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Harry Truman once said, "The only thing new in this world is history that you don't 
know". In this administration filled with obama sycophants nobody knows anything. 
We learned this early when they cancelled the missiles that were to be installed in 
Poland and made the announcement on the anniversary of the Russian invasion 
of Poland. The president choosing the ISIS bombing targets is just the latest 
example. Doesn't anybody there have any knowledge of history? Don't they know 
LBJ did the same thing and degraded the effectiveness of the bombing campaign 
in North Viet Nam? Craig Pirrong posts on warfare conducted by president 
bystander. 
LBJ micromanaged the bombing campaign. Often hunching over maps, he chose individual 
targets, mainly at a lunch every Tuesday with his national security team. He famously said that 
the military couldn’t bomb an outhouse without his permission. 

It is almost universally recognized that LBJ’s micromanagement was an unmitigated disaster. 
The North Vietnamese interpreted the relatively diffident bombing campaign as an indicator of 
LBJ’s lack of commitment and resolve: they weren’t deterred, but were encouraged. The 
campaign inflicted little military damage on the North, and the NVA used the respite to bolster 
their air defenses. 

In brief, the LBJ “Rolling Thunder” campaign, and his meddlesome control over it, is widely held 
up as an example of how not to wage a military campaign, and especially an air campaign. 

Fast forward exactly 50 years, from 1964 to 2014. Then read this, and weep: 

The U.S. military campaign against Islamist militants in Syria is being designed to allow 
President Barack Obama to exert a high degree of personal control, going so far as to require 
that the military obtain presidential signoff for strikes in Syrian territory, officials said. 

The requirements for strikes in Syria against the extremist group Islamic State will be far more 
stringent than those targeting it in Iraq, at least at first. U.S. officials say it is an attempt to limit 
the threat the U.S. could be dragged more deeply into the Syrian civil war. 

. . . . 

Through tight control over airstrikes in Syria and limits on U.S. action in Iraq, Mr. Obama is 
closely managing the new war in the Middle East in a way he hasn’t done with previous 
conflicts, such as the troop surge in Afghanistan announced in 2009 or the last years of the Iraq 
war before the 2011 U.S. pullout. 

LBJ redux, to the last jot and tittle. Repeating the exact same errors. It will not end up any 
better. Probably worse, given that the situation in Syria is worse (as bad as it was in SVN in 
1964). Talk about forgetting the past and being condemned to repeat it. 

  
  
 



Max Boot on the same subject.   
Shades of LBJ. The comparison may be unfair, but it is also inevitable when one reads that “the 
U.S. military campaign against Islamist militants in Syria is being designed to allow President 
Barack Obama to exert a high degree of personal control, going so far as to require that the 
military obtain presidential signoff for strikes in Syrian territory.” 

This is reminiscent of the way that Lyndon Johnson controlled air strikes on North Vietnam from 
the Oval Office in what has come to be seen as classic example of how trying to carefully 
ratchet up the use of force to “send a message” to adversaries doesn’t work in the real world. At 
least Johnson had good reason to limit air strikes in North Vietnam–he was worried about 
drawing China into the war as had occurred during the Korean War. In the case of Syria, it’s 
hard to see a similar imperative to limit air strikes on ISIS. If Obama is worried that the Assad 
regime will take advantage of U.S. attacks on ISIS, the obvious solution would be to bomb 
Assad’s forces too–in short, more air attacks, not fewer. But that clearly is not what the 
president contemplates; he seems to envision a few pinprick air strikes in Syria and a few more 
in Iraq. 

How this is supposed to succeed in his ambitious goal of first degrading and then destroying 
ISIS is hard to see. ... 

  
  
Another historical analogy is pointed out by Jonathan Tobin. During the Civil War, 
Lincoln kept looking for a general who would fight. In the Middle East mess, our 
generals keep looking for a president who will fight.   
One of the key narratives of the American Civil War was President Abraham Lincoln’s long 
search for a general who could fight and win battles and put a war-winning strategy into action. 
But when historians look back on the country’s current conflicts in the Middle East, that formula 
may be reversed. Instead of lacking generals who wish to engage the enemy and defeat them, 
what the nation may need more is a president who is as committed to victory as his soldiers. 
That’s the conclusion many observers are drawn to after listening to the testimony of General 
Martin Dempsey yesterday when he told a Senate committee that he may yet recommend the 
use of U.S. ground forces against ISIS even though that is something that President Obama has 
explicitly rejected. 

The president repeated his vow that American troops would not fight the terrorists on the ground 
today when he spoke to an audience of soldiers at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa. While 
trying, not always successfully, to sound appropriately belligerent, the president made it 
abundantly clear that that his vow to “degrade and ultimately destroy” the terror group is 
conditional on finding local proxies to fight the war he has been dragged into by circumstance 
and the shifting tides of public opinion. The purpose of the speech and, indeed, a rare all-out 
lobbying push in Congress by a normally diffident White House, was to convince the country of 
the need to fund American participation in the conflict. But the contrast between the 
recommendations he has reportedly been getting from his military advisors and his adamant 
refusal to even leave the door open to U.S. action on the ground makes it hard to believe that he 
is really serious about winning this war. ... 

  
  
  



Jennifer Rubin with more on the clash with the generals.  
President Obama is infamous for his high regard for himself and low opinion of just about 
everyone else. He infamously declared in 2008, “I think that I’m a better speechwriter than my 
speechwriters. I know more about policies on any particular issue than my policy directors. And 
I’ll tell you right now that I’m gonna think I’m a better political director than my political director.” 
It turns out he didn’t know much about the Middle East, Russia or jihadism. 

It should come as no surprise then that he is at war with everyone who knows  less than he 
does, according to him. He is sparring with his military commanders who are forced to defend 
an unworkable strategy against the Islamic State that rests upon an imaginary Sunni ground 
force and U.S. air power alone, a formula that failed spectacularly in the failing state of Libya 
(including the deaths of four Americans). The Post reports: 

Retired Marine Gen. James Mattis, who served under Obama until last year, became the latest 
high-profile skeptic on Thursday, telling the House Intelligence Committee that a blanket 
prohibition on ground combat was tying the military’s hands. “Half-hearted or tentative efforts, or 
airstrikes alone, can backfire on us and actually strengthen our foes’ credibility,” he said. “We 
may not wish to reassure our enemies in advance that they will not see American boots on the 
ground.” ... 

  
  
We'll close with analysis from Richard Epstein.  
... The Obama personal hesitation stems, unfortunately, from reasons unrelated to the military 
and political issues. Part of his problem is that he cannot bring himself to acknowledge that he 
was wrong to oppose the Iraqi surge in 2006, and wrong to pull out American troops from Iraq 
as President. A strong president learns from his past mistakes, but Obama does not. 

One reason for his dogged persistence lies in his flawed world view, which deep down, regards 
the United States (and Israel) as akin to colonial powers, whose actions should always be 
examined under a presumption of distrust. His ingrained uneasiness with the values of western 
civilization makes it impossible for him to think and act as the leader of a western nation. 
Instead, he much prefers to regard himself as a nonpartisan critic and a bystander to world 
affairs. He has no firm conviction in the rightness of his cause, and hence no confidence in his 
ability to get others to act as perils mount. 

What makes the situation even worse is that Obama receives support from commentators and 
public intellectuals who think that his reluctance to commit military force should be commended 
as part of some grand plan to restore American hegemony by gentler means. Just that kind of 
thinking was evident in a recent column by Thomas Friedman, “Leading From Within,” which 
refuses to come to grips with the short-term peril that ISIS presents. Friedman accepts the 
conventional analysis that the 2003 invasion of Iraq was a mistake and ignores the current 
short-term military crisis in order to piece together some long-term strategic plans to make 
things better. One of his suggestions is that the United States remove its self-imposed 
limitations on the export of oil products. Of course, that proposal is correct. But it is an 
insufficient response to the perilous military situation today in the Middle East. It is also correct 
even in times of peace because free trade policies always work to the long-term advantage of 
our nation and the world. In good times, as well as bad, a global increase in the supply of oil will 
enhance prosperity at home and abroad. 



The dubious arguments against fracking technology have ever weaker foundations as the 
technology continues to become both safer and more energy efficient. There is little 
environmental risk at home (especially compared to coal), and there is much to gain from 
boosting overall levels of economic activity, which can never be done by piling huge subsidies 
into Friedman’s preferred clean energies that still don’t work very well. Indeed, if freeing up oil 
exports had been done years ago, it would have long ago reduced world dependence on both 
Russian natural gas and Middle Eastern oil, which could have reduced the risk of aggressive 
action long before it occurred. ... 

  
  

 
 
 

  
  
Streetwise Professor 
Note to BHO: LBJ Is Not A Role Model for Commander in Chief 
by Craig Pirrong 

At the outset of intense American involvement in the Viet Nam War, the US military devised a 
robust bombing campaign to be deployed against the North. The campaign focused on 
petroleum, oil and lubricants (“POL”) facilities and ports. The objective was to deal a decisive 
blow to Hanoi’s war making capability. It was a military plan focused on military objectives. 

President Lyndon Baines Johnson rejected the military’s plan. He viewed bombing as a political 
instrument to be calibrated to achieve negotiated outcomes: 

I saw our bombs as my political resources for negotiating a peace. On the one hand, our planes 
and our bombs could be used as carrots for the South, strengthening the morale of the South 
Vietnamese and pushing them to clean up their corrupt house, by demonstrating the depth of 
our commitment to the war. On the other hand, our bombs could be used as sticks against the 
North, pressuring North Vietnam to stop its aggression against the South. By keeping a lid on all 
the designated targets, I knew I could keep the control of the war in my own hands. If China 
reacted to our slow escalation by threatening to retaliate, we’d have plenty of time to ease off 
the bombing. But this control—so essential for preventing World War III—would be lost the 
moment we unleashed a total assault on the North—for that would be rape rather than 
seduction—and then there would be no turning back. The Chinese reaction would be instant 
and total. 

LBJ micromanaged the bombing campaign. Often hunching over maps, he chose individual 
targets, mainly at a lunch every Tuesday with his national security team. He famously said that 
the military couldn’t bomb an outhouse without his permission. 

It is almost universally recognized that LBJ’s micromanagement was an unmitigated disaster. 
The North Vietnamese interpreted the relatively diffident bombing campaign as an indicator of 
LBJ’s lack of commitment and resolve: they weren’t deterred, but were encouraged. The 
campaign inflicted little military damage on the North, and the NVA used the respite to bolster 
their air defenses. 



In brief, the LBJ “Rolling Thunder” campaign, and his meddlesome control over it, is widely held 
up as an example of how not to wage a military campaign, and especially an air campaign. 

Fast forward exactly 50 years, from 1964 to 2014. Then read this, and weep: 

The U.S. military campaign against Islamist militants in Syria is being designed to allow 
President Barack Obama to exert a high degree of personal control, going so far as to require 
that the military obtain presidential signoff for strikes in Syrian territory, officials said. 

The requirements for strikes in Syria against the extremist group Islamic State will be far more 
stringent than those targeting it in Iraq, at least at first. U.S. officials say it is an attempt to limit 
the threat the U.S. could be dragged more deeply into the Syrian civil war. 

. . . . 

Through tight control over airstrikes in Syria and limits on U.S. action in Iraq, Mr. Obama is 
closely managing the new war in the Middle East in a way he hasn’t done with previous 
conflicts, such as the troop surge in Afghanistan announced in 2009 or the last years of the Iraq 
war before the 2011 U.S. pullout. 

LBJ redux, to the last jot and tittle. Repeating the exact same errors. It will not end up any 
better. Probably worse, given that the situation in Syria is worse (as bad as it was in SVN in 
1964). Talk about forgetting the past and being condemned to repeat it. 

Just what during a career of community organizing and voting “present” in the (notoriously 
corrupt) Illinois Senate qualified Barack Obama to be generalissimo, making tactical (and 
operational) decisions in a military campaign waged in an extremely complex environment? 
There is no greater testament to his overweening (and almost totally unjustified) sense of 
superiority than this decision to run a bombing campaign out of the Oval Office. 

The WSJ article says that Obama is hellbent on making sure operations in Syria and Iraq are a 
glorified counterterrorism (not even counterinsurgency) operation at best. His model is the 
<sarcasm> wildly successful </sarcasm> operations in Yemen and Somalia. 

Anybody read about Yemen and Somalia lately? Yeah. If those are successes, I’d hate to see 
what failure will look like. But I’m pretty sure we’re going to find out. 

The military is already off the reservation, with Joint Chiefs Chairman Dempsey and the retired 
Marine general assigned to coordinate operations with the Iraqi and Syrian forces, James 
Mattis, openly (though implicitly) criticizing Obama’s steadfast refusal even to countenance the 
use of ground forces. Usually it takes a military disaster to spark such open questioning of 
presidential policy by military commanders. Here we have it before the operation has even fairly 
started. That speaks volumes, and bodes very ill for the future. 

Obama is a control freak with no military competence or background or experience, and is also 
terminally afflicted with the Jupiter Complex. He is beyond loath to get involved in the bloody, 
dirty business of combat on the ground, but feels obliged to do something: he is therefore 
tremendously attracted to the idea that he can be, in the words of historian Paul Johnson, a 
Jupiter, a “righteous god, raining retributive thunderbolts on his wicked enemies.” It seems clean 
and detached and bloodless. So it may seem from the delivering, rather than the receiving, end 



of the thunderbolts. But it is also strategically vacuous and ultimately tactically and operationally 
indecisive. It also tends to breed resentment and hostility among those it is intended to help. 

(As an aside, I consider it beyond ironic to remember that during Viet Nam, and the years after, 
the left routinely criticized the morality of the US air war, pointing out that war looked so 
sanitized from the cockpit of a B-52 at 30,000 feet. Now that they command the B-52s-and F-
15s, F/A-18s, F-16s, B-1s, etc.-they are entranced by the allure of waging war at such distance 
from the blood and chaos on the ground.) 

As I wrote the other day, I do not support a vigorous military operation in Syria. But if we are 
going to get involved, it must be done the right way, in a militarily sensible way. What Obama is 
hell-bent on doing is the exact wrong thing. He is repeating the LBJ mistakes, and adding some 
of his very own making. This is why, even overlooking the meager security stakes and the 
daunting obstacles involved in Syria and the Middle East generally, I blanche at the idea of a 
military campaign conducted by Obama, especially when he stubbornly insists on maintaining 
tight control over it. 

Not too long after LBJ got involved in Viet Nam, and bungled it royally, he was routinely taunted 
by a chant: “Hey, hey, LBJ, how many kids did you kill today?” It is probably one of the things 
most strongly associated with Johnson’s sad legacy. I am not by nature a protest poet, so I can’t 
fill in the rest, but I know someone will: “Ho, Ho, BHO . . . ” The jingle will not end well for 
Obama, but the real tragedy is that what is about to unfold will not end well for the US, or the 
world. 

  
  
Contentions 
The Vietnamization of the War on ISIS? 
by Max Boot 

Shades of LBJ. The comparison may be unfair, but it is also inevitable when one reads that “the 
U.S. military campaign against Islamist militants in Syria is being designed to allow President 
Barack Obama to exert a high degree of personal control, going so far as to require that the 
military obtain presidential signoff for strikes in Syrian territory.” 

This is reminiscent of the way that Lyndon Johnson controlled air strikes on North Vietnam from 
the Oval Office in what has come to be seen as classic example of how trying to carefully 
ratchet up the use of force to “send a message” to adversaries doesn’t work in the real world. At 
least Johnson had good reason to limit air strikes in North Vietnam–he was worried about 
drawing China into the war as had occurred during the Korean War. In the case of Syria, it’s 
hard to see a similar imperative to limit air strikes on ISIS. If Obama is worried that the Assad 
regime will take advantage of U.S. attacks on ISIS, the obvious solution would be to bomb 
Assad’s forces too–in short, more air attacks, not fewer. But that clearly is not what the 
president contemplates; he seems to envision a few pinprick air strikes in Syria and a few more 
in Iraq. 

How this is supposed to succeed in his ambitious goal of first degrading and then destroying 
ISIS is hard to see. His own top generals–Martin Dempsey, chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
and Ray Odierno, Army chief of staff–have warned in recent days that it may be necessary to 
send at least a limited number of U.S. troops to work alongside friendly forces in order to 



enhance their combat effectiveness. Yet Obama keeps insists this will not happen. At Central 
Command on Wednesday, he said: “The American forces that have been deployed to Iraq do 
not and will not have a combat mission. I will not commit you and the rest of our armed forces to 
fighting another ground war in Iraq.” 

It’s possible that Obama can wiggle out of his seemingly firm commitment as David Ignatius 
suggests: by reflagging Special Operations Forces under Title 50 covert-action authority and 
sending them to work alongside indigenous forces under CIA command. It would be easier and 
more effective not to go through this subterfuge, however, so as to commit the full resources of 
the U.S. military to support advisers and air controllers in harm’s way. 

Comparisons have been drawn to the U.S. campaign in Afghanistan in the fall of 2001 but in 
that case a large number of Special Forces teams operated openly alongside more covert 
officers from the CIA. That’s a good model to replicate in Iraq and Syria. But whatever the legal 
niceties, it is vitally important, as his own generals are signaling, for Obama to put at least a 
limited force of U.S. personnel on the ground where they can work alongside indigenous forces 
and accompany them into battle, as occurred in Afghanistan. It is important also to step up air 
strikes on ISIS beyond what is currently contemplated because the projected, low-level of 
strikes will not be enough to break the back of the most powerful terrorist movement in the 
world. It may in fact simply result in ISIS being able to claim a victory by posturing as the 
jihadists who withstood an American offensive. That would be pretty much the worst scenario 
imaginable–yet with his commitment to gradualism in warfare Obama is making it more likely. 

  
  
Contentions 
The Problem with Obama and His Generals 
by Jonathan S. Tobin 

One of the key narratives of the American Civil War was President Abraham Lincoln’s long 
search for a general who could fight and win battles and put a war-winning strategy into action. 
But when historians look back on the country’s current conflicts in the Middle East, that formula 
may be reversed. Instead of lacking generals who wish to engage the enemy and defeat them, 
what the nation may need more is a president who is as committed to victory as his soldiers. 
That’s the conclusion many observers are drawn to after listening to the testimony of General 
Martin Dempsey yesterday when he told a Senate committee that he may yet recommend the 
use of U.S. ground forces against ISIS even though that is something that President Obama has 
explicitly rejected. 

The president repeated his vow that American troops would not fight the terrorists on the ground 
today when he spoke to an audience of soldiers at MacDill Air Force Base in Tampa. While 
trying, not always successfully, to sound appropriately belligerent, the president made it 
abundantly clear that that his vow to “degrade and ultimately destroy” the terror group is 
conditional on finding local proxies to fight the war he has been dragged into by circumstance 
and the shifting tides of public opinion. The purpose of the speech and, indeed, a rare all-out 
lobbying push in Congress by a normally diffident White House, was to convince the country of 
the need to fund American participation in the conflict. But the contrast between the 
recommendations he has reportedly been getting from his military advisors and his adamant 
refusal to even leave the door open to U.S. action on the ground makes it hard to believe that he 
is really serious about winning this war. 



As Eli Lake and Josh Rogin report today in the Daily Beast, Dempsey’s statement is not the only 
instance of military men urging the president to keep an open mind about how best to win the 
war. Other advisers, including General John Allen, who has been appointed to lead the anti-ISIS 
effort, not only criticized the administration for its foolish decision to abandon Iraq that gave ISIS 
the opening it needed but has been calling for a “robust” effort against ISIS for months. 

Some may interpret this disconnect as a standoff between trigger-happy generals and a 
thoughtful president who thinks carefully before acting (Obama’s cherished self-evaluation of his 
leadership style that he never tires of extolling). But that is both inaccurate as well as 
misleading. Generals and admirals are always the last ones to wish to see their cherished 
institutions and infrastructure hauled into a fight whose outcome is always uncertain. Rather, it is 
the fact that having found themselves tasked with the winning of a war against a terrorist threat 
that the American people now rightly think essential, the military understands that this requires a 
war-winning strategy. 

The president embarrassed himself earlier this month when he said that he was still searching 
for a strategy to defeat ISIS, a position he reversed last week when he announced his order for 
the campaign. But by setting absolute limits on the willingness of the United States to actually 
fight and win the conflict, he sent ISIS a signal that he was not as committed to battle as they 
were. 

The point here isn’t necessarily to advocate that the use of American troops in Iraq or Syria is a 
good or necessary thing. It is to note, as General Dempsey did in a rare moment of complete 
candor in congressional testimony, that it is not possible to rule their use out if the U.S. actually 
wants to win rather than merely manage the conflict. You don’t have to be another Lincoln, let 
alone a Napoleon or Alexander, to understand that when a political leader telegraphs the enemy 
that his country won’t commit to fighting them on the ground, it will encourage that foe to hang 
on. If the fight with ISIS is as vital to U.S. security as Obama now says it is—and he’s right 
about that—it’s fair to ask why he isn’t willing to keep all options on the table. 

Pretending that the U.S. can beat ISIS by leading from behind with foreign proxies doing the 
hard slog on the ground is a formula for stalemate at best and possibly defeat. U.S. air power 
can influence the outcome of the battle and even do serious damage to ISIS. But such wars are 
won with troops on the ground pursuing counterinsurgency tactics. 

President Obama is burdened with serious political constraints in a war-weary country and 
untrustworthy and often unsavory allies who are also opposed to ISIS. But even as we make 
allowances for the handicaps that he is laboring under, there is no disguising his lack of 
enthusiasm for the task as well as his lack of commitment to victory. What America lacks is not 
a strategy but a president who is ready to lead the country to victory. That will have to change if 
U.S. forces are to have any hope of success. 

  
Right Turn 
A world of his own 
by Jennifer Rubin 

President Obama is infamous for his high regard for himself and low opinion of just about 
everyone else. He infamously declared in 2008, “I think that I’m a better speechwriter than my 
speechwriters. I know more about policies on any particular issue than my policy directors. And 



I’ll tell you right now that I’m gonna think I’m a better political director than my political director.” 
It turns out he didn’t know much about the Middle East, Russia or jihadism. 

It should come as no surprise then that he is at war with everyone who knows  less than he 
does, according to him. He is sparring with his military commanders who are forced to defend 
an unworkable strategy against the Islamic State that rests upon an imaginary Sunni ground 
force and U.S. air power alone, a formula that failed spectacularly in the failing state of Libya 
(including the deaths of four Americans). The Post reports: 

Retired Marine Gen. James Mattis, who served under Obama until last year, became the latest 
high-profile skeptic on Thursday, telling the House Intelligence Committee that a blanket 
prohibition on ground combat was tying the military’s hands. “Half-hearted or tentative efforts, or 
airstrikes alone, can backfire on us and actually strengthen our foes’ credibility,” he said. “We 
may not wish to reassure our enemies in advance that they will not see American boots on the 
ground.” 

Mattis’s comments came two days after Army Gen. Martin Dempsey, the chairman of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff, took the rare step of publicly suggesting that a policy already set by the 
commander in chief could be reconsidered. 

Despite Obama’s promise that he would not deploy ground combat forces, Dempsey made clear 
that he didn’t want to rule out the possibility, if only to deploy small teams in limited 
circumstances. He also acknowledged that Army Gen. Lloyd Austin, the commander for the 
Middle East, had already recommended doing so in the case of at least one battle in Iraq but 
was overruled. 

In fairness, freshmen Senators Rand Paul (R-Ky.) and Ted Cruz (R-Tex.) also disregard all 
these military experts, but they are not responsible for much of anything. Obama’s desire to live 
up to his political promise conflicts with coherent war strategy, so naturally the former prevails 
(‘the White House has struggled to reconcile that reality with its prior statements that Obama 
would not put ‘U.S. boots on the ground’ in Iraq”). Former secretary of Defense Robert Gates 
who wrote a book warning us of the president’s proclivities — only to be shunned by Obama 
spinners for sounding the alarm — is blunt and unsparing these days. (“‘There will be boots on 
the ground if there’s to be any hope of success in the strategy,’ Gates said in an interview with 
CBS News, adding that ‘the president in effect traps himself’ by repeating his mantra that he 
won’t send U.S. troops into combat.”) 

That said, the intelligence community has not been a reassuring factor. They seem to get 
everything wrong — and that comes from director of national intelligence James Clapper. The 
Post’s David Ignatius quotes him as saying that “we underestimated ISIL [the Islamic State] and 

overestimated the fighting capability of the Iraqi army. . . . I didn’t see the collapse of the Iraqi 

security force in the north coming. I didn’t see that. It boils down to predicting the will to fight, 
which is an imponderable.” Imponderable? Maybe hiding in plain sight. He need not feel bad 
however since the president doesn’t let reality get in the way — and would not have acted 
differently even if Clapper had said what just about everyone who cared to know could: The 
Islamic State is a large, highly organized and well-armed force bent on displacing its neighbors 
and setting up it caliphate. (This does raise the question how why we should rely on the 
intelligence people to tell us when Iran is about to go nuclear; they seem to be the last to know.) 
In any other administration he might be fired; in this case missing danger signs is appreciated. 



Jimmy Carter woke up to the Soviets ambitions when they invaded Afghanistan. But Obama 
isn’t going to let geopolitical realities get in the way. In his mind, Iran can be wooed, Israel is at 
fault for the “peace process” collapse, it was right to leave no troops in Iraq, Vladimir Putin is so 
19th century and Somalia and Yemen are success stories. (Yemen, really? The latest from 
there: “[H]eavy fighting raged Thursday between the rebels and Sunni militias in Shamlan, a 
suburb also northwest of Sanaa that is home to the Iman Islamic university, an institution long 
viewed as a primary breeding ground for militias. . . . In addition to the Hawthi rebels, an al-
Qaida branch in the south poses a constant threat as it tries to impose control over cities and 
towns. There is also a growing separatist movement in the south, a region that once constituted 
an independent state before it merged with northern Yemen.”) 

No wonder the president is freaked out. We face a panoply of threats and a commander in chief 
who operates in a world of fantasy, essential to justify a string of horrendous policy 
misjudgments. 

  
  
Hoover Institution 
Presidential Indecision 
by Richard A. Epstein 

Today’s debate over the uses and limits of American military power is, and should be, solely 
over means and not ends. In previous columns on the death of Pax Americana and the 
isolationist follies of Senator Rand Paul—follies that have perhaps diminished in recent days—I 
argued that there is no principled political disagreement on the ghastly and immoral activities of 
ISIS, the Islamic State. The only serious debate, therefore, lies in fashioning the right response. 
On that score, the prompt use of massive force, ground troops included, against an identified 
target with territorial control must be the first and indispensable step in the overall plan. Long-
term economic responses, as some are advocating, may be wise but they will not work now. 

Unfortunately, President Barack Obama does not quite see it that way. The President has been 
immobilized by his deep ambivalence over the use of force. Right now, his stated campaign 
relies on the limited use of air power largely to knock out ISIS fighters who threaten key dams 
and other infrastructure—which is all to the good—but he will not budge beyond that target. 
Before he will move more decisively in Iraq, Obama must be satisfied that the local factions will 
unite behind a viable plan. Yet he ignores the deep problem that no such plan is possible unless 
and until the United States puts more resources on the table and more troops on the ground. 
Before he will move against ISIS, he has to cobble together a coalition of nations and then gain 
buy-in from Congress—but, he insists, no troops on the ground, please. That decision has 
powerful consequences for by the President’s own reckoning, the lack of ground forces means 
that ISIS has a three-year lease on life, during which catastrophe can strike. It is no wonder that 
the President’s potential allies in the Arab world are skeptical of his all-too measured response. 

Committing ground forces is always risky business. But not committing to the fray is risky 
business as well. Wars are subject to sharp turns, and, as Robert Kagan reminded us recently, 
dangerous situations can quickly spiral out of control, as they did in the 1930s and may again do 
so today. The successes of NATO in the dangerous post-war years came from the U.S. 
willingness to keep ground troops in Europe, where right now they are needed in places like 
Estonia, lest Putin try to repeat the 1939 annexation. The Israelis learned that lesson quickly 
when it became apparent in Gaza that even a splendid air force could not remove the need for a 



bloody land invasion to close the tunnels, disrupt ground movements and communications, and 
capture enough rockets to reduce the direct threat to Israeli citizens and territory. Indeed, 
historically, Israel as a nation could not have survived if it had not been prepared to use 
preemptive force in 1967 to take out Egyptian opposition. Not surprisingly, its greatest peril 
came in 1973 when it was caught flat-footed in the Yom Kippur War. 

So why doesn’t Obama commit himself to decisive actions with ground troops? It can’t be 
because of the logistical difficulties that are involved. It is one thing to try to ferret out terrorists—
which, tellingly, is a term the President won’t use—who are hidden away in mountain caves or 
inner city safe houses. But the moment they lay siege to helpless cities, occupy air bases, and 
proclaim their Caliphate, their strong territorial presence makes it possible to confront them on 
advantageous terms, at least before they further build up strength. We should do everything we 
can to help the Kurds and other Iraqis, but it is foolish for us to wait until their forces coalesce to 
bear the brunt of the fighting alone, even if aided by American advisors. A strong military 
presence is the only way to counter the territorial expansion of ISIS. 

The Obama personal hesitation stems, unfortunately, from reasons unrelated to the military and 
political issues. Part of his problem is that he cannot bring himself to acknowledge that he was 
wrong to oppose the Iraqi surge in 2006, and wrong to pull out American troops from Iraq as 
President. A strong president learns from his past mistakes, but Obama does not. 

One reason for his dogged persistence lies in his flawed world view, which deep down, regards 
the United States (and Israel) as akin to colonial powers, whose actions should always be 
examined under a presumption of distrust. His ingrained uneasiness with the values of western 
civilization makes it impossible for him to think and act as the leader of a western nation. 
Instead, he much prefers to regard himself as a nonpartisan critic and a bystander to world 
affairs. He has no firm conviction in the rightness of his cause, and hence no confidence in his 
ability to get others to act as perils mount. 

What makes the situation even worse is that Obama receives support from commentators and 
public intellectuals who think that his reluctance to commit military force should be commended 
as part of some grand plan to restore American hegemony by gentler means. Just that kind of 
thinking was evident in a recent column by Thomas Friedman, “Leading From Within,” which 
refuses to come to grips with the short-term peril that ISIS presents. Friedman accepts the 
conventional analysis that the 2003 invasion of Iraq was a mistake and ignores the current 
short-term military crisis in order to piece together some long-term strategic plans to make 
things better. One of his suggestions is that the United States remove its self-imposed 
limitations on the export of oil products. Of course, that proposal is correct. But it is an 
insufficient response to the perilous military situation today in the Middle East. It is also correct 
even in times of peace because free trade policies always work to the long-term advantage of 
our nation and the world. In good times, as well as bad, a global increase in the supply of oil will 
enhance prosperity at home and abroad. 

The dubious arguments against fracking technology have ever weaker foundations as the 
technology continues to become both safer and more energy efficient. There is little 
environmental risk at home (especially compared to coal), and there is much to gain from 
boosting overall levels of economic activity, which can never be done by piling huge subsidies 
into Friedman’s preferred clean energies that still don’t work very well. Indeed, if freeing up oil 
exports had been done years ago, it would have long ago reduced world dependence on both 
Russian natural gas and Middle Eastern oil, which could have reduced the risk of aggressive 
action long before it occurred. 



It is also clear that the release of American oil overseas suffers from none of the serious 
difficulties associated with the imposition of sanctions. Quite simply, no adversary (and no 
friend) can evade the reality of more abundant energy supplies. Yet, it is often difficult to get our 
friends to implement sanctions, and easy for our enemies to dull their effect, by dealing with 
third parties who treat the absence of American competition as an open invitation to expand 
business with rogue nations like Russia. 

That said, Friedman’s approach is insufficient because it works off of the wrong time frame. The 
issue of oil exports is inevitably contentious and the President’s self-image as a reluctant 
champion of free trade will slow this train down for weeks, months or years. Friedman makes 
matters still worse by insisting that we tie the change in oil export policy to an acceptance of his 
regime of stiff carbon taxes to counter global warming, thereby dashing its chances of passage, 
thereby further delaying a sensible economic response. So after Friedman’s endless 
speculations, the vital issue that remains is what should be done today militarily, and not 
tomorrow economically. 

So it is back to the military and diplomatic options. At this point, it is quite clear that the greatest 
obstacle to getting things done overseas is the allergic reaction domestically to foreign 
entanglements, given our mixed record of failed ventures. Indeed it is just on this point that 
presidential leadership is so critical. It is instructive that even Friedman’s co-columnist at the 
Times, Maureen Dowd, rightly frets that an embattled Obama, convinced of his “Solomonic 
wisdom and Spocky calm” will continue to wallow in self-pity—thinking of himself as the helpless 
prisoner of events—rather than make a decision about what to do. In this time of peril, we need 
a President with courage to put aside the political and ask this one question: what mix of 
American force and diplomacy can bring a halt to the growing disintegration of world order. 

  
  
  

 



  
  
  
  

 
  
  
  
  

 
  
  



 
  
  
 


