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OBAMA’S DOROTHY DOCTRINE 
Charles Krauthammer, 

Washington Post, May 30, 2013 
 

“This war, like all wars, must end. That’s what history advises .  .  .” — Barack Obama, May 23 
 

Nice thought. But much as Obama would like to close his eyes, click his heels three times and declare the 
war on terror over, war is a two-way street. That’s what history advises: Two sides to fight it, two to end it. 
By surrender (World War II), by armistice (Korea and Vietnam) or when the enemy simply disappears 
from the field (the Cold War). 
 

Obama says enough is enough. He doesn’t want us on “a perpetual wartime footing.” Well, the Cold War 
lasted 45 years. The war on terror, 12 so far. By Obama’s calculus, we should have declared the Cold War 
over in 1958 and left Western Europe, our Pacific allies, the entire free world to fend for itself — and 
consigned Eastern Europe to endless darkness. John F. Kennedy summoned the nation to bear the burdens 
of the long twilight struggle. Obama, agonizing publicly about the awful burdens of command — his 
command, which he twice sought in election — wants out. For him and for us. 

http://articles.washingtonpost.com/2013-05-30/opinions/39629444_1_cold-war-barack-obama-power-vacuum
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He doesn’t just want to revise and update the September 2001 Authorization for Use of Military Force, 
which many conservatives have called for. He wants to repeal it. He admits that the AUMF establishes the 
basis both in domestic and international law to conduct crucial defensive operations, such as drone strikes. 
Why, then, abolish the authority to do what we sometimes need to do? Because that will make the war go 
away? Persuade our enemies to retire to their caves? Stop the spread of jihadism? 
 

This is John Lennon, bumper-sticker foreign policy — Imagine World Peace. Obama pretends that the tide 
of war is receding. But it’s demonstrably not. It’s metastasizing to Mali, to the Algerian desert, to the 
North African states falling under the Muslim Brotherhood, to Yemen, to the savage civil war in Syria, 
now spilling over into Lebanon and destabilizing Jordan. Even Sinai, tranquil for 35 years, is descending 
into chaos. 
 

It’s not war that’s receding. It’s America. Under Obama. And it is precisely in the power vacuum left 
behind that war is rising. Obama declares Assad must go. The same wish-as-policy fecklessness from our 
bystander president. Two years — and 70,000 dead — later, Obama keeps repeating the wish even as the 
tide of battle is altered by the new arbiters of Syria’s future — Iran, Hezbollah and Russia. Where does 
every party to the Syrian conflict go on bended knee? To Moscow, as Washington recedes into irrelevance. 
 

But the ultimate expression of Obama’s Dorothy Doctrine is Guantanamo. It must close. Must, mind you. 
Okay. Let’s accept the dubious proposition that the Yemeni prisoners could be sent home without coming 
back to fight us. And that others could be convicted in court and put in U.S. prisons. Now the rub. Obama 
openly admits that “even after we take these steps, one issue will remain — just how to deal with those 
Gitmo detainees who we know have participated in dangerous plots or attacks but who cannot be 
prosecuted.” 
 

Well, yes. That’s always been the problem with Gitmo. It’s not a question of geography. The issue is 
indefinite detention — whether at Gitmo, a Colorado supermax or St. Helena. Can’t try ’em, can’t release 
’em. Having posed the central question, what is Obama’s answer? “I am confident that this legacy problem 
can be resolved.” That’s it! I kid you not. He’s had four-plus years to think this one through — and he 
openly admits he’s got no answer. 
 

Because there is none. Hence the need for Gitmo. Other wars end, at which point prisoners are repatriated. 
But in this war, the other side has no intention of surrender or armistice. They will fight until the caliphate 
is established or until jihadism is as utterly defeated as fascism and communism. That’s the reason — the 
only reason — for the detention conundrum. There is no solution to indefinite detention when the 
detainees are committed to indefinite war. 
 

Obama’s fantasies are twinned. He can no more wish away the detention than he can the war. We were 
defenceless on 9/11 because, despite Osama bin Laden’s open written declaration of war in 1996, we 
pretended for years that no war against us had even begun. Obama would return us to pre-9/11 
defencelessness — casting Islamist terror as a law-enforcement issue and removing the legal basis for 
treating it as armed conflict — by pretending that the war is over. It’s enough to make you weep. 
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OBAMA ADMITS IRAN IS MORE  
DANGEROUS THAN EVER, YET DOES NOTHING 

David Meyers 
Real Clear World, June 4, 2013 

 

According to a new State Department report, Iran's support for international terrorism is at an all time high. 
We also recently learned that Iran continues to aggressively expand its nuclear program, and funnel troops 
and weapons into Syria. President Barack Obama concedes that Iran is the world's most dangerous 

http://www.realclearworld.com/articles/2013/06/04/obama_admits_iran_is_more_dangerous_than_ever_yet_does_nothing_105210.html
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country, but he still refuses to do anything about it. This inaction will have deadly consequences for the 
world, and for America. 
 

No recent news story so clearly articulated Obama's failure on Iran as the report that Tehran was sending 
$4 billion to Syria to prop up the Assad regime. By failing to address the Iranian threat, Obama has helped 
contribute to the deaths of 80,000 Syrians -- along with scores more across the Middle East and the world. 
And if Obama doesn't act quickly, many more innocent people will find themselves in mortal danger from 
Iran. 
 

For years, the State Department has labelled Iran as the world's leading sponsor of terror. In their most 
recent report, the Department concluded that "Iran and Hezbollah's terrorist activity has reached a tempo 
unseen since the 1990s." Yet President Obama has shown no indication that he will alter his failed policy 
of sanctions and diplomacy. 
 

Even Dennis Ross, Obama's former Mideast adviser, admits that President Obama's Iran policy has failed. 
The reason is simple: Iran does not take Obama seriously, nor do they believe his empty threats about the 
use of force. For five years, Obama has told Iran that they can build a nuclear weapon, support terrorism, 
fund Hezbollah and Hamas and prop up the Syrian regime with absolutely no consequences. 
 

President Obama's economic sanctions are failing miserably. For Iran's leaders, obtaining a nuclear 
weapon is a matter of survival. The regime believes that a nuclear capability will ward off any sort of 
foreign intervention (see North Korea), and might actually force the international community to support 
Tehran in an internal crisis due to the West's fear of what would happen to Iran's nuclear stockpile if the 
mullahs fell (see Pakistan). Whatever the merits of Western intervention in countries such as Iraq and 
Libya, these conflicts have shown Iran's leaders that obtaining a nuclear weapon is the only foolproof way 
to prevent something similar from happening in the Persian state. 
 

Hoping that sanctions and economic distress will convince the Iranian people to overthrow their 
government, or force the regime to abandon its nuclear weapons program, is also naïve. During the 2009 
Green Revolution, the Iranian government showed it was perfectly willing to murder and torture its own 
citizens to preserve power. Former Iranian President Mohammad Khatami was quoted as warning that 
Ayatollah Khamenei was wiling to murder 200,000 people in order to ensure the survival of his regime. 
Finally, as we've seen in North Korea, some leaders are perfectly happy to let their people starve if that's 
the price of a nuclear weapon. 
 

The proof is in the pudding. Obama's sanctions against Iran have been in effect for years. What are the 
results? The IAEA says Iran is racing toward a nuclear weapon, Iran is supporting international terrorism 
at an unprecedented rate and Iran is almost singularly propping up the Assad regime (with an assist from 
Russia). Granted, President Obama does not possess the unilateral power to force Iran to alter its 
behaviour. But he has many tools at his disposal, and he must use them. 
 

Obama must demonstrate that Iran will face serious, and real, consequences if the mullahs don't change 
course. Given the president's five-year policy of appeasement, as well as his recent speech promising to 
take America off of a war footing, this will be difficult. But it is possible. 
 

If President Obama continues his failed policy, Iran will build a nuclear weapon, expand its support for 
international terror and continue to support the murder of innocent people in Syria, Israel, Europe and the 
United States (Iran is directly responsible for the death of U.S. troops in Iraq and Afghanistan, and has 
encouraged terror attacks against Americans abroad). Americans, and President Obama, are rightly 
focused on the many problems facing us here at home. But a nuclear-armed, emboldened Iran demands 
greater attention. 
 

David Meyers worked in the Bush White House from 2006 to 2009. 
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SHADES OF “CHICKEN KIEV” IN SYRIA? 
Max Boot 

Commentary, June 2, 2013 
 

I’m with the Wall Street Journal editorial page (and numerous conspiracy theorists throughout the Middle 
East): I’m starting to suspect that President Obama secretly wants Bashar Assad to hold onto power. How 
else to explain Obama’s continuing unwillingness to do much of anything to help the rebel forces even as 
they are being pushed back–possibly to the brink of defeat–by an offensive massively assisted by Iran and 
Hezbollah? 
 

Assad long ago crossed with impunity Obama’s “red line” of using chemical weapons; Obama’s threats 
about what he would do if such weapons were employed now seem like more of a laugh line than a red 
line. Now Assad appears to be close to subduing the rebellion in a significant part of the country. And 
what does Obama do? He is convening a meeting in Geneva where Assad and the Iranians will get a seat 
alongside the Syrian opposition. The odds of Assad voluntarily removing himself from power through such 
an arrangement–which is what Obama has repeatedly called for–are about as the great as the odds of him 
converting to Judaism. It is hard to see what purpose such a meeting serves except to provide yet another 
excuse for American inaction. 
 

Is Obama just being ultra-cautious–or does he actually think that an Assad victory is in our ultimate 
interest? It’s not such a far-fetched argument, since some Realpolitikers have convinced themselves that 
the rebels are so infiltrated by Islamist extremists that a continuation of Assad’s secular rule is a better bet. 
This is not a calculation I would make–I would be more alarmed about allowing the Khameini-Assad-
Nasrallah axis to consolidate power, which would increase the threat to Israel, dispel any hopes of freeing 
Lebanon from Hezbollah’s grip, and cause moderate states such as Jordan and Saudi Arabia to view the 
U.S. as an unreliable ally and Iran as the “strong horse” in the Middle East. But it is precisely the kind of 
calculation that a cold-blooded and aloof president who has often in the past expressed his admiration for 
the “realist” foreign policy of George H.W. Bush may make. 
 

Bush, recall, was the president who gave the infamous Chicken Kiev speech urging the Soviet Union to 
stay together in 1991 just at the moment when it was dissolving. The dissolution of the Evil Empire turned 
out to be in America’s interest–imagine how much more of a threat Putin would pose today if he controlled 
not only Russia but Ukraine (site of the Chicken Kiev speech), Central Asia, and other parts of the 
erstwhile Russian Empire. But the USSR’s breakup induced deep concern among stability-above-all 
realists–as did the fall of the Berlin Wall and the unification of Germany. In a similar vein, Obama today 
appears petrified at change in Syria even though the existing regime is about as anti-American as it can 
possibly be. 
 

At the very least if Obama really has decided that all of his previous rhetoric about toppling Assad no 
longer applies, he deserves to level with the American public about his change of heart instead of hiding 
behind the fiction that we support the anti-Assad forces in Syria. 
 

Top of Page 
 

 

SAMANTHA POWER’S WORLD VIEW 
Seth Mandel 

Commentary, June 6,2013 
 

Straight news reporting often produces humorous understatement. The reporting on President Obama’s 
new nominee to serve as ambassador to the United Nations–a position Obama had earlier made a Cabinet-
level post–and her controversial past statements certainly resulted in such understatement. One example 
was the Times of Israel’s write-up of the nomination, which began: “A decade-old video of Samantha 

http://www.commentarymagazine.com/2013/06/02/shades-of-chicken-kiev-in-syria/
http://www.commentarymagazine.com/2013/06/06/samantha-powers-world-view/
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Power calling for the US to shift Israeli military aid to Ramallah and to deploy forces to protect 
Palestinians from IDF troops may prove a hurdle in the UN envoy nominee’s confirmation process.” 
 

It is fair to say that calling for the U.S. to impose a solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict by installing 
a U.S.-led military occupation of Israel is a controversial thing to say–not to mention uncommonly stupid, 
even in the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict, which produces a tremendous amount of stupidity from 
Israel’s antagonists. Some will defend Power by saying she gave this quote back in 2002. That is not a 
defence, because that was when Israel was defending itself from the Palestinian terror campaign of the 
second intifada and Power was suggesting the introduction of the U.S. military on the side of the terror 
masters. But the quote is actually worse than it seems, and here it is in full: 
 

 I actually think in the Palestine-Israeli situation there’s an abundance of information and what we 
don’t need is some kind of early warning mechanism. What we need is a willingness to actually put 
something on the line in helping the situation. And putting something on the line might mean 
alienating a domestic constituency of tremendous political and financial import. It may more crucially 
mean sacrificing, or investing I think more than sacrificing, really billions of dollars not in servicing 
Israel’s military, but actually investing in the new state of Palestine; investing billions of dollars it 
would probably take also to support I think what will have to be a mammoth protection force, not of 
the old, you know, Srebrenica kind or the Rwanda kind, but a meaningful military presence. 
 

Because it seems to me at this stage–and this is true of actual genocides as well, and not just major 
human rights abuses which we’re seeing there–but you have to go in as if you’re serious. You have to 
put something on the line. And unfortunately imposition of a solution on unwilling parties is dreadful, 
it’s a terrible thing to do, it’s fundamentally undemocratic. But sadly, we don’t just have a democracy 
here either, we have a liberal democracy. There are certain sets of principles that guide our policy–or 
they’re meant to anyway. And there, it’s essential that the same set of principles becomes the 
benchmark, rather than a deference to people who are fundamentally, politically destined to destroy the 
lives of their own people. And by that I mean what Tom Friedman has called “Sharafat.” 
 

I mean, I do think in that sense that both political leaders have been dreadfully irresponsible, and 
unfortunately it does require external intervention which–very much like the Rwanda scenario, that 
thought experiment, if we had intervened early–any intervention is going to come under fierce 
criticism, but we have to think about lesser evils, especially when the human stakes are becoming ever 
more pronounced. 

 

You should watch the video to see her snide laughter when she speaks of ignoring Jewish voters. But even 
with just this transcript, it’s difficult to decide what’s the worst of it. Is it her casual comparison of the 
IDF’s anti-terror campaign to the violence that led to Srebrenica or the Rwandan genocide? Is it her 
dismissal of the moral question surrounding admittedly “fundamentally undemocratic” actions as 
irrelevant because “liberal democracy” requires the invasion of allies with whom we disagree? Is it her 
endorsement of Tom Friedman’s moral equivalence between Yasser Arafat and Ariel Sharon? 
 

It’s really a tough call, because it’s all so astoundingly ignorant and malicious. What is clear, however, is 
that such a person should not be anywhere near the levers of power – so of course then-Senator Barack 
Obama, with his scant knowledge of foreign affairs and his ideological rigidity, hired Power to advise him 
on foreign policy during the lead-up to the 2008 presidential election. She was dropped from the campaign 
for calling Hillary Clinton a “monster,” but that was always going to be temporary for someone whose 
intellect, such as it is, attracts such admiration from our president. 
 

That was far from the only controversial statement Power has made, of course. The Washington Free 
Beacon has compiled its list of Power’s greatest hits, but the most relevant one, aside from the call to 
invade Israel, was her call for a public reckoning of the American behavior that has caused anti-
Americanism around the world and a public apology tour (sound familiar?). Though I suppose the risk of 
appointing Power to be our ambassador to the United Nations is limited, at least, by the fact that her ideas 
about America are already so prevalent there. At worst, she’ll simply be redundant. 

http://www.youtube.com/watch?feature=player_embedded&v=oFdt6fjdHQw
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