopoesis” (conveyed
through narratives rewarding legitimate action)ﬂ vanLeeuwen suggests legitimation
is not restricted to speech acts but can be performed through visual or musical

representations @

Building on van Leeuwen’s work, Anthony Reyes examines how “political leaders
justify their political agendas”. He sees political legitimisation, or public justifica-
tion, as behaviour “enacted by argumentation”, seeking audience approvalﬂ Reyes’

categories of legitimisation are:

51. Abulof and Kornprobst, |“Unpacking Public Justification.”

52. Abulof and Kornprobst, |“Introduction,” 9.

53. [Ibid.} 6.

54. Theo van Leeuwen, “Legitimation in Discourse and Communication,” Discourse & Communi-
cation 1, no. 1 (2007): 91-112.

55. [Ibid.} 92.

56. [Ibid., 107.

57. Antonio Reyes, “Strategies of Legitimization in Political Discourse: From Words to Actions,”
Discourse and Society 22, no. 6 (2011): 782-84.
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1. Legitimisation through emotions. Speakers create two sides to a given event
resulting in a positively-portrayed ‘us’ group and a negatively depicted ‘them’

group

2. Legitimisation through a hypothetical future. Speakers identify a future threat

requiring immediate present action.

3. Legitimisation through rationality. Speakers refer to socially-acceptable decision-

making processes to present actions as thoughtful and considered judgments.@

4. Legitimisation through voices of expertise. Speakers identify experts in a specific

field as supporting a specific course of action.

5. Altruism. Speakers present a course of action as serving the ‘common good’

including the audience and/or a remote society in need of ‘our’ helpm

I use both van Leeuwen and Reyes’ categorisations of justification practices as
a starting point for analysing presidential public justifications for humanitarian
intervention exit strategies. The US president occupies a unique social position as a
person with the power to define political reality as viewed from the vantage point
of the United States. Portraying this reality also sets the standards for how others
outside the US judge its actions. Again, it is not about whether those outside the
US believe the justifications themselves are ‘true’ but that they form the frame of
legitimate and legitimisable American foreign policy action. At the same time, for a
president’s definition to be believed, to be considered legitimate and to ‘resonate’
with his audience, the president’s approach must fit within the American people’s
‘taken-for-granted’, normative expectations. It is valuable, therefore, to understand
how the president reflects and shapes the reality of humanitarian interventions

through his exit strategy justifications. I discuss this view in greater detail in section

58. See also Wodak et al., |Methods of Text and Discourse Analysisi Edward J. Lordan, Case for
Combat: How Presidents Persuade Americans to Go to War (ebook: EBSCO Publishing, 2010), 12.

59. David Zarefsky, “Presidential Rhetoric and the Power of Definition,” Presidential Studies
Quarterly 34, no. 3 (2004): 607—20.

60. Reyes, | “Strategies of Legitimization in Political Discourse: From Words to Actions,” 785-87.
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drawing on the work of scholars who study the ‘rhetorical presidency’.

3.3.4 The rhetorical presidency during wartime

The rhetorical presidency—the study of US presidential discourseEFwas pioneered
in the 1980s, first in the work of J.W. Ceaser and colleaguesﬂ and then Jeffrey
Tulis in The Rhetorical Presidency[”| The central motivation for this research is
that presidential rhetoric matters, even if its impact cannot always be guaranteed@
Despite political, social and technological changes the power of the institution of
the presidency is such that it defines national realities and constitutes the American
nation.ﬁ Notwithstanding its significance, the literature on presidential discourse in
wartime remains relatively small and focuses almost exclusively on how US presidents
frame decisions to start wars or continue fighting them["’| My work extends this

literature into exit strategies and decisions to end humanitarian interventions.

At no time is the president’s ability to define reality for the American people more
marked than when the US is fighting wars overseas. The majority of US citizens
have no direct experience of military action and must therefore look to people like
their president who hold themselves out as authorities on the realities of war. Even

with the prevalence of news media, the information journalists can access is partial

61. Mary E. Stuckey, “Rethinking the Rhetorical Presidency and Presidential Rhetoric,” Review
of Communication 10, no. 1 (2010): 38-52; Terri Bimes, “Understanding the Rhetorical Presidency,”
in The Ozford Handbook of the American Presidency, ed. George C. Edwards and William G. Howell,
The Oxford Handbooks of American Politics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2009).

62. J. W. Ceaser et al., “The Rise of the Rhetorical Presidency,” in Rethinking the Presidency, ed.
Thomas E. Cronin (Boston: Little, Brown, 1982), 233-52.

63. Jeffrey K. Tulis, The Rhetorical Presidency (Princeton: Princeton Univ. Pr, 1987).

64. Zarefsky, |“Presidential Rhetoric and the Power of Definition,” 611.

65. Stuckey, |“Rethinking the Rhetorical Presidency and Presidential Rhetoric,” 41; Martin J.
Medhurst, ed., Before the Rhetorical Presidency, 1st edition, Presidential Rhetoric Series 19 (College
Station: Texas A&M University Press, 2008), 133.

66. Eran Ben-Porath, “Rhetoric of Atrocities: The Place of Horrific Human Rights Abuses in
Presidential Persuasion Efforts,” Presidential Studies Quarterly 37, no. 2 (2007): 181-202; Francis A.
Beer and Robert Hariman, “Post-Realism, Just War and the Gulf War Debate,” in Politically
Speaking: A Worldwide Examination of Language Used in the Public Sphere, ed. Ofer Feldman and
Christ’l De Landtsheer (Connecticut: Praeger, 1998), 184-93; Andrew J. Brown, “The Righteous
Use of Violence: Rhetoric and Mythmaking before the First Gulf War (1990-91),” PoLAR 27, no. 2
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and must frequently rely on government sources; fuller analysis is also often not
timely. Therefore how US presidents frame wars—motivations, conduct, objectives,

evaluations—affects how those wars are understood and remembered by the American

peoplem

Looking at a president’s public justifications for military decisions reveals which
options are considered ‘legitimate’ and enables us to identify which choices are
open or foreclosed@ Presidential justifications therefore reflect, reinforce and shape
a language of practicality within which the wider security and foreign relations
community discusses and advocates particular policy positions.@ As Consuelo Cruz
argues, the pervasiveness of particular ideas central to identity formation can constrain
the “collective field of imaginable possibilities” of actionm What US discourse permits
as legitimate or legitimisable is all the more important given America’s great power
status, its ability to support its normative predispositions with military force, and
the extent to which its normative frameworks have historically been assimilated
into global institutional Structures.ﬂ This is particularly true of the international

framework for using military force for humanitarian purposes.

The classic objection to this discursive approach, extended to discourse analysis
more generally in strategic studies and IR, is that regardless of his motivations,
presidential justifications do not matter. After all, civilian control of the military is
well-established in the US and the president has authority—within the bounds of the
Constitution—to deploy troops and withdraw them as he sees fit. Presidents taking

the trouble to communicate decisions to the American people, let alone convince

67. Lordan, |Case for Combat: How Presidents Persuade Americans to Go to Warl This prevailing
power of the president can be seen, for example, in the narrative about weapons of mass destruction
in Iraq that became the dominant narrative for that war, despite its inaccuracy.
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and American Society: New Agendas, ed. Roderick P. Hart and Bartholomew H. Sparrow (Rowman /
Littlefield Publishers, 2001), 20.
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Regime Change and Rivalry Termination,” International Interactions 22, no. 4 (1997): 172-73, 178.
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them the decisions are legitimate, is arguably a mere courtesy rather than a demand
of the office, as the long history of covert military operations under every president
since George Washington attestsm Further, even if one accepts the president’s role
involves justifying foreign policy decisions, justifications are arguably just the window
dressing of military action and do not have substantive bearing on the actual killing,
dying and political transformation in war. This is Stephen Walt’s view. 