










Iraq are very high. Before an audience at the
American Enterprise Institute in 2007, he pro-
claimed that leaving Iraq would create a real
prospect for “a fundamental change in the
world where radical Islamic extremism domi-
nates the entire world.”29 McCain repeated
this thinking in June 2008 when he responded
to a question from Fortune magazine asking
“Senator, what do you see as the gravest long-
term threat to the U.S. economy?” by saying “I
would think that the absolute gravest threat is
the struggle that we’re in against radical
Islamic extremism, which can affect, if they
prevail, our very existence.”30

Senator McCain was a leading critic of the
Bush administration’s implementation of the
war, criticizing especially the number of U.S.
troops in the country starting in 2003.31 In
2003, McCain called for “at least another full
division” to be deployed to Iraq.32 By 2004,
McCain was praising the decision to raise
troop levels from 115,000 to 135,000, noting
that “I’d like to believe it was my comments
[calling for more troops that promoted the
change], but in fact it’s the realities on the
ground.”33 In 2005, McCain told Meet the
Press that the number of U.S. troops on the
ground in Iraq was “probably enough,”34 but
135,000 troops turned out not to be a barrier
against civil war, so McCain ultimately called
for still more, supporting the 2007 decision to
send 30,000 additional U.S. troops to Iraq.

Strangely, though, at times McCain ap-
peared to be an ardent supporter of the Bush
approach and even of current bête noire Donald
Rumsfeld, telling Fox News in May 2004, after
the abu Ghraib scandal and with the Iraq insur-
gency raging, that Rumsfeld had “done a fine
job.”35 By December 2005 McCain was reassur-
ing Americans that “progress is being made in a
lot of Iraq. Overall, I think a year from now, we
will have made a fair amount of progress if we
stay the course. If I thought we weren’t making
progress, I’d be despondent.”36

By 2006, however, McCain had begun chast-
ising the administration and its supporters for
having promised the American people that the
Iraq war would be “some kind of day at the
beach.”37 But as seen above, McCain’s track

record of predicting results in Iraq demon-
strates that he was one of the most errant ana-
lysts of what was transpiring.

For Senator McCain, every positive develop-
ment in Iraq has represented a watershed.
Every setback has been little more than a test of
America’s will. This is a dangerous view of the
world, particularly in the context of counterin-
surgency. Will is an inadequate tool for unrav-
eling indigenous resistance to foreign occupa-
tion. Military occupations are costly and
time-consuming endeavors, but they frequent-
ly fall victim to the paradox that dedicating
large numbers of resources for a long period of
time elicits resistance to the occupation in the
target country as well as at home. Such endeav-
ors have a high failure rate, and in any case,
presidential doggedness ranks low on the list of
determinants of success.38 If a President
McCain continued to believe that the combi-
nation of will and more troops is a tonic for
dissolving foreign resistance to occupation, the
United States could find itself in 2013—or
2018—still patrolling the streets of Baghdad.

Iran
The struggle with Iran over its nuclear pro-

gram will likely be the most dangerous foreign
policy challenge of the next president’s tenure.
On the Iran issue, Senator McCain has taken
an uncompromising stand that both makes
the prospect of a diplomatic resolution remote
and all but commits the United States to going
to war again in the absence of such a diplo-
matic solution.

Senator McCain’s public comments on Iran
have included his singing “bomb, bomb, bomb,
bomb-bomb Iran” on the campaign trail to the
tune of the Beach Boys’ “Barbara Ann,” as well
as his jovial response to a question regarding
increased cigarette sales to Iran, saying “maybe
that’s a way of killing them.”39 Publicly joking
about killing foreigners and starting wars is a
significant concern. The diplomatic context
with Iran is frail enough without this sort of off-
the-cuff statement. One might consider how a
candidate for the presidency in Iran jok-
ing about killing Americans would be received
here.
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This repeated tendency of McCain’s seems
to indicate a casual disregard for the most fun-
damental principles of diplomacy. Although
McCain’s statements have garnered the major-
ity of the media coverage of his views on Iran,
however, the senator’s campaign has given
much more detailed and substantive positions
on technical questions.

In response to a two-question question-
naire sent to the candidates by the Institute for
Science and International Security, McCain
indicated that “there can be no such thing as
an adequately controlled nuclear fuel cycle in
Iran.” He went on to propose that Iran rely on
foreign sources of fuel, and claimed that
“There is no circumstance under which the
international community could be confident
that uranium enrichment or plutonium pro-
duction activities undertaken by the current
government of Iran are purely for peaceful
purposes.”40

The problem with that position is that the
Iranian government has stated that it views
enrichment on its territory as its sovereign
right under the Nuclear Nonproliferation
Treaty and that it has no intention of ceding
this right.41 While there are differing interpre-
tations of the NPT that do not support Iran’s
view, the fact remains that Iran views enrich-
ment as a sovereign right and has repeatedly
expressed its unwillingness to look outside its
borders for fuel. McCain’s position, combined
with his insistence that Iran suspend uranium
enrichment before negotiations could take
place (a demand Iran has also repeatedly
rejected) means that in all likelihood the clock
will continue to run out until Iran reaches the
precipice of possessing a nuclear capability.

And John McCain has made abundantly
clear that he would prefer a war with Iran to
deterring and containing a nuclear Iran. While
many scholars have made the case that the
United States could live with a nuclear Iran,
McCain simply disagrees, citing danger to the
United States and to Israel.42 Although Israeli
foreign minister Tzipi Livni has argued that a
nuclear Iran would not present an existential
threat even to Israel, McCain told the
American Israel Public Affairs Committee in

June 2008 that a nuclear Iran would present
such an existential threat.43 Absent a signifi-
cant policy reversal on McCain’s part, Iran will
move toward acquiring a nuclear capability,
and the United States would ultimately be
confronted with the prospect of either a
nuclear Iran or starting a war with Iran.44

Between these two options, Senator Mc-
Cain has made clear that he would choose war.
Given the American people’s significant buy-
er’s remorse over the Iraq war, they should be
very wary of McCain’s position on Iran. A war
with Iran would waste American and Iranian
lives, billions of taxpayer dollars, bog the
United States down further in the Middle East
when it should be trying to disentangle itself,
and throw gasoline on the Islamist fire by
engaging in a third war with a Muslim coun-
try in the span of less than a decade.

The “League of Democracies”
The most creative initiative of McCain’s

foreign policy agenda can be found in his
proposal to create a “League of Democracies”
that would

act when the UN fails—to relieve human
suffering in places such as Darfur, com-
bat HIV/AIDS in sub-Saharan Africa,
fashion better policies to confront envi-
ronmental crises, provide unimpeded
market access to those who endorse eco-
nomic and political freedom, and take
other measures unattainable by existing
regional or universal-membership sys-
tems.45

McCain replies to the major objection to this
initiative by insisting that “[t]his League of
Democracies would not supplant the UN or
other international organizations but com-
plement them by harnessing the political and
moral advantages offered by united democ-
ratic action.”46 But this does injustice to the
weight of the arguments against the idea.

First, there is ample reason to believe that
McCain sees the League as a venue for what
international relations scholars have called
“forum shopping”; that is to say, the use of oth-
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er multilateral institutions to grant the veneer
of legitimacy to ad hoc interventions, includ-
ing military intervention. In a 2007 speech to
the Hoover Institution, McCain described how
one of the benefits of the League would be that
it could take coercive action “with or without
Moscow’s and Beijing’s approval.”47

This sort of forum shopping could make it
more likely the United States would be able to
start more destructive wars. To take one specific
example, McCain cites Darfur as one place the
Leaguewouldbeactive.Butin2006McCainwas
writing that his preferred approach would
include NATO “establish[ing] and enforc[ing] a
no-fly zone over Darfur to ensure that Khar-
toum ends its offensive military flights and
bombing raids,” as well as American pressure to
“push the United Nations to draw up firm plans
for the entrance of a robust force into Darfur
and contingency plans for the force to enter
without Sudanese consent.”48 How a more pli-
ant League of Democracies would fit into
McCain’s force-friendly strategyforSudanisnot
hard to imagine.

At bottom, the most meaningful deficiency
of the League of Democracies idea is that it
takes as a given that democracies agree about
approaches to foreign policy. That assumption
is a grossly oversimplified version of democrat-
ic peace theory, which has flaws of its own.49

Democratic peace theory holds that there is
something inherent in democratic governance
that precludes democracies from going to war
with other democracies. But McCain’s carries
that further, believing that democracies will
agree broadly on how to address the world’s
most vexing problems. That sort of thinking
should have been cast aside after the majority
of the world’s leading democracies opposed the
United States’ plunge into Iraq, for example,
but McCain continues to believe it holds
explanatory power.50

The League of Democracies would be little
more than an arena in which a President
McCain could forum-shop future wars. It
also brings the prospect of dividing the globe,
pressing together two of the most significant
global powers, Russia and China, on the oth-
er side. It stands out among McCain’s foreign

policy ideas for being innocuous on its face,
but having significant dangers in the details.

NATO Expansion and Policy toward a
“Revanchist Russia”

The plan for a League of Democracies
holds the distinct possibility of drawing a line
across the world and indicating to Russia and
China, among others, that the United States
views them as on the wrong side of the planet’s
divide between friend and foe. McCain favors
not only excluding Russia from the League of
Democracies, but also trying to remove the
country from the G-8.51 Making such a state-
ment publicly is a pointless gesture, given that
consensus would be required within the G-8 to
actually remove Russia. Making the statement
while knowing there was little to no chance of
actually ousting Russia would reap all the
costs and none of the (dubious) benefits of
casting Russia out. Even after the Georgia-
Russia war in the summer of 2008, there is lit-
tle sign that the other G-8 powers would press
for Russia’s ouster.

Even with these provocative stances as a
backdrop, McCain simultaneously views a new,
path-breaking accord on nuclear weapons as an
option with Russia. In a May 2008 speech at the
University of Denver, McCain announced that
“Russia and the United States are no longer
mortal enemies” and proposed that the two
nations work together more closely on prevent-
ing the proliferation of nuclear materials and
weapons.52

But Russia will judge the United States
more by its actions than by rhetorical assur-
ances. And foreign countries—particularly for-
eign countries that are much weaker than the
United States—should be expected to react
negatively to President McCain’s efforts to oust
them from the G-8 and exclude them from the
League of Democracies. To marry a confronta-
tional policy on certain issues with a request for
significant cooperation on a new nonprolifera-
tion initiative indicates that Senator McCain
either has not grasped the conflict between the
approaches or considers it irrelevant. Still, if
McCain expects Russia’s cooperation on pro-
liferation while we are busy attempting to oust
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her from international organizations and
transforming countries with which Russia has
rocky relations into security protectorates, he is
likely to be disappointed with the results.

McCain explained his thinking on Russia in
a 2007 op-ed for the Financial Times. In the short
article, McCain accused Russian president
Vladimir Putin of governing with a “blend of
cynicism and Napoleonic delusion,” and pre-
sented a laundry list of issues on which we must
“be firm” with Moscow, including nuclear tar-
geting; Kosovo; the Conventional Forces in
Europe treaty; the extradition of Andrei Lugovoi
(suspected of involvement in the murder of
Kremlin critic Aleksandr Litvenenko); the mys-
terious deaths of journalists in Russia; state-
ownership of media organs in Russia; state
seizure of assets; Moscow’s response to Estonia’s
treatment of a Soviet war memorial; Russia’s
handling of energy resources; and Russian poli-
cy in Ukraine, Georgia, Iran, and Sudan.53 But
even if Russia were to obey U.S. demands on
these matters, McCain offered nothing in
return, nor even a basic architecture for relations
with Russia. McCain’s view—that diplomacy
amounts to issuing lists of demands and then
waiting for them to be fulfilled—holds little
promise of advancing American interests.

To the contrary, instead of offering benefits
to Russia in exchange for potentially meeting
American demands, McCain expects Russia to
meet these requests while Washington presses
to humiliate Russia by ousting it from the G-8
and expanding NATO to include every country
on Russia’s western border except Belarus.54

McCain told the Los Angeles World Affairs
Council in March 2008 that he would favor
NATO expansion to include “all democracies
committed to the defense of freedom.”55 In
addition, McCain wants to “increase our pro-
grams supporting freedom and the rule of law
in Russia,” meaning programs like those of the
U.S. government-funded International Repub-
lican Institute—of which McCain is chairman of
the board—and other quasi-governmental orga-
nizations at which Russia has lashed out, and,
in some cases, banned.56

At a time when U.S. policy on a number of
issues from North Korea to Iran and beyond

depends on unity of effort and coordination
with other powers like Russia, McCain’s con-
frontational policy threatens to ensure
Russian obstructionism on all of those other
fronts. Further compromising the prospects
for a functional relationship with Russia is
the fact that McCain’s chief foreign policy
adviser, Randy Scheunemann, has been a key
lobbyist in the multiple drives to expand
NATO. Scheunemann lobbied on behalf of
the Baltic states during their campaign for
membership in the alliance, and later was
paid by the Georgian government to cam-
paign for Georgian NATO membership, even
acting as a paid lobbyist for Georgia at the
same time he was on staff as senior adviser to
the McCain for President campaign.57

Scheunemann described McCain’s views
on U.S.-Georgia relations to a Georgian inter-
viewer thus:

It’s really about shared values, and it’s
something that Senator McCain feels
particularly deeply. He’s been to Georgia,
I think, three or four times and wit-
nessed the legendary Georgian hospital-
ity on those occasions, and it had a deep
and lasting impact on him that will con-
tinue.58

When Georgian president Mikheil Saakash-
vili plunged into Russian-occupied South
Ossetia in August, providing an opening for
Russia to invade Georgia, McCain was in close
contact with Saakashvili and expanded his
tough rhetorical line against Russia. Saakash-
vili, a personal friend of McCain’s, reported to
the Washington Post that he was speaking to
McCain about the situation in his country “sev-
eral times a day.”59

McCain offered Saakashvili strong sup-
port, stating that the crisis should be “of grave
concern to Americans” and pledging to sup-
port NATO membership for Georgia, even
though significant chunks of Georgian terri-
tory were occupied by Russian troops. McCain
offered talking points on behalf of Georgia
highlighting attributes ranging from its
Christianity, to its hosting of an oil pipeline, to
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its democratic status.60 McCain took his sup-
port to new heights by declaring on the Wall
Street Journal’s op-ed page that “we are all
Georgians.”61

FromMcCain’sstatedpolicyviewstothefact
that his chief foreign policy adviser is a longtime
lobbyist for NATO expansion, U.S.-Russia rela-
tions in a McCain administration could be
expected to deteriorate significantly. There are
already strong signs that the Russians are
preparing themselves for confrontation with a
President McCain. In July, a senior Russian
diplomat took the step of responding to
McCain’s statements on Russia policy, threaten-
ing to cut off relations with any country con-
frontingRussia,andnotingthat“wecouldreach
a moment when we could afford to stop dis-
cussing the issues that the Americans are inter-
ested in.”62 More deterioration along these lines
can be expected if McCain should emerge victo-
rious in November.

McCain on North Korea: War Is Always
an Option

Senator McCain has held very hawkish
views on North Korea for more than a decade.
Since his scalding criticism of the Clinton
administration’s 1994 Agreed Framework,
McCain has supported keeping the military
option on the table, and at times he has hinted
that the military option should perhaps be
used. Although the Bush administration’s pol-
icy on North Korea has been moving in a diplo-
matic direction of late, and certainly away from
the prospect of war since the North tested a
nuclear device in October 2006, it is worth
examining McCain’s position on the issue.

In 1994, in a speech on the Senate floor,
McCain succinctly explained his views on
North Korea (and on other matters related to
foreign nations): “To get a mule to move, you
must show it the carrot and hit it with the
stick at the same time.” In accordance with
this thinking, McCain proposed hitting
North Korea harder with the stick, and grab-
bing a club in case the stick didn’t work:
McCain warned that although “the United
States must consider taking stronger mea-
sures should we further fail to persuade

North Korea to end this crisis . . . I do not
believe that we should resort to offensive mil-
itary actions immediately. . . . But we should
not exclude it from consideration. It should
be considered very carefully.”63

In acknowledging the risks inherent in the
military option, McCain protested that risks
could be “minimized to the greatest extent
possible.” One of the steps McCain recom-
mended in 1994 to raise the pressure and pre-
sumably deter North Korean reprisals was his
March 16 proposal that the United States
“announce that it intends to return tactical
nuclear weapons to the Korean peninsula
unless North Korea permits all inspections of
its nuclear facilities . . . as required under the
terms of the Non-Proliferation Treaty.”64

Reintroducing nuclear weapons to the Korean
peninsula would have increased the preexist-
ing impulses for numerous foreign nations to
develop nuclear weapons—as would, obvious-
ly, a massive and catastrophic war there.
Although U.S. policymakers have hoped that
such forceful measures would deter foreign
nations from seeking nuclear deterrents, there
is ample information that countries are draw-
ing the opposite lesson: that they had best
acquire their own deterrent quickly so as to
avoid becoming the target of such policies.65

McCain’s proposals on North Korea need
to be taken in light of the implications of a war
on the Korean peninsula. Pyongyang has long
threatened to turn Seoul into a “sea of fire”
should the United States attack. In 1994, the
commander of U.S. forces in Korea, Gen. Gary
Luck, concluded that even a conventional war
on the Korean peninsula would cost roughly 1
million human lives—including 80,000–
100,000 U.S. soldiers—and roughly $1 trillion
in damage to the global economy. Luck
summed up the results by admitting that
“unbelievable hardships would occur.”66

Clearly the United States did not achieve its
goal of preventing advances in North Korea’s
nuclear capabilities. But by 2003, when much
more was known about the implications of
war with North Korea, McCain still did not
blanch at the gravity of the prospect. Instead,
McCain hectored the Clinton administration
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for allowing the problem to fester, and de-
clared that the solution was “rogue state roll-
back”:

The use of military force to defend vital
American security interests must always
be a last resort, as it is in this crisis. But if
we fail to achieve the international coop-
eration necessary to end this threat, then
the countries in the region should know
with certainty that while they may risk
their own populations, the United States
will do whatever it must to guarantee the
security of the American people. And
spare us the usual lectures about
American unilateralism. We would pre-
fer the company of North Korea’s neigh-
bors, but we will make do without it if we
must.67

This type of thinking makes Senator
McCain’s 2007 promise to “seek to rebuild
our frayed partnership with South Korea” all
the stranger.68 The South Koreans have made
abundantly clear that they oppose war with
the North, so McCain’s policy statements
could fray the partnership to the breaking
point.

The world would be a better place if North
Korea had not joined the nuclear club.69 But
it is far from clear that the world would be a
better place if North Korea had been prevent-
ed from joining the club as a result of the
United States starting a war that killed a mil-
lion people and cost a trillion dollars. The
global implications of such a conflict would
be profound, yet they seem not to have affect-
ed Senator McCain’s position in the slightest.
As late as 2006, McCain was likening past
U.S. policy on Korea to British prime minis-
ter Neville Chamberlain’s appeasement poli-
cy in the 1930s and warning that there was a
real possibility that the North could attempt
to use nuclear weapons.70

As in so many other instances, Senator
McCain believes that determination, will, and
the use of the American military can produce
a beneficial outcome. But it is difficult to con-
clude that life in the United States since

October 9, 2006 (the day North Korea con-
ducted a nuclear test), has been worse than it
would have been if we had suffered the ghast-
ly consequences of a war with North Korea.

Barack Obama:
Anti-Warrior or

Liberal Interventionist?
Compared with John McCain, Barack

Obama has a short national political profile,
and consequently a shorter record of foreign
policy positions and legislative accomplish-
ments. Still, it is worth limning Senator
Obama’s track record, from the foreign policy
intellectuals who have influenced his thinking
to his diagnosis and prescription for the range
of foreign policy problems he would inherit as
president.

Despite his brief national political tenure, a
significant factor in Obama’s rise to promi-
nence is the fact that he was a vocal and clear
critic of the Iraq war before it started, which
endeared him to both the anti-war Democratic
base and the majority of Americans overall,
who view the war as a mistake. Senator Obama
has also been a vocal advocate of direct diplo-
macy with America’s adversaries, another stand
that is well-received with the American people,
but one that causes discomfort among many
members of the Beltway foreign policy estab-
lishment.

But beyond the matter of his opposition to
the failed foreign policies of the Bush admin-
istration, it is less clear what Senator Obama’s
positive views are on foreign policy questions,
and more importantly, how those views would
translate into an actual approach to the world.
The journalist Spencer Ackerman interviewed
numerous members of the Obama foreign
policy team and encapsulated the senator’s
views as advancing

a doctrine that first ends the politics of
fear and then moves beyond a hollow,
sloganeering “democracy promotion”
agenda in favor of “dignity promotion,”
to fix the conditions of misery that
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breed anti-Americanism and prevent
liberty, justice, and prosperity from tak-
ing root.71

Thus the Obama foreign policy is focused
not on restraint, but rather on advancing liv-
ing standards abroad in pursuit of security at
home. Obama even made the striking sug-
gestion to the New York Times’s David Brooks
that U.S. policy in Lebanon, for example,
should be focused on finding ways to com-
pete with Hezbollah by developing “a mecha-
nism whereby the disaffected have an effec-
tive outlet for their grievances, which assures
them they are getting social services.”72

Surveying an Obama speech on the cam-
paign trail, journalist David Rieff found him-
self wondering “is the Democratic idea of
nationalism and of America’s role in the world
really that different from that of the Bush
administration?”73 It is worth examining the
Obama agenda to attempt to find out.

Obama the Anti-Warrior . . . on Iraq
Though the media has made much of then

state senator Obama’s 2002 speech in opposi-
tion to the Iraq war, its content has not been
scrutinized nearly so closely. Viewed in the
context of the time, when the media and for-
eign policy establishments were braying for
war with almost no dissent, Obama’s opposi-
tion looks bold and prescient. Although Iraqi
leader Saddam Hussein was indeed a vile
tyrant, Obama was certain that

in concert with the international com-
munity he can be contained until, in the
way of all petty dictators, he falls away
into the dustbin of history. I know that
even a successful war against Iraq will
require a US occupation of undeter-
mined length, at undetermined cost,
with undetermined consequences. I
know that an invasion of Iraq without a
clear rationale and without strong inter-
national support will only fan the flames
of the Middle East, and encourage the
worst, rather than best, impulses of the
Arab world, and strengthen the recruit-

ment arm of Al Qaeda. I am not opposed
to all wars. I’m opposed to dumb wars.74

A few points are worth considering. First,
the efforts to “contain” Saddam Hussein
wrought inadvertent but enormous harm on
the Iraqi people, harm that featured in al
Qaeda’s recruiting efforts and caused animus
toward the United States in the Islamic
world.75 Secondly, one can see a clear parallel
between Obama’s certainty that “all petty dic-
tators” would “fall away into the dustbin of
history” and Condoleezza Rice’s right-realist
statement of 2000 that “[t]hese regimes are liv-
ing on borrowed time, so there need be no
sense of panic about them.”76 That one can see
such an ideological lineage speaks favorably of
Obama’s instincts and poorly of the wayward
Wilsonianism of the current-day Republican
Party.

Obama’s further diagnosis of the prob-
lems with the Iraq war appeared in his 2007
Foreign Affairs article. Obama criticized the
Bush administration for having “responded
to the unconventional attacks of 9/11 with
conventional thinking of the past, largely
viewing problems as state-based and princi-
pally amenable to military solutions.”77 This
thinking indicates that Obama does not just
recognize that the war was an error, but also
why it was an error.

Still, the degree of difference between
Obama’s thinking and that of the Bush admin-
istration is unclear. Obama has kept murky his
plansonwithdrawingfromthewarthathelabels
an error, and his foreign policy advisory team
drawsheavilyfromtheClintonian,hawkishwing
of the Democratic Party as well as from the
younger faction of the Democratic establish-
ment that is more wary of military adventurism
than either the Republicans or the center-left
holdovers from the Clinton administration.

There is ample cause for concern that
Obama hews to the interventionist consen-
sus. Again, attempting to piece together dis-
parate information to form a dispositive pro-
file is impossible, but from the senator’s
thinking on the implications of “state failure”
on American security to his views on force
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structure, Senator Obama may be less of a
maverick than he has been made out to be.

Monsters under Every Bed
Senator Obama was right to oppose the

Iraq project, a war that has cost more than
4,000 American lives, split up many more
American families, and has already cost more
than $650 billion.78 But Obama appears not to
have grasped a truth that must be confronted
before the United States can fully shed the
reflexive, counterproductive interventionism
that has characterized U.S. grand strategy
since (at least) the end of the Cold War:
Terrorism notwithstanding, the United States
is remarkably secure. The United States still
enjoys geographic isolation, courtesy of two
oceans and two friendly border nations, and
has an economy of more than $13 trillion.
Current U.S. defense expenditures are roughly
equivalent to that of the rest of the world com-
bined. America possesses a massive deterrent
of thousands of nuclear weapons capable of
annihilating any country on earth.

Terrorism does represent a new and chal-
lenging threat to the United States. But judged
against other threats to the lives and liveli-
hoods of American citizens, the terrorist threat
is real, but not worth radically restructuring
our government and wasting American blood
and treasure in pursuit of grandiose plans to
remake the Middle East. In 2001, the year of
the most destructive terrorist attack against
the United States in its history, more than 10
times as many Americans died from the flu as
they did from terrorism.79 Even so, few have
proposed radically altering the structure of the
American government and society to fight
influenza. A realistic assessment of the nature
of the terrorist threat should be accompanied
by the recognition that the measures that have
been proposed to combat it have proved not
just extraordinarily costly, but also remarkably
ineffective and, in many cases, counterproduc-
tive.

Despite his repeated disparagement of the
“politics of fear,” Senator Obama has not
grasped, or at least has not publicly stated,
this fundamental reality. Rather, he points to

a range of other threats, starting most plausi-
bly along the Afghanistan/Pakistan border
but ranging to his flawed assertion that
“extremely poor societies and weak states pro-
vide optimal breeding grounds for disease,
terrorism, and conflict, [and] the United
States has a direct national security interest in
dramatically reducing global poverty and
joining with our allies in sharing more of our
riches to help those most in need.”80

In identifying a range of other threats he
would like to fight, Obama is falling victim to
the long-standing Democratic assumption
that for a Democrat to oppose one foreign
policy debacle means that that Democrat
must propose myriad other interventions to
prove his “toughness.” The politics of this
assumption are open to debate, but the merits
ought not to be. Attempting to triage “failed
states” or doubling down on efforts to eradi-
cate poverty through the failed policies of
development aid will merely add different
errors to the foreign policy ledger.

The inherent contradiction at the heart of
Obama’s grand strategy can be seen in his
vision of what should be done with U.S.
ground forces, which President George W.
Bush has already expanded. Obama believes
we should “expand our ground forces by
adding 65,000 soldiers to the army and 27,000
marines.”81 If, under an Obama presidency, we
will not be conducting the sorts of military
adventures that the Bush administration has
concocted, and if Obama sincerely intends to
end the war in Iraq, the most proximate cause
of the strain on the force, why would we need
to expand the ground forces by 92,000 troops?
What will those troops be used for?

A clue to Obama’s thinking on these matters
may be found in his reliance on Samantha
Power, a scholar whom Obama has argued has
“terrific expertise” on issues like Darfur.82

According to Power, “my criterion for military
intervention. . . is an immediate threat of large-
scale loss of life.”83 One could imagine, of course,
the immediate threat of large-scale loss of life in
Darfur, in Zimbabwe, and elsewhere. Is there
reason to believe that a President Obama would
use his extra 92,000 troops to pursue “dignity
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promotion” in Western Sudan or to fend off
Robert Mugabe’s goons outside Harare? It’s a
question the senator hasn’t been clear on.

There is anecdotal information that indi-
cates Obama is no dove: Power reported that
in an early meeting with Obama, she was
struck by the fact that “he doesn’t get weight-
ed down by the limits of American power, but
he sees you have to grasp those limits in order
to transcend them.”84 While that may seem
incoherent or even vacuous, absent a longer
record of policymaking it is cause for concern
that Obama may be hardly less inclined to
intervention than his predecessors.

In fact, two of Obama’s closest foreign pol-
icy advisers published an article in 2006 argu-
ing for military intervention in Sudan. Susan
E. Rice and Anthony Lake, both Obama advis-
ers, argued along with Rep. Donald Payne (D-
N.J.) that the United States should threaten
and potentially take military action to force
Khartoum to halt the ongoing persecution in
Darfur. Hinting that the reason for a decision
not to intervene would have to do with the vic-
tims’ race, Rice, Lake, and Payne argued that
the United States should flout the United
Nations if necessary, relying on legitimacy
granted by NATO or some other source.85

With all of the foregoing as a backdrop, it is
worth noting that ur-neoconservative and
McCain adviser Robert Kagan reviewed a 2007
Obama speech and concluded that what he was
hearing was “Obama the Interventionist”: “To
Obama, everything and everyone everywhere is
of strategic concern to the United States.” The
only difference, according to Kagan, between
Obama and the preceding administration was
that “Obama believes the world yearns to follow
us, if only we restore our worthiness to lead.
Personally, I like it.”86 Coming from one of the
leading thinkers behind the war in Iraq, that is
enough to raise concerns.

Direct Diplomacy with Adversaries:
Realism or Appeasement?

Kagan’s brush with admiration for Obama
has not been echoed by the interventionist
mainstream. Instead, many hawkish analysts
have focused on Obama’s willingness to nego-

tiate directly with adversarial regimes, charg-
ing that Senator Obama may cut deals that
would endanger the security of the United
States. Obama’s willingness to engage in nor-
mal diplomacy with “rogue states” represents
a prudent break with the Bush administra-
tion, and, accordingly, it, too, deserves exami-
nation.

According to Senator Obama, “Our policy
of issuing threats and relying on intermedi-
aries to curb Iran’s nuclear program, sponsor-
ship of terrorism, and regional aggression is
failing.” Instead, Obama proposes that with
Iran and other adversarial states, “[t]ough-
minded diplomacy, backed by the whole range
of instruments of American power—political,
economic, and military—could bring success
even when dealing with long-standing adver-
saries such as Iran and Syria.”87 Expanding on
that theme, Obama’s campaign website adver-
tises that the candidate believes that “not talk-
ing doesn’t make us look tough—it makes us
look arrogant, it denies us opportunities to
make progress, and it makes it harder for
America to rally international support for our
leadership.”88

On the issue of preconditions and whether
to negotiate with America’s adversaries, Obama
represents a genuine change that gets beyond
the schoolyard approach that has characterized
the general attitude of the Bush administration
toward diplomacy. Underpinning the premise
that the United States should not negotiate
with countries over disagreements is the idea
that doing so would unduly grant legitimacy to
the governments in question, dampening or
discouraging domestic opposition to the gov-
ernment.

But this is a pernicious idea. There is little
evidence that refusing to negotiate with any
given government has ever decreased its legit-
imacy such that domestic opposition has
toppled it. Moreover, if the larger, stronger
party to negotiations is looking for opportu-
nities to change the regime in the weaker
country, it is unlikely that that regime will
view any deal as offered in good faith.
Neoconservatives will object that the Reagan
administration was seeking ways to unravel
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the Soviet regime while negotiating with it,
but in fact the example proves the opposite.
There is a difference between exploiting the
deficiencies in an opposing regime and the
sort of slipshod “regime change” that neo-
conservatives favor.

The Reagan administration is the best his-
torical example of two dueling instincts in the
American diplomatic tradition: hubris and
humility. Throughout the Reagan administra-
tion, neoconservatives and other hawkish ana-
lysts fretted that President Reagan was reck-
lessly engaging in diplomacy with a stronger,
savvier Soviet Union that would inevitably
trick the less-competent Reagan into making
bad deals that would harm the national secu-
rity of the United States. The shrillest criticism
of Reagan was perhaps neoconservative
thinker Norman Podhoretz’s lament that the
president was “following a strategy of helping
the Soviet Union stabilize its empire, rather
than . . . encouraging the breakdown of that
empire from within.” Less than 10 years later,
of course, the Soviet Union had finished
breaking down from within.89

The lesson in all of this is that normal
diplomacy is not appeasement. Bad deals and
good deals are made in the course of diploma-
cy, but neither result should damn or exalt the
enterprise in general. Instead, diplomacy must
be judged against the other possible approach-
es to foreign nations. When compared to a
policy that issues demands that will almost
certainly go unfulfilled, backed up by the
threat of preventive military action (as things
stand with the Iran example), diplomacy
deserves at least to be tried before truculence
and eventual invasion is presented as a respon-
sible alternative.

Still, Senator Obama’s remarks leave open
the alarming possibility that he views diplo-
macy as a panacea; that talking with adver-
saries will necessarily work, without examin-
ing the prospect of what he thinks we should
do if diplomacy fails. There are obviously
domestic and international political reasons
for keeping his views on these matters
unknown, but his remarks about Iran, for
example, indicate that Obama largely agrees

with McCain’s view of the threat.
For example, during Obama’s July 2008

visit to Israel, Obama stated that “a nuclear
Iran would pose a grave threat and the world
must prevent Iran from obtaining a nuclear
weapon.”90 Obama then returned from the
trip to the Middle East and met with congres-
sional Democrats, reportedly telling them that
“if the Iranians don’t accept a deal now
because they think they’re going to get a better
deal from the next administration, they’re
mistaken.”91

There are several problems with these
statements. First, it is irresponsible for a U.S.
presidential candidate to travel to Israel and
indulge the narrative that the Israeli right
and American neoconservatives have been
advancing: namely, that a nuclear Iran would
present an existential threat because Iran
would supposedly launch nuclear weapons at
Israel unprovoked. There is, simply put, no
evidence to support that assertion, but it is,
unsurprisingly, enough to cause extreme dis-
tress in Tel Aviv. American leaders need to
reinforce reality on the subject of Iran, not
check boxes to satisfy various constituencies
at home or abroad. A nuclear Iran would
pose different—but serious—problems for
Israel and the United States.92 This fact can
be acknowledged between the two allies with-
out destroying the relationship.

Secondly, the current strategy is almost
certain to fail. Obama has indicated he would
drop the Bush administration’s insistence on
preconditions to negotiations, which increas-
es the chances that serious talks could take
place. At the same time, keeping Iran nonnu-
clear should be a high enough priority that
Obama should be willing to make additional
concessions if they were required for achiev-
ing that goal. If Obama is stating that he
would enter the negotiations with the posi-
tion that he is unwilling to sweeten the deal
the Bush administration has offered, then
the United States is likely going to have to
decide between a war with Iran and a nuclear
or near-nuclear Iran. It would be preferable
for the United States to maintain flexibility
on the exact contours of its position since
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changes could be necessary to come up with
a deal that would prevent Iran’s acquisition
of a nuclear capability.

Finally, Obama’s statement that the world
“must” prevent Iran from acquiring a nuclear
weapon does not leave much wiggle room for
an Obama administration should diplomacy
fail. That statement easily would be used by
political opposition to brand Obama as a flip-
flopper and appeaser should he decide that
the United States could, in fact, live with a
nuclear Iran. The danger is that so much hope
is invested in diplomacy that the candidate
and his advisers have not adequately consid-
ered their options if diplomacy were to fail.
The prospect of diplomatic failure is real.
Senator McCain has been clear that he would
start a war to try to prevent a nuclear Iran.
Parsing Senator Obama’s statements on the
subject, it looks ominously uncertain whether
he would do the same.

Crossing the Rubicon into Pakistan:
Pursuing al Qaeda or Destabilizing
Pakistan?

One of the few areas in which Senator
Obama has been criticized as being too hawk-
ish was his August 2007 remark—in a prepared
speech, not an off-the-cuff answer to a ques-
tion—that “if we have actionable intelligence
about high-value terrorist targets [in Pakistan]
and President Musharraf won’t act, we will.”93

Senator McCain criticized this remark, calling
Obama “naïve” and noting that “You don’t
broadcast that you are going to bomb a coun-
try that is a sovereign nation and that you are
dependent on . . . in the struggle against (the)
Taliban and the sanctuaries which they
hold.”94

McCain raises a fair point, but obscures the
policy question with a question of rhetoric. It
is important to note that openly threatening
to violate the sovereignty of a nuclear-armed
Islamic country is imprudent and, at best,
extraordinarily poor public diplomacy. The
remark elicited predictable outrage among cit-
izens and government officials in Pakistan.95

There was no reason to stir the pot of anti-
Americanism with such a remark, other than

perhaps the inchoate feeling among Dem-
ocrats that Americans will not elect a president
who does not make some number of hawkish
remarks about various foreign countries.

But the larger policy question—whether to
attack high-value al Qaeda targets in Pakistan
on the basis of “actionable intelligence”—is
one in which Senator Obama’s thinking is
hardly strange. It is standing policy of the
United States that U.S. forces would pursue
such leads, and they have done so more than
once in the past.

In June 2004, for example, a missile strike in
South Waziristan killed Nek Mohammed, a
pro-Taliban militant, and a number of his asso-
ciates. Locals on the scene offered what they
said was evidence of U.S. involvement, but
Pakistani officials repeatedly denied this, stat-
ing that the attack was an operation of the
Pakistani security forces. Although a PBS
Frontline investigation would later conclude
that Mohammed was hit by a Hellfire missile
fired from a U.S. Predator drone over Pakistan,
the Pakistani government to this day attempts
to obscure the American character of the raid.
Other raids occurred as recently as September
2008, where U.S. Special Operations forces
chased militants into South Waziristan and an
unmanned aerial vehicle launched a strike that
killed 23 people.96

So on the policy question, Senator Obam-
a’s thinking is in line with established
American policy—President Bush’s estab-
lished policy. Senator McCain has said little to
explicitly support or oppose President Bush’s
incursions into Pakistan, but ob-servers
ought not to judge Obama’s proposal as
being bizarre or erratic. Still, the policy ques-
tion is an open one: is it worth possibly desta-
bilizing Pakistan by eroding governmental
authority in flagrantly violating its sovereign-
ty to pursue terrorists across the border? That
would be a valuable debate to have, but unfor-
tunately too much of the discussion has
focused on the semantic aspects of whether
Obama advocated “bombing Pakistan” or
pressing “hot pursuit” into Pakistan.
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Strategic Hypochondria:
An Ailment Shared by

Both Candidates
Though there are significant differences

between the two candidates, it is important
not to overstate the degree of disagreement.
There are many important issues on which the
candidates agree. As Cindy Williams of MIT
observed in surveying McCain’s, Obama’s, and
Hillary Clinton’s essays in Foreign Affairs:

All three see terrorism, non-state actors,
and weak or failed states as threats to the
United States. All are concerned about
rising powers. All insist on the need for
U.S. leadership. All believe in the use of
force to prevent atrocities abroad. All
strongly support NATO, though they all
want it to do more. Obama and Clinton
note that they subscribe to the unilater-
al use of force; McCain is silent on the
matter in the article, but he surely con-
curs. All rate nuclear proliferation as a
very serious problem; all agree Iran must
be prevented from getting nuclear
weapons; all are open to a military solu-
tion to Iran’s nuclear programs.97

There are differences between the two candi-
dates on a range of issues. But neither candi-
date is likely to transform the foundations of
American foreign policy.

Both candidates, for example, responded to
the fraudulent March 2008 elections in
Zimbabwe by calling for Zimbabwean dictator
Robert Mugabe’s removal from power.98 Al-
though Obama was characteristically less con-
frontational than McCain, both candidates
think the United States should be attempting to
findwaystoousttheZimbabweandictator.They
further think that bluster from Washing-ton can
help the process along. And both of them fail to
see how counterproductive American heckling
can be to the democratic opposition, and how
perilousblanketcondemnationsofgovernments
can be in terms of American foreign policy. No
doubtPresidentClintonhadnotthefaintestidea

upon signing the Iraq Liberation Act into law
and making “regime change” the official policy
of the United States in 1998 that the United
StateswouldbepatrollingthestreetsofSadrCity
a decade later. The “humility” that George W.
Bush called for in American foreign policy in
2000 remains as elusive as ever.

Obama’s agreement with John McCain on
Georgia is but the most recent piece of evidence
indicating that Obama is hardly as much of a
change agent as some have suggested. Obama
released a statement on August 11, with Russian
troops across Georgian territory, highlighting
his call for a “deeper [Georgian] relationship”
with NATO and the United States, and reiterat-
ed his support for a Membership Action Plan
toward NATO accession for Georgia.99 Offering
a security guarantee to a country with two sepa-
ratist regions backed (and occupied) by Russia
represents a lack of seriousness on the part of
SenatorObama.It is trulyaudaciousforSenator
Obama to support NATO membership for
Georgia and expect robust Russian cooperation
on important American objectives like securing
loose nuclear materials.

The Choice

As mentioned in the introduction, attempt-
ing to ascertain what a candidate would do
with U.S. foreign policy if he should be elected
president is an uncertain endeavor. Anyone try-
ing to do so in 2000 would likely have judged
candidate George W. Bush entirely wrongly. If
anything, Bush’s conduct as president was as
direct a repudiation of his views on the cam-
paign trail that one could imagine.

Analysts who have attempted to deter-
mine the foreign policy style of John McCain
have grappled with his history of being will-
ing to buck Republican Party orthodoxy. The
New Republic’s John Judis, who wrote an arti-
cle in 2006 arguing that there was reason to
believe that a President McCain would gov-
ern more realistically than the rhetoric of
Candidate McCain would lead one to believe,
circled back to the issue in 2008 only to con-
clude that this was “wishful thinking”:
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McCain continues to rely on the same
neoconservative advisers; he still thinks
U.S. foreign policy should focus on
transforming rogue states and autocra-
cies into democracies that live under
the shadow of American power; and he
no longer tells credulous reporters that
he consults [former National Security
Adviser Brent] Scowcroft. . . . If John
McCain’s foreign policy is changing, it
is only becoming more combustible,
not less.100

Given available evidence, this judgment is
unassailable. Senator McCain believes in a
near-limitless capacity of American power, he
continues to hold close the same neoconser-
vative advisers that led him into a relation-
ship with Ahmed Chalabi and to promote
forced regime change in Iraq, and he looks to
have learned little from the enterprise in Iraq
beyond “the surge is working.”

There is now, as there was with Bush in
2000, the chance that McCain could become
president and govern in a manner significantly
different from his rhetoric as a candidate. But
one cannot judge candidates on suppositions
about unknown futures. Although McCain’s
early years in Congress fit much less neatly into
any one foreign policy vision, for at least the
past decade, Senator McCain has made clear
that President McCain would expand on the
errors of the Bush doctrine, and deepen the
United States’ militarized, counterproductive
approach to the rest of the world on issues
related to terrorism and beyond. In the words
of Time columnist Joe Klein, “McCain would
place a higher priority on finding new enemies
than cultivating new friends.”101

Senator Obama, by contrast, is less known.
His opposition to the Iraq war and support for
normal diplomacy with various adversaries
represents a positive change for American for-
eign policy. But he remains surrounded by a
group of advisers some of whom have pro-
posed attacking Sudan and North Korea, and
who broadly endorse the principles of ad hoc
humanitarian intervention.102 Obama misdi-
agnoses the cause of our terrorism problem,

promising to fight terrorism by attempting to
“roll back the tide of hopelessness that gives
rise to hate.”103

The best case that can be made for Senator
Obama’s foreign policy is the fact that the
alternative to his approach is Senator Mc-
Cain’s. There are a number of other issues on
which the candidates differ,104 but Senator
McCain’s views on foreign policy and military
issues are frequently stated, strongly held, and
deeply misguided. A President McCain would
promise more provocation, more interven-
tion, and more strain on the military, the bud-
get, and the country.

Notes
1. In recent years, a number of analysts have point-
ed out that, taken in a global context, the Middle
East—and the driving concerns of oil and Israel—is
less urgent and less amenable to productive
American intervention than a number of other
regions and issues. For arguments that the Middle
East is a relative irrelevancy in terms of U.S. foreign
policy, see Philip E. Auerswald, “The Irrelevance of
the Middle East,” The American Interest, May-June
2007, pp. 19–27; Edward Luttwak, “The Middle of
Nowhere,” Prospect, May 2007, pp. 26–29; and
Eugene Gholz and Daryl G. Press, “Energy Alarm-
ism: The Myths That Make Americans Worry about
Oil,” Cato Policy Analysis no. 589, April 5, 2007.

2. Quoted in Adam Nagourney and Michael
Cooper, “McCain’s Conservative Model? Roosevelt
(Theodore, That Is),” New York Times, July 13, 2008.
McCain’s son told the New York Times’s Nicholas
Kristof that Napoleon had been a childhood hero
of McCain. See Nicholas D. Kristof, “P.O.W. to
Power Broker, A Chapter Most Telling,” New York
Times, February 27, 2007.

3. John McCain with Mark Salter, Worth the Fighting
For: A Memoir (New York: Random House, 2002), p.
320.

4. During a speech in Polk City, Florida, before the
Florida primary, McCain told the audience,
“There’s going to be other wars, I’m sorry to tell
you. There’s going to be other wars. We will never
surrender but there will be other wars.” CNN
Newsroom, aired January 27, 2008, http://tran
scripts.cnn.com/TRANSCRIPTS/0801/27/cnr.01.
html.

5. Matt Welch, McCain: The Myth of a Maverick
(New York: Palgrave/Macmillan, 2007), p. 154.

18

A President
McCain would
expand on the

errors of the
Bush doctrine.

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 18



6. Quoted in Matthew Yglesias, “The Militarist,”
American Prospect, May 2008.

7. Matt Bai, “The McCain Doctrines,” New York
Times Magazine, May 18, 2008.

8. John McCain, “The Landon Lecture Address,”
March 15, 1999, http://mccain.senate.gov/public
/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressOffice.Speeches&C
ontentRecord_id=62cb3827-648b-45ea-a5a5-2
4b78819af53&Region_id=&Issue_id=.

9. Paul Richter, “McCain’s Mixed Signals on
Foreign Policy,” Los Angeles Times, March 16, 2008.

10. Joshua Keating, “McCain’s Wars,” Foreign Policy
Passport, March 21, 2008, http://blog.foreignpolicy.
com/node/8461.

11. John McCain, “An Enduring Peace Built on
Freedom,” Foreign Affairs (November/December
2007): 23.

12. Eugene Jarecki, “Why Are We in Iraq?” Playboy
(August 2006), p. 131.

13. Joe Klein, “McCain’s Foreign Policy Frustration,”
Time, July 23, 2008

14. Quoted in Bob Drogin, “McCain Betting Big
on Iraq,” Los Angeles Times, March 23, 2008.

15. Aram Roston, The Man Who Pushed America to
War (New York: Nation Books, 2008), p. 174.

16. Zinni had famously denounced the plan to
fund the INC as setting the stage for a “Bay of
Goats” scenario similar to the Bay of Pigs fiasco in
1961.

17. “Hearing of the Senate Armed Services Com-
mittee on the Situation in Iraq,” January 28, 1999.

18. Although millions of dollars were approved by
Congress for Chalabi’s group in the 1990s, the
bulk of the money was held up by the State De-
partment and not disbursed. See Roston, pp.
165–67.

19. Full text of the letter, dated December 5, 2001,
available online at http://www.globalsecurity.org/
military/library/news/2001/12/mil-011207-
usia04b.htm.

20. John McCain, “Threat Posed by Hussein Will
Not Be Eliminated until He Is Removed from
Power,” October 2, 2002, http://mccain.senate.gov
/public/index.cfm?FuseAction=PressOffice.PressRe
leases&ContentRecord_id=d02cacce-63c1-4e12-
86fd-5378f44ce221&Region_id=&Is sue_id=.

21. Drogin.

22. “Interview with Ahmed Chalabi,” 60 Minutes,
March 3, 2002.

23. John B. Judis, “Neo-McCain,” New Republic,
October 16, 2006.

24. Quoted in “Bush’s War,” PBS Frontline, March
24, 2008, http://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/front
line/bushswar/etc/script.html.

25. For examples of Scheunemann’s advocacy on
Chalabi’s behalf, see his appearances on PBS’s
NewsHour, May 7, 2003, and June 2, 2004.

26. Roston, pp. 168–70 and 288–89.

27. See McCain appearances on Larry King Live,
September 24, 2002, and on CNN Late Edition with
Wolf Blitzer, September 29, 2002.

28. Quoted in Judis, “Neo McCain.”

29. John McCain, Remarks at “Iraq: A Turning
Point,” Panel at the American Enterprise Institute,
January 5, 2007, http://www.aei.org/events/filter.
all,eventID.1446/transcript.asp.

30. David Whitford, “The Evolution of John Mc-
Cain,” Fortune, June 23, 2008, http://money.cnn.
com/2008/06/20/magazines/fortune/Evolution_
McCain_Whitford.fortune/index.htm.

31. “Our military force levels [in Iraq] are obvi-
ously inadequate.” See John McCain, “Why We
Must Win,” Washington Post, August 31, 2003.

32. John McCain, “U.S. Situation in Iraq and
Afghanistan,” Address to the Council on Foreign
Relations, November 5, 2003.

33. Quoted in Ken Guggenheim, “Disregarded Con-
gressional Warnings on Iraq Now Appear Prescient,”
Associated Press, April 29, 2004.

34. Appearance on NBC’s Meet the Press, February
20, 2005.

35. Appearance on Fox News Channel, Hannity
and Colmes, May 12, 2004.

36. Quoted in Byron York, “America’s (Second)
Most Important Hawk,” The Hill, December 8, 2005.

37. “McCain: Bush Misled Country on Iraq,”
Associated Press, August 22, 2006.

38. David M. Edelstein, Occupational Hazards:
Success and Failure in Military Occupation (Ithaca,
NY: Cornell University Press, 2008).

39. “Jesting, McCain Sings: ‘Bomb, Bomb, Bomb’
Iran,” NPR, April 20, 2007, http://www.npr.org/

19

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 19



templates/story/story.php?storyId=9688222;
“McCain Makes Iran Butt of the Joke,” USA Today,
July 9, 2008.

40. Andrea Scheel and Jacqueline Shire, “The
Candidates’ Positions—Iran and the Nuclear Fuel
Cycle,” ISIS Report, April 29, 2008.

41. “Iran Has Clear ‘Red Lines’ in Nuclear Talks,”
Reuters, July 16, 2008.

42. For arguments that the United States could live
with a nuclear Iran, see Justin Logan, “The Bottom
Line on Iran: The Costs and Benefits of Preventive
War versus Deterrence,” Cato Institute Policy Anal-
ysis no, 583, December 4, 2006; Barry R. Posen, “A
Nuclear-Armed Iran: A Difficult but not Impossible
Policy Problem,” Century Foundation Report,
December 6, 2006; and Christopher Hemmer,
“Responding to a Nuclear Iran,” Parameters (Autumn
2007): 42–53.

43. Gidi Weitz and Na’ama Lanski, “Living Behind
Closed Doors: Iranian Nuclear Arms Pose Little
Threat to Israel,” Ha’aretz, October 26, 2007; Mc-
Cain quoted in Michael D. Shear, Robin Wright,
and Jon Cohen, “McCain Urges Sanctions, Divest-
ment to Press Iran,” Washington Post, June 3, 2008.

44. As of July 2008, the Bush administration had
taken moves in the direction of negotiating with-
out preconditions, but it has done so haltingly,
and McCain has shown no sign of wanting to
swear off the precondition.

45. John McCain, “Enduring Peace,” p. 26. McCain
also writes in the Foreign Affairs essay (p. 31) that he
would “consider the use of all elements of Ameri-
can power” in Darfur.

46. Ibid.

47. Quoted in Yglesias, pp. 12–16.

48. John McCain and Bob Dole, “Rescue Darfur
Now,” Washington Post, September 10, 2006.

49. For the major critique of democratic peace
theory, see Christopher Layne, “Kant or Cant: The
Myth of the Democratic Peace,” International
Security (Autumn 1994): 5–49.

50. For a thorough critique of the League of Dem-
ocracies idea, see Thomas Carothers, “A League of
Their Own,” Foreign Policy (July/August 2008): 44–49.

51. McCain, p. 27.

52. “Remarks by John McCain on Nuclear Securi-
ty,” May 27, 2008, http://www.johnmccain.com/
Informing/News/Speeches/e9c72a28-c05c-4928-
ae29-51f54de08df3.htm.

53. John McCain, “Why We Must Be Firm with
Moscow,” Financial Times, June 13, 2007.

54. An unnamed McCain aide attempted to dis-
avow the G-8 comment in June 2008, stating it was
“a holdover from an earlier period,” but McCain
was standing by the point as late as March 2008 in
a speech to the Los Angeles World Affairs Council.
See David Morgan, “Analysis: McCain Foreign
Policy Susceptible to Obama Attack,” Reuters, June
25, 2008.

55. John McCain, “Remarks to the Los Angeles
World Affairs Council,” March 26, 2008, http:
//www.johnmccain.com/Informing/News/Speec
hes/872473dd-9ccb-4ab4-9d0d-ec54f0e7a497.
htm.

56. McCain, “Enduring Peace,” p. 27. For discus-
sions of the NGO crackdown in Russia, see Nick
Paton Walsh, “Russia Says ‘Spies’ Work in Foreign
NGOs,” Guardian, May 13, 2005; “Russian MPs
Approve NGO Controls,” BBC News, December 23,
2005.

57. Matt Kelley, “McCain Adviser’s Work as
Lobbyist Comes to Light,” USA Today, May 20,
2008.

58. Quoted in David Kakabadze, “Georgia: ‘Most
Important to Have Western Unity’ in Face of
Russian Moves,” RFE/RL, April 29, 2008, http://
www.rferl.org/articleprintview/1109646.html.

59. Dan Eggen and Robert Barnes, “McCain’s
Focus on Georgia Raises Question of Propriety,”
Washington Post, August 15, 2008.

60. Walter Alarkon, “McCain: Georgia’s Fate Should
Be of Grave Concern to Americans,” The Hill, August
11, 2008, http://briefingroom.thehill.
com/2008/08/11/mccain-georgias-fate-should-be-
of-grave-concern-to-americans/.

61. John McCain, “We Are All Georgians,” Wall
Street Journal, August, 14, 2008.

62. Quoted in Andrew Osborn, “Russian Diplomat
Criticizes McCain’s Proposal for G-8,” Wall Street
Journal, July 30, 2008.

63. “The Crisis in Korea,” Congressional Record,
June 23, 1994, p. S7497; “United States Policy and
the Crisis in Korea,” Congressional Record, May 24,
1994, p. S6248.

64. Congressional Record, “United States Policy and
the Crisis in Korea,” May 24, 1994, p. S6248;
“North Korea,” Congressional Record, March 16,
1994, p. S3013.

65. Ted Galen Carpenter and Charles V. Peña,

20

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 20



“Rethinking Non-Proliferation,” National Interest
(June 2005): 81–85.

66. Steve Coll and David B. Ottaway, “New
Threats Create Doubt in U.S. Policy,” Washington
Post, April 13, 1995.

67. John McCain, “Rogue State Rollback,” Weekly
Standard, January 20, 2003, p. 13.

68. McCain, “Enduring Peace,” p. 28.

69. It should be noted that there is still uncertain-
ty among experts about how successful the
North’s test really was. For a discussion of this
topic, see Zhang Hui, “Revisiting North Korea’s
Nuclear Test,” China Security (Summer 2007):
119–130.

70. “John McCain Criticizes Clintons on North
Korea,” ABC News, October 11, 2006.

71. Spencer Ackerman, “The Obama Doctrine,”
American Prospect (April 2008), p. 12.

72. David Brooks, “Obama Admires Bush,” New
York Times, May 16, 2008.

73. David Rieff, “Debating Liberal International-
ism,” American Prospect Online, May 15, 2008,
http://www.prospect.org/cs/articles?article=debat
ing_liberal_internationalism#rieff.

74. “Remarks of Illinois State Senator Barack
Obama against Going to War with Iraq,” October 2,
2002, http://www.barackobama.com/2002/10/02/
remarks_of_illinois_state_sen.php.

75. The sanctions against Iraq featured prominently
in bin Laden’s 1996 fatwa against the United States,
with bin Laden claiming that “more than 600,000
Iraqi children have died . . . as a result of thse unjus-
tifiable aggression (sanction) imposed on Iraq and
its nation. . . . You, the U.S.A., together with the Saudi
regime, are responsible for the shedding of the blood
of these innocent children.” See Osama bin Laden,
“Declaration of War against the Americans
Occupying the Land of the Two Holy Places,” origi-
nally published in Arabic August 23, 1996 in Al Quds
Al Arabi, English translation at http://www.pbs.org
/newshour/terrorism/international/fatwa_1996.ht
ml. Although bin Laden was using inflated casualty
figures, the claim made for a compelling recruitment
ploy. See Matt Welch, “The Politics of Dead
Children,” Reason, March 2002, http://www.reason.
com/news/show/28346.html.

76. Condoleezza Rice, “Campaign 2000: Promoting
the National Interest,” Foreign Affairs (January/
February 2000): 45–62.

77. Barack Obama, “Renewing American Leader-

ship,” Foreign Affairs (July/August 2007): 4.

78. Amy Belasco, “The Cost of Iraq, Afghanistan,
and Other Global War on Terror Operations Since
9/11,” CRS Report for Congress RL33110, updated
June 23, 2008.

79. Benjamin H. Friedman, “The Terrible ‘Ifs,’”
Regulation (Winter 2008): 36.

80. Obama, “Renewing American Leadership,” p. 14.

81. Ibid, p. 7.

82. Jill Zuckman, “Senator Hires Genocide Expert,”
Chicago Tribune, July 20, 2005. Power was a top
Obama adviser until she was quoted referring to
Hillary Clinton as a “monster” during the Demo-
cratic primaries.

83. Quoted in Romesh Ratnesar, “2004 Top 100:
Samantha Power, Voice against Genocide,” Time,
April 26, 2004, http://www.time.com/time/sub
scriber/2004/time100/scientists/100power.html.

84. Quoted in Ben Wallace-Wells, “Destiny’s
Child,” Rolling Stone, February 22, 2007.

85. Susan E. Rice, Anthony Lake, and Donald M.
Payne, “We Saved Europeans. Why Not Africans?”
Washington Post, October 2, 2006.

86. Robert Kagan, “Obama the Interventionist,”
Washington Post, April 29, 2007.

87. Obama, “Renewing American Leadership,” p. 6.

88. “Restoring American Diplomacy,” Barack
Obama.com, http://www.barackobama.com/issu
es/foreignpolicy/#diplomacy.

89. For more on neoconservative discontent with
Reagan (and subsequent revisionism trying to retro-
fit Reagan as a neocon), see Stefan Halper and
Jonathan Clarke, Chap. 5 in America Alone: The Neo-
Conservatives and the Global Order (Cambridge, MA:
Cambridge University Press, 2004).

90. Quoted in Tobias Buck, “Obama Warns Nuclear
Iran Would Pose Grave Threat,” Financial Times, July
24, 2008.

91. Quoted in Jonathan Weisman and Ben Persh-
ing, “Obama Thrills on the Hill,” Washington Post
‘The Trail’ Blog, July 29, 2008, http://=blog.washing
tonpost.com/the-trail/2008/07/29/obama_thrills
_on_the_hill.html.

92. Logan, pp. 12–20.

93. Barack Obama, “The War We Need to Win,”
Speech to the Woodrow Wilson Center, August 1,

21

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 21



2007, http://www.barackobama.com/2007/08/
01/remarks_of_senator_obama_the_w_1.php.

94. Quoted in Agence-France Press, “McCain Jabs
Obama as ‘Naïve’ on Pakistan, National Security,”
February 20, 2008.

95. “Pakistan Raps ‘Irresponsible’ Obama Re-
marks,” Associated Press, August 3, 2007.

96. Ismail Khan and Dilawar Khan Wazir, “Night
Raid Kills Nek, Four Other Militants,” Dawn
(Pakistan), June 19, 2004; “Return of the Taliban,”
PBS Frontline, October 3, 2006; Pir Zubair Shah, Eric
Schmitt and Jane Perlez, “American Forces Attack
Militants on Pakistani Soil,” New York Times,
September 3, 2008; Jane Perlez and Pir Zubair Shah,
“U.S. Attack on Taliban Kills 23 in Pakistan,” New
York Times, September 8, 2008.

97. Quoted in Barry R. Posen, “A Grand Strategy of
Restraint,” in Finding Our Way: Debating American
Grand Strategy, ed. Michèle R. Flournoy and Shawn
Brimley, CNAS Solarium Strategy Series Report,
June 2008, p. 90, n. 8.

98. Eli Lake, “McCain and Obama Call for Mugabe’s
Ouster,” New York Sun, June 25, 2008.

99. “Statement of Senator Barack Obama on the
Conflict in Georgia,” August 11, 2008, http://my.
barackobama.com/page/community/post/laurin
manning/gG5bh2.

100. John B. Judis, “Back to the USSR,” New
Republic, July 30, 2008, p. 18.

101. Klein.

102. Obama adviser and former Secretary of De-
fense William Perry advocated striking a missile
North Korea was about to test (unsuccessfully) in
2006. See Ashton B. Carter and William J. Perry, “If
Necessary, Strike and Destroy,” Washington Post, June
22, 2006.

103. Obama, “The War We Need to Win.”

104. For Cato studies evaluating the candidates on
other issues, see Sallie James, “Race to the Bottom?
The Presidential Candidates’ Positions on Trade,”
Cato Trade Briefing Paper no. 27, April 15, 2008;
Michael Tanner, “A Fork in the Road: Obama,
McCain, and Health Care,” Cato Briefing Paper no.
104, July 29, 2008; and Michael Cannon, “Does
Barack Obama Support Socialized Medicine?”
Cato Institute Briefing Paper, forthcoming.

22

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 22



STUDIES IN THE POLICY ANALYSIS SERIES

622. A Critique of the National Popular Vote Plan for Electing the President
by John Samples (October 13, 2008)

621. Medical Licensing: An Obstacle to Affordable, Quality Care by Shirley
Svorny (September 17, 2008)

620. Markets vs. Monopolies in Education: A Global Review of the Evidence
by Andrew J. Coulson (September 10, 2008)

619. Executive Pay: Regulation vs. Market Competition by Ira T. Kay and Steven
Van Putten (September 10, 2008)

618. The Fiscal Impact of a Large-Scale Education Tax Credit Program by
Andrew J. Coulson with a Technical Appendix by Anca M. Cotet (July 1, 2008)

617. Roadmap to Gridlock: The Failure of Long-Range Metropolitan
Transportation Planning by Randal O’Toole (May 27, 2008)

616. Dismal Science: The Shortcomings of U.S. School Choice Research and
How to Address Them by John Merrifield (April 16, 2008)

615. Does Rail Transit Save Energy or Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions? by
Randal O’Toole (April 14, 2008)

614. Organ Sales and Moral Travails: Lessons from the Living Kidney Vendor
Program in Iran by Benjamin E. Hippen (March 20, 2008)

613. The Grass Is Not Always Greener: A Look at National Health Care
Systems Around the World by Michael Tanner (March 18, 2008)

612. Electronic Employment Eligibility Verification: Franz Kafka’s Solution
to Illegal Immigration by Jim Harper (March 5, 2008)

611. Parting with Illusions: Developing a Realistic Approach to Relations
with Russia by Nikolas Gvosdev (February 29, 2008)

610. Learning the Right Lessons from Iraq by Benjamin H. Friedman,
Harvey M. Sapolsky, and Christopher Preble (February 13, 2008)

609. What to Do about Climate Change by Indur M. Goklany (February 5, 2008)

608. Cracks in the Foundation: NATO’s New Troubles by Stanley Kober
(January 15, 2008)

356876_PA623_1stClass:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:40 AM  Page 23



607. The Connection between Wage Growth and Social Security’s Financial
Condition by Jagadeesh Gokhale (December 10, 2007)

606. The Planning Tax: The Case against Regional Growth-Management
Planning by Randal O’Toole (December 6, 2007)

605. The Public Education Tax Credit by Adam B. Schaeffer (December 5, 2007)

604. A Gift of Life Deserves Compensation: How to Increase Living Kidney
Donation with Realistic Incentives by Arthur J. Matas (November 7, 2007)

603. What Can the United States Learn from the Nordic Model? by Daniel J.
Mitchell (November 5, 2007)

602. Do You Know the Way to L.A.? San Jose Shows How to Turn an Urban
Area into Los Angeles in Three Stressful Decades by Randal O’Toole
(October 17, 2007)

601. The Freedom to Spend Your Own Money on Medical Care: A Common
Casualty of Universal Coverage by Kent Masterson Brown (October 15,
2007)

600. Taiwan’s Defense Budget: How Taipei’s Free Riding Risks War by Justin
Logan and Ted Galen Carpenter (September 13, 2007)

599. End It, Don’t Mend It: What to Do with No Child Left Behind by Neal
McCluskey and Andrew J. Coulson (September 5, 2007)

598. Don’t Increase Federal Gasoline Taxes—Abolish Them by Jerry Taylor and
Peter Van Doren (August 7, 2007)

597. Medicaid’s Soaring Cost: Time to Step on the Brakes by Jagadeesh
Gokhale (July 19, 2007)

596. Debunking Portland: The City That Doesn’t Work by Randal O’Toole
(July 9, 2007)

595. The Massachusetts Health Plan: The Good, the Bad, and the Ugly by
David A. Hyman (June 28, 2007)

356876_PA623:PaMaster.qxd  10/7/2008  9:24 AM  Page 24

PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2PA Masthead.indd   2 2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PM2/9/06   2:08:35 PMUntitled-2   2 2/7/06   4:35:00 PM


