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In President Obama’s 
sometimes maddeningly 
cautious foreign policy, you 

can see him struggling to answer 
what may be the hardest question 
of his presidency: How should the 
United States project power in a 
disorderly world without making 
the same mistakes it did in Iraq 
and Afghanistan?

Obama, whose deliberative 
approach often resembles that of 
a Supreme Court justice rather 
than a politician, has developed 
a conceptual framework for 
combating terrorism and 
instability. It looks good, on 
paper. But the problem is that he 
hasn’t yet applied this framework 
successfully in dealing with the 
challenges that have arisen on his 
watch: civil wars in Libya, Yemen 
and Syria, and the emergence in 
Iraq of the Islamic State.

Obama is emphatic about 
what he doesn’t want to do. He 
wants to avoid “boots on the 
ground” with U.S. troops; he 
wants to avoid unilateral actions 

that isolate the United States; he 
prefers quiet partnerships that 
shield America and its allies 
from domestic political 
criticism. He is willing 
to use what amounts to 
targeted killing.

Instead of signifi cant 
U.S. military intervention, 
Obama seeks a network 
of partnerships stretching 
from Morocco to South 
Asia. America would 
provide training and other 
support for the security 
services and militaries 
of nations across this 
belt. Where governance has 
vanished and terrorism reigns 
-- as is the case now in parts of 
Syria and Iraq -- the U.S. would 
fi ll the gaps, using surveillance 
drones, armed drones and Special 
Operations forces.

It’s a strategy in which Obama, 
despite his legalistic temperament, 
plays a role I’ve described as 
“covert commander in chief.” He 
relies on the two instruments of 

national power he most trusts: 
the CIA and its armed drones and 
“special activities,” overseen by 

Director John Brennan, 
one of his closest aides; 
and Special Operations 
Command’s “Global SOF 
Network,” developed by 
Adm. William McRaven, 
the architect of the 
Osama bin Laden raid 
and perhaps Obama’s 
favorite military adviser.

This framework has 
some obvious conceptual 
holes: It assumes 
that countries such as 

Libya and Yemen can be put 
back together and turned into 
functioning allies after near-death 
experiences. It extends partner 
status to countries such as Egypt 
and Turkey, which are perilously 
close to being autocratic 
dictatorships despite their long 
history of friendship with the 
United States. And it ignores 
altogether the role, positive or 
negative, of Iran.

Obama has posited the 
counterterrorism strategy in 
two major speeches, in May 
2013 at the National Defense 
University and May 2014 at West 
Point. Further explanation was 
offered by Ben Rhodes, Obama’s 
speechwriter, deputy national 
security adviser and the closest 
thing he has to a chief strategist.

This “CT architecture,” as 
Rhodes calls it, sounds good 
in principle but is hard to 
accomplish. Just look at Syria: 
The U.S. has been debating covert 
support for the Syrian rebels 
since mid-2012; it has had an 
actual CIA-led training program 
since 2013, with little effect. It 
has sought to coordinate regional 
partners, in earnest, since last 
September, again with little effect. 
Meanwhile, a one-time al-Qaeda 
affi liate has morphed into a 
deadly adversary that controls 
one-third of Iraq and part of Syria.

America’s prospective partners 
seem wary of the role Obama 
envisions. Jordan fears blowback 

from the CIA covert program 
for Syria, and it likes a proposed 
overt version employing SOF 
trainers even less. Among the 
other countries that ring Iraq and 
Syria, you see similar skittishness 
or outright paralysis. It’s like 
trying to build a fortress out of 
putty. The enterprise would be 
diffi cult even for a president who 
was strong politically, at home 
and abroad. For Obama, it may be 
impossible.

Obama has the right concept in 
creating a global network of Special 
Operations forces and intelligence 
services that can combat the 
frightening evolution of al-Qaeda 
into new and potentially more 
toxic offshoots. But someone at the 
White House needs to drive this 
policy every day, and make sure it’s 
happening on the ground, in Syria 
and Iraq and all the other potential 
ungoverned places on Obama’s 
new map.

David Ignatius is a columnist for The 
Washington Post.
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As is his wont, 
President Obama 
is treating the 

border crisis — 
more than 50,000 
unaccompanied 
children crossing 
illegally — as a 
public relations 
problem. Where to 
photo op and where 
not. He still hasn’t 
enunciated a policy. 
He may not even 
have one.

Will these 
immigrants be 
allowed to stay? Seven times 
was Obama’s homeland 
security secretary asked this 
on “Meet the Press.” Seven 
times he danced around the 
question.

Presidential press 
secretary Josh Earnest was 
ostensibly more forthcoming: 
“It’s unlikely that most of 
those kids will qualify for 
humanitarian relief. ... They 
will be sent back.” This was 
characterized in the media as 
a harder line. Not at all. Yes, 
those kids who go through the 
process will likely have no 
grounds to stay. But most will 
never go through the process.

These kids are being fl own 
or bused to family members 
around the country and told to 
then show up for deportation 
hearings. Why show up? 
Why not just stay where 
they’ll get superior schooling, 
superior health care, superior 
everything? As a result, only 3 
percent are being repatriated, 
to cite an internal Border 
Patrol memo.

Repatriate them? How 
stone-hearted, you say. After 
what they’ve been through? 
To those dismal conditions 
back home?

By that standard, with a 
sea of endemic suffering on 
every continent, we should 
have no immigration laws. 
Deny entry to no needy 
person.

But we do. We must. 
We choose. And immediate 
deportation is exactly what 
happens to illegal immigrants, 
children or otherwise, from 
Mexico and Canada. By what 

moral logic should there be a 
Central American exception?

There is no logic. Just a 
quirk of the law — a 
2008 law intended to 
deter sex traffi cking. 
It mandates that 
Central American 
kids receive 
temporary relocation, 
extensive assistance 
and elaborate 
immigration/
deportation 
proceedings, which 
many simply evade.

This leniency was 
designed for a small number 
of sex-traffi cked youth. It was 
never intended for today’s 
mass migration aimed at 
establishing a family foothold 
in America.

Stopping this wave is 
not complicated. A serious 
president would go to 
Congress tomorrow proposing 
a change in the law, simply 
mandating that Central 
American kids get the same 
treatment as Mexican kids, 
i.e., be subject to immediate 
repatriation.

Then do so under the most 
humane conditions. Buses 
with every amenity. Kids 
accompanied by nurses and 
social workers and interpreters 
and everything they need on 
board. But going home.

One thing is certain. When 
the fi rst convoys begin rolling 
from town to town across 
Central America, the infl ux 
will stop.

When he began taking 
heat for his laxness and 
indecisiveness, Obama said he 
would seek statutory authority 
for eliminating the Central 
American loophole. Yet 
when he presented his $3.7 
billion emergency package on 
Tuesday, it included no such 
proposal.

Without that, tens of 
thousands of kids will stay. 
Tens of thousands more will 
come.

Why do they come? The 
administration pretends it’s 
because of violence and 
poverty.

Nonsense. When has there 
not been violence and poverty 

in Central America? Yet this 
wave of children has doubled 
in size in the past two years 
and is projected to double 
again by October. The new 
variable is Obama’s unilateral 
(and lawless) June 2012 
order essentially legalizing 
hundreds of thousands of 
illegal immigrants who came 
here as children.

Message received in 
Central America. True, this 
executive order doesn’t apply 
to those who came after June 
15, 2007. But the fact remains 
that children coming across 
now are overwhelmingly 
likely to stay.

Alternatively, Obama 
blames the crisis on 
Republicans for failing to pass 
comprehensive immigration 
reform.

More nonsense. It’s a total 
non sequitur. Comprehensive 
reform would not have 
prevented the current infl ux. 
Indeed, any reform that 
amnesties 11 million illegal 
immigrants simply reinforces 
the message that if you come 
here illegally, eventually you 
will be allowed to stay.

It happens that I support 
immigration reform. I support 
amnesty. I have since 2006. 
But only after we secure the 
border.

Which begins with 
completing the fencing 
along the Mexican frontier. 
Using 2009 Government 
Accountability Offi ce 
estimates, that would have 
cost up to $6.6 billion. Obama 
will now spend more than half 
that sum to accommodate a 
mass migration that would 
have been prevented by just 
such a barrier.

But a fence is for the long 
term. For the immediate 
crisis, the answer is equally, 
blindingly clear: Eliminate the 
Central American exception 
and enforce the law.

It must happen. The 
nightmare will continue until 
it does. The only question 
is: How long until Obama is 
forced to do the obvious?

Charles Krauthammer is a 
columnist for The Washington Post.
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Eliminate Central America exception and enforce the law

Enough of the gamesmanship 
by Cobb Chairman Tim 
Lee in trying to get his bus 

rapid transit project included in 
the proposed special purpose local 
option sales tax referendum to be 
voted on in November. 

Lee could find no support from 
fellow commissioners for putting his 
initial $100 million BRT line item 
in the “Tier 1” SPLOST list. So he 
has downsized the figure to $72.5 
million and moved the BRT to the 
“Tier 2” list, which would be funded 
only if tax collections exceed the 
current $750 million estimate. 

The chairman’s dream is a bus 
rapid transit line along the Cobb 
Parkway corridor from Acworth 
south to the Midtown MARTA 
station. 

If he can get the local funding 
through the SPLOST, he would count 
on raising $300 million more in 
grants from other sources including 
federal funds to build the BRT — 
which would need still more millions 
each year in operating costs. Transit 
lines of whatever stripe need tax 
money to survive and do little if 
anything to relieve congestion. On 
top of that, there’s no groundswell of 
ridership support, and Cobb voters 
overwhelmingly rejected the similar 
“premium bus line” in the ill-fated 
T-SPLOST referendum two years 
ago. 

What’s in store for Lee and the 
BRT was foretold at a SPLOST 
meeting hosted by Commissioner 
JoAnn Birrell. Leading the charge 
against the BRT was activist Ron 
Sifen, president of the Cobb County 
Civic Coalition. He said he had 
predicted Lee would indeed decide 
to include the transit proposal in 
the proposed new six-year SPLOST 
because the existing tax, expiring 
in December, is bringing in more 
money than projected. 

Sifen made a new prediction: 
“This SPLOST is going to collect 

close to $100 million more than the 
$750 million that they’re claiming 
it’s going to raise.” That, he said, is 
why the BRT “magically appears for 
Tier 2.” Whether the new SPLOST 
— if it is approved by the voters — 
raises that much more than projected 
is open to debate. But it appears 
Sifen is on the right track concerning 
the probability of considerably 
higher collections.

 This is true because the 
$750 million projection is based 
on existing conditions — not 
including the $672 million stadium 
for the Atlanta Braves and its 
adjoining $400 million mixed-used 
development scheduled for opening 
in 2017. The new SPLOST would 
receive taxes from Braves-related 
developments for more than three 
years. Explaining why he omitted 
the stadium and surrounding projects 
from his estimates, county finance 
director Jim Pehrson simply said, 
“We’re conservative with our 
estimates.” Indeed. 

But what happens if the new 
SPLOST’s collections far exceed pro-
jections? Apparently, it would be up 
to the commissioners to decide how 
to divvy up the extra money. But they 
will have to decide on what the fi rst 
and second priorities are before the 
SPLOST proposal can be submitted to 
the voters.

The proper course for the sitting 
commission is to: (1) remove the 
BRT proposal from any “tier” of the 
SPLOST and submit the question to 
the voters in a separate referendum 
if that’s the will of the commission, 
(2) have the projected SPLOST 
collections re-estimated with the 
Braves projects included, and 
(3) spell out what projects would 
be funded from any excess taxes 
collected. 

It will end the gamesmanship and 
demonstrate the stewardship this 
commission owes to the citizens of 
Cobb County. 
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