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INTRODUCTION:

A THIRD TERM OF
THE BUSH AGENDA




Memorandum to Interested Parties

From: John Podesta, President and CEO, Centemfmrigan Progress Action Fund
James Kvaal, Senior Fellow, Center for AmericangRess Action Fund

Subject: John McCain: A Third Term for the Bush Ada

As the general election begins, we expect a rendaess on Sen. John McCain’s policy
platform. McCain is advocating a radically consémeagenda that is largely
indistinguishable from the failed policies of Pkt George W. Bush. We expect an
intense debate over these ideas and the diredtioar@ountry. We provide the
following information in the hope that it will beslpful to you in your upcoming public
appearances, town hall meetings, and media intgsvie

In recent conversations with journalists and comiatens, we have been repeatedly
confronted with the same myths about McCain. Th&periception persists that he is a
maverick that proposes moderate policies, no mhatter conservative his actual agenda
is. He has an opportunity to make deep inroadskeyovoter groups like independent
voters, women, and working-class families. He iglifeerent kind of Republican.”

The facts do not bear this out, however. The timithat a McCain presidency is likely to
be a third term for President Bush'’s policies. @& major issues of today, McCain has
either been aligned closely with Bush or he hasuwaned his past positions and is now
aligned closely with Bush. He claims to have deferes with the president on certain
key issues, but in fact the two men’s current pmss on these issues are very similar.
American voters are beginning to see McCain’s jpedi¢or what they are: 64 percent of
voters say that McCain will continue Bush policgsadopt even more conservative
policies. Even the slogan “a different kind of Republicamtecycled from Bush.

1. On the Biqg Issues, McCain Agrees with Bush

McCain professes to disagree with Bush on somessdwt not on the biggest issues. On
the most important issues facing our country—theiwdraq, the economy, and health
care—McCain’s policies are “virtually indistinguiible” from Bush’s approach.

The War in Iraq

Like Bush, McCain is committed to continuing an kexssd war in Irag. While Bush says
the war in Irag could last 40 years, McCain had #aat he is willing to stay for 100.
When Bush was pumping false intelligence to thdipudefore the war, McCain was a
reliable echo. When Dick Cheney and Paul Wolfowdr we'd be greeted as liberators,
McCain said the same. When Bush urged “stay thesedun Irag, McCain followed.
When Bush recommended a troop surge, McCain wa®tbmost supporter (see
additional information on McCain’s record suppogtiBush’s strategy in Iraq below).



McCain has said “no one has supported Presiderit Baudgrag more than | have.”
Exactly right. And he will pursue Bush’s agendadbng-term military presence in Iraq,
regardless of the increasing regional threats laaes$calating financial and human costs
of this war. This is the wrong approach for our ruoy

The Economy

With gas prices near $4 a gallon, McCain’s answexur energy problems is nearly $4
billion a year in tax cuts for the five biggest Arcan oil companie¥. More than half of
his new tax cuts—$170 billion a year—would go topavations.

Like Bush, McCain has made massive tax cuts theegairce of his economic agenda.
McCain once opposed the Bush tax cuts as unfairetoniddle class and too expensive in
a time of war. Now, however, he has taken the spp@xtreme, embracing the
permanent extension of Bush’s tax cuts and progaasmnadditional $300 billion a year in
tax cuts. McCain’s plan would essentially double size of the Bush tax cuts, and the
top 1 percent of taxpayers will get an even laglgre of McCain’s new tax cuts than
they did of Bush’s cuts. As progressives, we oppbseunwise and unfair tax policy.

McCain opposes helping communities purchase homfseclosure, a step that would
protect neighboring properties from a sudden dnogaiue, eliminating home equity and
possibly causing a vicious cycle of foreclosufteslis foreclosure plan would reach only
200,000 to 400,000 borrowers by his campaign’s optmmistic estimate, a number that
is far smaller than what is needed and explicXigledes victims of predatory lending.

Health Care

McCain is campaigning on a health care plan theiseans a radical transformation of
our health care system.vii It envisions a systeran@imost Americans shop for health
insurance on their own in a highly deregulated retark reforms the tax treatment of
health insurance to promote individual insurantkeathan job-based health benefits,
and it makes it difficult for states to ensure mial consumer protections on insurance
plans. Tens of millions of Americans with preexisgticonditions, such as cancer and
diabetes, are likely to find coverage much morédadilt to find and expensive to afford.

The McCain plan is also radical in another warivisions insurance plans that require
greater deductibles and copayments that encougnfs to act more like “consumers.”
In other words, it will make health care more exgea in the hopes that patients will use
less of it. However, studies show that higher clesid families to avoid necessary care
as well as wasteful care. In particular, highetsomdermine effective preventive care
and care for chronic diseases that can bring dovenadi health care costs.



The McCain plan closely resembles a deeply unpoputosal Bush unveiled in his
2007 budget.viii Lawmakers were right to rejecttplan, which failed to even earn a
hearing on Capitol Hill.

Judges

McCain has pledged to appoint “clones of Alito &mberts” to the Supreme Colfrtin
his address on his judicial philosophy, he declanedl “Chief Justice Roberts and Justice
Samuel Alito meet [my] standards in every respéct.”

McCain has also promised to appoint “strict corettamists.™ He adds, “I happen to
view life to begin at conception, and that is a ahtelief | have. And, therefore, | think
that Roe v. Wade was not only a bad decision flatxsed decision

It is important to remember that his appointmentsii not be limited to the Supreme
Court. He would make dozens of selections for loggants as well. His appointments
will have a decisive effect on the federal couatsl progressives should oppose their
confirmation. .

2. McCain's Claimed Differences from Bush Are Minor

In a speech earlier this week, McCain cited folneotareas where he differed from Bush:
the conduct of the war in Iraq, climate change emergy policy, government spending,
and the treatment of the detainé&éslin each of these areas, however, McCain's positio
look much more like Bush than different from him.

War in Iraq

McCain claims to have been the administration’sagest critic” in the war’s first few
years:" In fact, McCain was one of the staunchest defendfthe administration’s war
strategy. In March 2003—the month the invasion bheghlcCain said he had “no
qualms about our strategic plarf$Fe believed that the Bush administration had “an
appropriate strategy"" In 2004, he remained “confident we're on the rightirse.”™ In
2005, he still believed that troop levels were adee: “I think we have in numbers [sic]
probably enough™"

McCain repeatedly predicted the success of Bugipsaach. Like Cheney, Wolfowitz,
and others, he predicted that “the Iragi peoplégvidet us as liberators” In 2003, he
said “I believe the war in Irag can be concludeccsssfully in a relatively brief time™

In a later appearance on “Meet the Press,” he“saielieve that this conflict is still going
to be relatively short™ In April 2003, he claimed that “the end is veryehun sight,”
and that all that stood in the way would be “a speriod of chaos?™"

McCain repeatedly defended Defense Secretary Ddtadsfeld. In 2004, he told Sean
Hannity and Alan Colmes that he believed Rumsfeld ¢ione a “fine jobX™" In another
interview, he said that he was “an admirer of SacyeRumsfeld.*™"



Climate Change and Energy Policy

McCain is no longer a leader on climate changep@esosponsoring legislation to cap
U.S. emissions of greenhouse gases, he is fadipgish global warming at a crucial
time. Historic legislation that closely resemblés hill is before the Senate this week,
and McCain is withholding his suppdff.Bush also opposes this bill.

Like Bush, McCain also supports subsidies for oihpanies. Last year, he opposed a
measure to shift $13 billion in tax breaks fromagimpanies to wind, solar, and other
renewable energy sourc€$.However, he continues to support billions of dwllm
subsidies for the nuclear industry.

Government Spending

McCain argues that he “opposed wasteful spendinigolly parties and the Bush
Administration.™" However, McCain’s promises to cut spending anglon rhetoric
and short on programs targeted to cuts—the sanmreagptaken for years by George
BUSh.XXVI"

McCain promises to immediately eliminate $100 billin “wasteful spending and
earmarks.®” This figure relies on a Congressional Researchi@ereport that uses a
very broad definition of earmarks that includesefgn aid to countries like Israel, Egypt,
and Jordan. Thé/ashington Postalled his $100 billion claim “largely fantasy.h&
Heritage Foundation estimated that, at most, itirtig possible to eliminate $9 billion in
earmarks?™ Other than a one-year budget freeze saving $liérhiMcCain has not
proposed any other budget savings. Instead, herfippromised to review lists of
wasteful spending and to appoint a commission awdrp a new list™

Under America’s first 42 presidents, the nationuacalated $3.4 trillion in debt and
President Clinton had our country on track to pliyre debt. Bush reversed course and
is expected to expand the national debt to $5libtribefore leaving officé&™" McCain’s
proposals to date would raise the debt to a whaptuir$12.7 trillion by the end of his
second tern?;y" which would destroy the value of the dollar andsem inflation.
Progressive should lead the fight toward gettirggrtation’s books in order.

Treatment of the Detainees

After Attorney General Alberto Gonzales claimed thiati-torture laws and treaties did
not apply at overseas prisons, McCain sponsorasldgign to ban cruel, inhuman, and
degrading treatment of detainees in military cugtodowever, the law includes a major
loophole: a provision authored by Lindsay GraharB(® and supported by McCain that
prevents courts from enforcing the law. MoreowcCain sanctions the CIA use of
waterboarding and other harsh interrogation metfdis



This morning’sNew York Timegsevealed that McCain believes that President Bush’
warrantless wiretapping program—which took plactsioke the laws passed by
Congress—was nonetheless lawftl. According to thelimes McCain’s support for
wireless wiretapping contradicts earlier statem#émds presidents should obey
wiretapping statutes.

Immigration

On immigration issues, McCain has broken with Bu$le-s now more conservative.
McCain once worked with Bush and Sen. Ted Kenn&dil@) to champion a
comprehensive approach to immigration reform tioatlsined border enforcement with
an opportunity for undocumented immigrants to edtinenship. Now, however,
McCain says he “got the messag&?® According to ABC News, “He hasn't exactly
renounced the bill he championed in the spring Heubas fine-tuned his position and
changed the emphasis to assure the skeptics dig er and there are many — that
dealing with the fate of those already in the counhly occurs after the borders are
secured.*""

3. McCain Lacks the Special Appeal He Claims to Haywith Key Groups

The conventional wisdom holds that in the curragiitipal environment, the “moderate”
McCain has a unique opportunity to make gains ana@mgographic groups that
supported Senator Hillary Clinton (D-NY), partictlawomen, Latinos, and the working
class. Neither McCain’s positions on issues impurta these groups nor recent polling
data support this idea.

Women

Contrary to the conventional wisdom, McCain’s supaonong women is not strong. In
fact, McCain today has less support from women Bash did in 2004. While Bush won
48 percent of women in 2004, McCain gets supporhfonly 44 percert™" McCain’s
weak support may be related to the fact that Mc@aimot a moderate on issues
important to women.

McCain has opposed efforts to guarantee women gagyalOn April 23, McCain
skipped a vote to invoke cloture on the Lilly Lettbe Fair Pay Act. The Associated
Press reported that he opposed it “because it wealtito more lawsuits?™™* Asked by

a 14-year-old girl about his opposition to equat lzavs, McCain said, “l don't believe
that this would do anything to help the rights afmen, except maybe help trial lawyers
and others in that professiof}.”

McCain has repeatedly opposed federal fundinglforteon, even in cases of rape or
incest! He joined just 20 other senators in opposing igpianning grants and only 18
others in prohibiting the use of Medicaid dollaps &bortions in cases of rape and
incest™ In 2003, McCain voted for Senator Rick Santorubifkto ban the so-called



“partial-birth abortion” bill, even though the peaure would only be allowed when it is
necessary to save a woman’s fite.

Working Class

Perhaps due to the failures of Bush’s economicgdj McCain’s support is lagging
among working-class voters. Bush won 51 percemtarking-class voters in 2004, but
McCain has earned the support of only 45 percettieh.

McCain voted against raising the minimum wage astiseven time$. During the
housing crisis, McCain rejected “activist approachele placed the blame on
homeowners while supporting the bailout of BeanBts"

While working class families are struggling witlaghant wages, higher energy costs,
and rising unemployment, McCain told tBeston Globehat “[t]he issue of economics
is not something I've understood as well as | sh§tff McCain’s tax plan offers little or
nothing to middle-class families, while deliveritige majority of its benefits to the top 1
percent of taxpayer8” One of his top economic advisors, Carly Fiorindedded the
outsourcing of American jobs before receiving a $ion severance packag¥’ It is
unclear how working class voters will relate to biecumstance¥”

Latinos

Hispanics’ median family income declined by an agerof 0.5 percent per year from
2000 to 20086, after rising in the 199Qsatinos also have been among those most
affected by the economic downturn. The unemploymatet for Hispanics in the United
States rose to 6.5 percent in the first quart@06B, well above the 4.7 percent rate for
all non-Hispanics. The unemployment rate amongnatnmigrants was 7.5 percent in
the first quarter of this year. Of working-age bais, 52.5 percent are immigrafts.

The housing crisis is also falling particularly tan Hispanic households. Many more
Hispanics got high-cost mortgages than did whitesarly 46 percent of home-purchase
loans made to Hispanics in 2006 were high-costpa®sed to only 18 percent for
whites." The crisis is expected to cost Hispanic homeowhetween $75 billion and
$129 billion!"

College education is a particularly important iskaremany Hispanic families. McCain
hasl. repeatedly voted against additional fundindt grants and other forms of student
aid."

McCain'’s ties to Bush policies are likely to humrhamong Latinos. Some 41 percent of
Latino registered voters say the policies of thelBadministration have been harmful to
Hispanics, while just 16 percent say they have hedoful. McCain’s performance
among Latinos is 7 points behind that of Bush ia&29More Latinos glve McCain an
unfavorable rating than give him a favorable or2f8rcent to 25 percent).




APPENDIX
Further Research

1. On the Big Issues, McCain Agrees with Bush

Irag

McCain: “No One Has Supported President Bush On Irg More Than | Have.”

Like Bush, McCain is committed to continuing an kexssd war in Irag. While Bush says
the war in Iraq could last 40 years, McCain had #aat he is willing to stay for a 100.
And he intends to pursue Bush’s agenda of a long-teilitary presence in Iraq.

McCain Was Not The Administration’s “Greatest Criti ¢’ In The War's Early
Years, As He Has Claimed”" In fact, McCain was one of the staunchest defendie
the Administration’s war strategy:

Like Bush, McCain Drastically Misjudged The Post-Wa Situation. On “Meet the
Press” in 2002, McCain said, “I believe that itdtivar] will not be nearly as
difficult as some allege™ On “Meet the Press,” he said “I believe that this
conflict is still going to be relatively short In 2003, McCairassured Katie
Couric that “the Iragi people will greet us as fdters.™ In a 2003New York
Timesop-ed, McCain wrote that the Iraq War would “sfgrantly improve the
stability of the region™ On “Hardball” in 2003, McCain incorrectly stated,
“There's not a history of clashes that are violsttveen Sunnis and Shiahs. So | think
they can probably get alongf” In April 2003, he claimed that “the end is very
much in sight,” and that all that stood in the wayuld be “a short period of
chaos. Xii

McCain Repeatedly Defended The Bush Administratiors Iraq Strategy, Including
Troop Levels. In 2003, McCain said he had “no qualms about aatesgic
plans.™ Shortly after the invasion, he said the Bush aistriation’s plan was
“an appropriate strategy™ Years later, he specifically defended the origina
troop levels sent to Iraq telling Tim Russert 003, “I think we have in numbers
[sic] probably enough™ In a 2004 interview on ABC News' “This Week,” Mc®ai
said, “I'm confident we’re on the right cours&™

McCain Repeatedly Defended Defense Secretary DondRlmsfeld. In the
wake of the Abu Ghraib scandal in 2004, McCain ssdHannity and Colmes,”
“Yes, today | do and | believe he’s done a fing’jdbcCain responded. “He’s an
honorable man®™" Also in 2004, McCain told John Gibson that he was “
admirer of Secretary Rumsfeld,” that he “didn’trthihe could be judged yet,”
and that “it's totally premature to call for anyacige in his status™ In 20086,
McCain refused to join calls for Rumsfeld's resitjoa.™

Like Bush, McCain Greatly Misjudged the Cost of theWar. Echoing former
Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz’s infampuediction that Iraq could
“finance its own reconstruction,” McCain said in03) “As far as the cost is



concerned, Iraqis have vast oil reserves and thaysure, would shoulder the

%X

cost of the transition’

Economy

McCain’s Answer To $4-A-Gallon Gas: $4 Billion PerYear Tax Giveaway To Top
U.S. Oil Companies. As president, McCain would cut the corporate tdg feom

35 percent to 25 percent and allow corporationsitoediately deduct all of their
investments in equipment and technology. Redudiagorporate tax rate alone would
deliver a $3.8 billion tax cut to the five largésnerican oil companie%®

McCain Would Double The Size Of The Bush Tax Cutszive More To The Top 1
Percent, and Give More Than Half To Corporations. The top 1 percent of taxpayers
will get an even larger share of McCain’s new tatsahan they did of Bush’s tax cuts,
and half of McCain’s tax cuts -- $170 billion a yeawould go to corporatiorf&™

McCain Opposed Aid To Homeowners And Placed Blame ©@Homeowners, While
Supporting Bailout of Bear-Stearns. The Sacramento Beeeported, “Sen. John
McCain, R. Ariz., on Tuesday called for mortgagediers to help struggling homeowners
stay in their homes but said government’s role khba temporary and limited. ‘It is not
the duty of government to bail out and reward theke act irresponsibly, whether it's

big banks or small borrowers,” McCain said in aegpein Santa Ana™"

Health Care

McCain’s Radical Plan Would Force People into therdividual Market. McCain’s
plan envisions a system where most Americans stropefalth insurance on their own in
a highly deregulated market. It reforms the taatireent of health insurance to promote
individual insurance rather than job-based headthelits, and it makes it difficult for
states to ensure minimal consumer protections suramce plan&?

Tens Of Millions Of Americans With Preexisting Condtions Will Be Locked Out.
People with chronic diseases are particularlysit fiom McCain’s plan. Employers do
not charge these workers higher premiums, but @nsigelling individual policies usually
do — if they cover them at all. There are 56 millron-elderly adults with employer-
sponsor health insurance who have at least ongebie chronic ilinesses (this figure
does not include children). Employers insure 6Z@etr of all adults with chronic

illness™

McCain Wants To Make Health Care More Expensive S®eople Will Use Less Of

It. McCain’s plan envisions insurance plans that reggreater deductibles and
copayments that encourage patients to act morédikesumers.” However, studies show
that higher costs lead families to avoid necessarg as well as wasteful care. In
particular, higher costs undermine effective préiwercare and care for chronic diseases
that can bring down overall health care c8%5.

Climate Change and Energy Policy




McCain Is No Longer A Leader On Climate Change.Despite cosponsoring

legislation to cap U.S. emissions of greenhousegyddcCain is failing to push global
warming at a crucial time. Historic legislatioratitiosely resembles his bill is before the
Ser}a_te this week, and McCain is withholding hispsud™" Bush also opposes this

bill. ™

Like Bush, McCain Supports Subsidies For Oil Compaies. Last year, McCain
opposed a measure to shift $13 billion in tax bsdadm oil companies to wind, solar,
and other renewable energy sources. However, itenoes to support billions of dollars
in subsidies for the nuclear industft.

Government Spending

McCain’s Savings And Earmarks Claims Are False.McCain promises to
immediately eliminate $100 billion in “wasteful sgbng and earmarks.” But this figure
relies on a Congressional Research Service rdpatruses a very broad definition of
earmarks that includes foreign aid to countries ldael, Egypt, and Jordan. The
Washington Post'$Fact Checker” called his $100 billion claim “latgdantasy.**

The Heritage Foundation estimated that, at mostjght be possible to eliminate $9
billion in earmarks. Other than a one-year budigetze saving $15 billion, McCain has
not proposed any other budget savings. Insteadas®nly promised to review lists of
wasteful spending and to appoint a commission awdrp a new list™"

McCain Would Create The Biggest Debt In DecadesBush is expected to expand the national
debt expanded to $5.4 trillion before leaving @it McCain’s proposals to date would raise
the debt to a whopping to $12.7 trillion by the erfidhis second terfi"

3. McCain Lacks the Special Appeal He Claims to Haywith Key Groups

Women

McCain Is Weak With Women. McCain today has less support from women tharhBus
did in 2004. While Bush won 48 percent of wome2@94, McCain gets support from
only 44 percent®™

McCain Opposes Equal Pay EffortsOn April 23, McCain skipped a vote to invoke
cloture on the Lilly Ledbetter Fair Pay Act. TAgsociated Preseported that he
opposed it “because it would lead to more lawstift§’ Asked by a 14-year-old girl
about his opposition to equal pay laws, McCain sdidon't believe that this would do
anything to help the rights of women, except mayble trial lawyers and others in that
profession. X!

McCain Opposes Federal Funding For Abortion, Evenh Cases Of Rape Or
Incest™ " He joined just 20 other senators in opposing igmianning grants and
only 18 others in prohibiting the use of Medicaalldrs for abortions in cases of rape
and incest®™ |n 2003, McCain voted for Senator Rick Santoruhilkto ban the so-



called “partial-birth abortion” bill, even thoughe procedure would only be allowed
when it is necessary to save a woman’s’fife.

Working Class

McCain Lags Bush Among Working-Class VotersBush won 51 percent of working-
class voters in 2004, but McCain has earned thpastipf only 45 percent of them.

McCain Voted Against Raising The Minimum Wage At Lest Seven Time&®

McCain Said He Doesn’t Understand Economics “As WéRAs [He] Should.”
McCain told theBoston Globehat “[t]he issue of economics is not something I'
understood as well as | shoufd”"McCain’s tax plan offers little or nothing to mied
class families, while delivering the majority of ibenefits to the top 1 percent of
taxpayers™"

Top McCain Advisor Defends Outsourcing. One of McCain’s top economic advisors,
Carly Fiorina, defended the outsourcing of Amerijys before receiving a $42 million
severance packadg'

Latinos

McCain is Weak With Latinos. McCain’s performance among Latinos is 7 points
behind that of Bush in 2004’ More Latinos give McCain an unfavorable ratingtha
give him a favorable one (32 percent to 25 percéht)

Latinos Hard-Hit By Economic Down-Turn. Hispanics’ median family income
declined by an average of 0.5 percent per year #0860 to 2006, after rising in the
1990s“" The unemployment rate for Hispanics in the U.Senw 6.5 percent in the first
guarter of 2008, well above the 4.7 percent ratallcnon-Hispanics. The unemployment
rate among Latino immigrants was 7.5 percent irfitsequarter of this year. Of
working-age Latinos, 52.5 percent are immigrafits.

Latinos Hard-Hit By Housing Crisis. Many more Hispanics got high-cost mortgages
than did whites. Nearly 46 percent of home-purcheares made to Hispanics in 2006
were high-cost, as opposed to only 18 percent fotes.** The crisis is expected to
cost Hispanic homeowners between $75 billion arzb$dillion.”

McCain Opposed Pell Grant Funding. College education is a particularly important
issue for many Hispanic families. McCain has régals voted against additional
funding for Pell grants and other forms of studadt”

McCain’s Ties To Bush Policies Are Likely Hurt Him Among Latinos. Some 41
percent of Latino registered voters say the pdiociethe Bush Administration have been
harmful to Hispanics, while just 16 percent saythave been helpful.
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CHAPTER 1:

ECONOMY




THE WINNING ARGUMENT: John McCain’s Economic Plan
I. John McCain’s tax plan is hugely expensive andighly regressive.
John McCainwants to doubléeorge Bush’s tax cutdde is proposing an

additional $300 billion a year in tax cuts on tdgkeeping Bush’s tax cuts
permanent.

McCain'’s tax cuts delive®175 billion a yeato corporationsincluding:

0 $45 billion a year for the top 200 corporation®\merica (theFortune
200 (report forthcoming)

$1.4 billion a year for Wal-Mart (forthcoming)

$1.2 billion a year foExxonMobil

$4 billion a year for théop 5 oil companies the U.S.

$2 billion for thetop 10 health insurance companieshe U.S.

$3 billion for thetop 10 energy and utility companigsthe U.S.

o 0O O0OO0Oo

McCain's tax cuts delivenearly half of their benefits to the top 1 perceht
taxpayers, and the bottom 80 percent get lessabaorercent of the benefits.
McCain’s “80/20 rule” makes his tax cuts even mmagressive than Bush’s.

McCain'’s tax cuts provideirtually no benefitfor the 36.5 million Americans
living in poverty

Paying for McCain'’s tax cuts would requiteassive reductioasfrom 20 to 40
percent—in popular domestic programgh as Head Start, Pell Grants, Title |
school funding, and nutrition aid for mothers ahddren.

In 2001, a time of relative peace when the U.Soyag huge budget surpluses,
John McCain opposed President Bush'’s tax cuts lsedaei believed they were
unfairly tiled to the rich and fiscally irresponkb Today, in a time of war when
the U.S. is running huge deficits, McCain is rumniar president on a tax plan
that is less fair and more fiscally irresponsilbiert the Bush tax cuts he once

opposed

II. John McCain’s fiscal plan is highly irresponsible.

McCain has accounted fonly about ten percemf the money he needs to pay
for his tax plan.Experts estimate that McCain has identified aimar of $33
billion in savings to pay for his $300 billion pgear tax cut package. (McCain
has admitted that his savings accountisigagrees with the expert3.”




McCain’s claim to save $60 billion by cutting eamksmwas described to the Wall
Street Journal ds0 intellectually dishonest it's outrageousy a former Reagan
administration tax official. The most credible effort at earmark accounting in
recent years, conducted by Taxpayers for CommoseS¢otaled earmarks at
$18.3 billionin the FY2008 budget. The Heritage Foundatiors plue number at
$9 billion. McCain has not clarified how he arigvat $60 billion.

McCain'’s current fiscal plan would create thegest federal deficits in 25 years
and plunge the U.S. into the deepest debt sincddVdar 1. McCain’s policies
would leave a national debt of $12.7 trillion by thnd of a two-term presidency.
Based on the Congressional Budget Office’s GDRnedés, this would total 59
percent of the projected GDP in 2017, the highestls of debt since 1951 when
America was still paying off the costs of World Wiawo.

McCain’s plan wouldlash government revenues to their lowest levalsesi
before 1962Government revenues have averaged 18.3 perc&iBffor the
past 25 years, but would average only 16.3 peme@DP for the duration of
McCain’s two terms. Under current Bush policy, rewes would remain above
18 percent of GDP.




McCain Adopts ‘Entire’ Norquist Agenda, Will Double
The Bush Tax Cuts

Our guest bloggers arBobert GordorandJames KvaalSenior Fellow and Domestic Policy Advisor,
respectively, at the Center for American Progressoh Fund.

Everyone knows that John McCain hmasersechimself on the Bush tax cuts, which he
once said came “at the expense of middle-class isames.” What's not yet well known
is that McCain has offered his own massive tax,cutsstly for corporations, that are as
costly as Bush’s tax cuts and even more regressive.

McCain has won the heart of far-right tax acti@sbver Norquist, who only three years
ago was calling McCaintte nut-job from Arizonaand a “gun-grabbing, tax-increasing
Bolshevik.” But here’s whatlorquist says about McCamow:

[John McCain] campaigned on being very good ongamehis election cycle... that he
will continue to make [the Bush tax cuts] permanémt he will veto any tax increase,
period, that he wants to cut the corporate rate 8% percent to 25 percent, that he wants
to have full expensing, that he wants to abolihAMT .... In addition to being the
Americans for Tax Reform’s entire agenda, that is arery pro-growth set of policies

he has put forward, and he articulates why they are important.

The McCain plan may please Norquist, but what dioe®an for middle-class families?
According to anew analysis released today the Center for American Progress Action
Fund, McCain’s new proposals would do the following

—Double the size of the Bush tax cutgosting more than $2 trillion in their first delea

— Do virtually nothing for the middle class: only 9 percent of the tax cuts will go to the
bottom 80 percent of households, while 58 percelhge to the top 1 percent of
households.

— Follow Norquist’s blueprint that's been called a “stealth approach to taxrnefe-
and that aims to abandon progressive taxationvior faf a wage tax imposed mainly on
low- and middle-income households.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/03/21/mceadmquist-agenda/




What You Need To Know About McCain’s Economic
Plan

Our guest bloggers arBobert GordorandJames Kvaalfellows at the Center for American Progress
Action Fund.

Earlier today, Sen. John McCain outlined a serfesconomic proposais a Pittsburgh speech.
Here is reaction to his speech:

Corporate Tax Cuts Are Still Front and Center: By far, the biggest and most expensive part of
McCain’s tax agenda remains Ki%.7 trillion tax cutfor corporations. There is little evidence

that taxes are hurting American competitivenesgparmate taxes are tlieurth-lowestin the
industrialized world as a share of the economy.

Tax Cuts Blow a Hole in the BudgetMcCain’s tax cuts now total approximately $300ibil a
year (in addition to the cost of making the Bushdats permanent). But McCain’s proposals to
pay for these tax cuts fall far short. For examp&specified only budget cut — charging higher
premiums for the Medicare drug benefit — and thatidd saveonly $1 billiona year.

The Gas Tax Break Is Temporary:Unlike McCain’s corporate tax cuts, the gas tdate

would apply only in 2008 — before McCain could egident and implement these ideas. While
offering some help to drivers, it would add $11idil to the deficit.* A better approach would
replace those revenues by repealing special takbrfer oil companies.

Deliver Most of Its Benefit to the Top:Before today, McCain was running on an extremely
regressive tax agenda that deliveb&dpercentf its benefits to the top 1 percent of taxpayers
and only 9 percent to the bottom 80 percent. Doghiine dependent exemption — while not as
regressive as McCain’s earlier plan — still givesslto regular families than to high-income
families in higher tax brackets:

— It is worth $1225 per child for a high-income rez.
— It is worth $525 per child for a middle-incomerresx.

— It is worth nothing to many members of the wogkpoor, who do not pay income taxes
(despite paying thousands in payroll and othergaxe

The Wonk Room’s more detailed analysis of the MoGgieech is availablesre

* Because the gas tax is earmarked for investnientdrastructure, the post originally expressed
concern of the negative impact on transportati@hraass transit. However, this afternoon the
McCain campaign clarified that the its proposal {dazontiune to pay for transportation
investments out of general revenue.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/15/mceadon-speech/




McCain Would Give America’s 200 Largest
Corporations $45 Billion In Tax Breaks

Ben Furnas

If you're a CEO of one of America’s largest corgaras and have enjoyed the Presidency of
George W. Bush, a contribution to the McCain cammpas looking like a pretty good investment.

A new reportrom the Center For American Progress Action Fiimds that a key piece of John
McCain's tax plan — cutting the corporate tax rfaven 35% to 25% — would cut taxes by
almost $45 billion every year for America’s 200dest corporations as identified by Fortune
Magazine.

Eight companies — Wal-Mart Stores Inc., Exxon Mdbdrp., ConocoPhillips Co., Bank of
America Corp., AT&T, Berkshire Hathaway Inc., JPidan Chase & Co., and Microsoft Corp.
— would each receive over $1 billion a year.

The following table shows the tax savings to Ameadive largest firms. See a full list of all 200
companies and their savings under McCeare

These giveaways are just one part of McCaaiwgbling of the Bush tax cufer corporations and
the wealthy which would create thergest deficits in 25 yeaed drive the United States into
the deepest deficits since World War |l.

A recent analysis by the Public Campaign Actiond-found that John McCain’s campaign has
receiveds5.6 millionfrom the PACs and executives of the Fortune 200.

Over the past eight years, under George W. Buslerisan workers have seen theiages
stagnateascorporate profits have skyrocketelibhn McCain’s misguided priorities show he’s
more of the same: the same $45 billion in tax éut#&\merica’s 200 largest companies could be
used tdift over 9 million Americans out of poverty

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/26/foet200-report/




McCain’s Budget Would Create Largest Deficit In 25
Years, Largest Debt Since WWII

Ben Furnas

Sen. John McCaipromisegshat, as president, he would “cut taxes and baléme budget.” But

his current economic plan would create deficitdeep as 5.7% of GDP by the end of a two term
presidency — the highest federal budget defickGryears — and would accumulate Higgest
debtsince the second World War, according teeav analysiby the Center for American
Progress Action Fund. McCain’s current fiscal plaould recklessly exacerbate the fiscal
irresponsibility of the Bush Administration furthley gutting revenues far below the average
level of the past 25 years.

For the past 25 years, deficits hanever been more seveten 5% of GDP, witlsurplusess
high as 2.4% of GDP in the year 2000. Under McCgéarly deficits would increase sharply,
beginning with $505 billion in FY2009 (3.4% of GD&)d skyrocket to $1.2 trillion (5.7% of
GDP) by FY2017. In 2018 these deficits would re@gthof GDP, tied with the largest deficits
since WW2 in 1983. Current Bush policigsuld keep the deficin 2017 to $660 billion (3.1%
of GDP).

According to the study, McCain’s economic plan, ighhincludes a corporate tax cut, a full
repeal of the AMT, and an extension of the Bushctas) would leave a debt of $12.7 trillion

(the highessince 195Mwhen America was still holding debt from WW?2) ietlast budget of a
two term presidency starting in 2009 (FY2017). Tdest is $3.5 trillion more severe than the one
resulting from an extension of current Bush poliehjch would leave a debt of $9.2 trillion

(43% of projected GDP).



McCain would slash government revenues, which laeeaged 18.3% of GDP for the past 25
years, to their lowest levels since before 196eRaes would average only 16.3 percent of
GDP for the duration of his two terms. Under cutrfg@ash policy, revenues would remain above
18 percent of GDP.

This analysiscurrently incorporates the most generous possinlégs McCain has offered thus
far: an $18 billion cut of wasteful earmarks arfiild billion “freeze” in wasteful spending, with
the savings grown at the rate of GDP growth ovephesidency. These “savings,” which come
no where near paying for his reckless tax cuteadly include heavy cutsn after-school pro-
grams, student aid, public broadcasting, and jainitrg.” To fill the gaping remaining hole,
McCain supporters have suggested policies thatdveald to fnassive cutsin Social Security.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/15/mcedsficit/




Earmark Accounting Leaves Two Thirds Of McCain
Tax Proposal Unfunded

Our guest blogger iScott Lilly, a Senior Fellow at the Center for American Pragré\ction Fund.

Alright, so maybe a candidate for President of the Unite@&tiiesn’t need to know the first thing
about the Federal Budget. That's a job for staff—rightvithat if a candidate for President doesn’t
know anything about the budget and can’t hire someone wés?do

That appears to be the situation that John McCain is in, loast@ background provided today by
his “Director of Economic Policy” Douglas Holtz-Eakioid reportergecently:

We have $60 billion in discretionary spending that was swced to earmarks.

Holtz-Eakin says that money could be used to fix the ré¢peadlternative minimum tax. The problem
is that virtually no one can find even a third that much mamélye annual spending bills in earmarks.

The most credible effort at earmark accounting in recent years wadetedhrecently by the
Taxpayers for Common Sense. They did an exhaustive revithe @D08 spending bills and reported
$18.3 billion in earmarksThe White House Office of Management and Budget scrubbedi¢hest
2008 appropriation bills and came up with only $16.Bdoil Where does McCain’s other $41.7
billion come from?

There is virtually no explanation. Did Congress spend monether areas that McCain is counting
but neither Taxpayers for Common Sense for the White Housgs@tlihat seems to be a hard
argument to make. For 2008, the President’s request t&@28billion (not counting the pending
supplemental.) The Congressional Budget Office scores the #atiem by the Congress on the 2008
appropriation bills at $932.8 billion—exactly the amountuesied.

There were some areas that Congress spent more than the Presjdestied and other areas where
Congress spent less than the request. But McCain would fifticult in most instances to object to
the judgments made by Congress, for instance the $3.&dlimnprove the quality of health care for
returning veterans which was included in the final Militaryn&touction—Veterans bill but not
contained in the President’s request.

It is even difficult to imagine that McCain would want to gdtof all of the earmarks. $1.2 billion of
which was for better housing and facilities for servicementlagid families at military installations
around the world.

The disturbing point here, however, is that even by theelagdes of budget discipline used in
Washington in recent years this accounting is completelfhefivall. Revenue cuts that are offset by
phony spending reductions simply add to the deficit andatien’s long term debt burden. Senator
McCain needs to detail his figures in a manner similar to titenals provided by OMB and
Taxpayers for Common Sense.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/16/earmarksaim-proposal/




Sen. McCain's HOME Plan: Late to the Party with a
Flawed Plan

By Sarah Rosen Wartell

Attempting again to respond to critics about higkvgrip on economic issues and the
absence of an economic strategy, Senator John M¢RalZ) today offered a kitchen
sink of economic proposals, including a long-awdiesponse to the housing and credit
crises.

In his remarks, Sen. McCain makes clear that héruoes to oppose providing “funds to
purchase homes in foreclosure.” What he fails weustand is that foreclosed properties
in a neighborhood depress the home values of imamaghbors who happen to live
down the street or around the corner from a fossd@roperty—or increasingly a slew
of foreclosed or abandoned homes. In additionttacitng crime and vandalism,
foreclosed and abandoned properties will effecyiesfaporate the home equity savings
of millions of American families—savings that thiegped to use to send a child to
college, for retirement, or for a job loss or madliemergency.

The vast majority of Sen. McCain’s colleagues ustderd this fundamental point. The
bipartisan legislation that passed the Senate tbgayvote of 84-12 includes $4 billion
for such a Neighborhood Stabilization fund. Bothusle Financial Services Committee
Chairman Barney Frank (D-MA) and Senate Banking @ittee Chairman Christopher
Dodd (D-CT) include community stabilization rescesan their legislation. And the idea
is taking off around the country. Governor Devalriek of Massachusetts included the
same proposal in an economic recovery packagamheunced yesterdaBut states are
calling upon the federal government for resourcesHis need, as evidenced by a
bipartisan lettefrom the National Governor’s Association.

Senator McCain’s HOME Plan: Late to the Party with a Flawed Plan

Sen. McCain finally recognizes what Treasury Secyelenry Paulson, federal
regulators, and the Bush administration-inspirecdPEINOW Alliance figured out 12
months ago—we need to encourage lenders to wnite db-risk mortgages to a value
that is both sustainable for the borrower and esl&b the current value of the property.
Unfortunately, the administration’s efforts to esttienders to do this on their own have
failed. The time has come for more powerful govegntraction to drive mortgage
restructurings. If not, we face the prospect ofaeamradical government intervention like
direct government ownership of failed assets, dsarsavings-and-loan crisis of the
1980s.



Sen. McCain'’s proposal to get there doesn’'t makegthde. By the McCain campaign’s
own (highly optimistic) estimates, his plan woulelh 200,000 to 400,000 borrowers—
when 2.2 million homeowners today face foreclosred the plan explicitly excludes
those who were victims of predatory lending fromtipgpating. Eligibility criteria
requires that borrowers were creditworthy at theetthe original loan was made, yet
many of those steered to high-risk mortgages wetéaneditworthy” for a loan of that
size and terms.

The key issue today is whether borrowers currestiyw the capacity to repay the loan at
a new principal amount. Why should those who weostmictimized by the worst
subprime mortgage practices be the first excludea help?

Then there’s the fact that Sen. McCain’s plan wdaddavailable only to those with an
original subprime loan. Today’s mortgage crisiseexis far beyond the subprime market
as more and more prime borrowers are “underwabevifig far more on their homes than
the property is worth. If we cannot restructureltiens of viable borrowers into new
mortgages, then the larger goal of stabilizing hayprices and restoring credit market
liquidity won’t be reached.

Finally, the senator’s plan relies on the homebugyepply for the refinancing. Alas, as
the administration’s own failed voluntary efforts/eal, far too few borrowers will seek
out available assistance. And a loan-by-loan ambraanot realistic given the scale of
the problem.

The Center for American Progress has prop@seohceptncluded in legislation
proposed by Chairmen Frank and Dodd that wouldhalty bulk transfers of pools of
loans to new owners without the conflicts of instrend legal liability concerns of
current securitization trusts. These new ownersdctriage the pools, hold what works,
work with borrowers to terminate loans that aresalvageable, and restructure the
remainder quickly through streamlined procedures.

That's the right approach. After all, by the timenSMcCain’s new HOME Plan is up
and running and borrowers apply, it would be tde.la

Sarah Rosen Wartell is the Executive Vice Presjdester for American Progress
Action Fund and a former official at the Federalu$ing Authority

http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/2008#é plan.html




John and Cindy McCain would reap $373,429 if
McCain’s tax proposal were enacted

By Faiz Shakir

In a new Center for American Progress Action Fandlysis Michael Ettlinger
documents how much the presidential candidatesl $tapersonally benefit from the
McCain and Obama tax proposals. The McCains — wpornt an annual income of over
$6 million —would receive well over $300,060m John McCain'’s tax plan. By
contrast, both the Obamas and McCains would re@esubstantial, albeit much smaller,
savings under Obama’s tax plan:

John and Cindy McCain Barack and Michelle Obama
Savings Under
McCain Tax Plan  >573:429 $49,329
Savings Under $5 641 $6.124

Obama Tax Plan

Check out The Wonk Room fdine full details including how the McCain and Obama
households fared under the Bush tax cuts.



Income Disparity And Wealth Consolidation Show
Eerie Resemblances To 1928

Our guest blogger iRobert Gordona Senior Fellow at the Center for American Praggré\ction Fund.

When you're not checking the stock market todagckloutEmmanuel Saez'secently
updatedableson income inequality. Here’s an interesting table:

Look at incomes for the top 1% of earners — theddahck triangles. You'll see that in
2006, their share of the nation’s income (22.9%¥hed its modern peak. The only year
higher? 1928.

Another table shows that the top 10% in 2006 toblgger share (49.7%) than at any
point since 1917. The year 1928 was the runner-up.

Let's hope that 2006 and 1928 don’t endagking similarin other ways. If they do, it
will be a good reminder that growth needs to beeshaot just because it’s right, but also
because it'll last longer.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/03/17/1928emblances/




Ex-Reagan Official: McCain Claim On Corporate
Expensing Is ‘So Intellectually Dishonest It's
Outrageous’

Think Progress

Last week, the McCain campaign reaffirmed its pegddo allow companies to immediately deduct tHe fu
cost of equipment and technology purchases. Th@agmclaimedthat this proposal has “negligible costs
over time,” while the Center for American Progréssion Funddisagreedand put the cost at $75 billion a
year based on information from Treasury and CBOréhere herg andhere.

Today, the Wall Street Journakighs in [McCain’s] campaign also says there is no cost proposal
regarding the tax treatment of capital expensessi@riexperts put the cost at tens of billionsalfads a
year.

Under that plan, the federal government would &kepfront tax hit and be forced to pay additional
interest on a larger national debt, said RonaldIPaa, a tax professor at Georgetown Law Center and
assistant secretary for tax policy under Presi@eatgan.

To say there is no cost to the government is “sotillectually dishonest it's outrageous,” Mr.
Pearlman said. Mr. Bounds, the McCain spokesman, sponded: “Clearly there is a difference of
opinion here.”

The WSJ provides this handy chart detailing the BloG failure to account for his spending:

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/22/expeagsvs|-story/




Douglas Holtz-Eakin Vs. Douglas Holtz-Eakin On
Corporate Expensing

Our guest bloggers are Robert Gordon and James Kfellows at the Center for American Progress
Action Fund.

John McCain has proposed to let corporations imatelji deduct (or “expense”) the full cost of
equipment and technology purchases, rather thamctiad the costs over time. We analyzed this
proposal several weeks ago and concluded thatutdiaamst $745 billion over the next 10 years.

The McCain campaign and its top economic advisor[Iouglas Holtz-Eakin, are now saying
that this central provision of his corporate takwill cost taxpayers nothing. But the
Congressional Budget Office, when led by Dr. Dosadiltz-Eakin, reached the opposite
conclusion.

The McCain campaign is claiming this measure ie frecause Treasury will lose money at first,
then recoup it over time.

On its face, this doesn’t make a lot of sense. \Maaw $100 today is worth more than $10 a
year for 10 years. And McCain is saying his plah wcrease investment — how could that be if
his plan has no cost to the Treasury?

In the past, Holtz-Eakin has recognized that exipgnsosts money. He signed a cost estimate for
making permanent a provision of the 2002 stimukskpge that allowed companies to expense
50% of their costs. The estimate is the last lingpage 92 here, reproduced below:

This estimate shows that allowing companies to e@&0 percent of new investments would
cost $440 billion over 10 years. And the costsstitevery high, nearly $30 billion, 10 years after
the provision is made permanent. McCain's proptigal 00 percent expensing would be even
more expensive.

If Holtz-Eakin was right then, how can he be rigbtv?

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/18/cogierexpensing/




The McCain Deficit: Douglas Holtz-Eakin Continues 10
Debate With Himself

Our guest blogger i3ames KvaalDomestic Policy Advisor at the Center for Ameni&rogress Action
Fund.

The story so far: Senator John McCain has prop$364a billion a yeam tax cuts, but —
asThe Economistvrote— “the savings in government spending he promisésot
come anywhere close to paying for the tax cuts.”

Yesterday, McCain economic advidoouglas Holtz-Eakin defended his McCain
budgetingover at theNational Reviewarguing that McCain’s proposals will restrain
spending and promote economic growth.

But, asRuth Marcugpointed out, two years adgtoltz-Eakin sounded very differertde
said then that, realistically, “government will rag getting any smaller” due to
widespread public support for government’s acegtiEven a “tremendous effort” by
Congress to eliminate wasteful spending totalesl fliean 0.07 percent of the economy.
(McCain’s $300 billion tax cut equals approximat2lpercent of the economy.)

Maybe that is why Holtz-Eakin’s new argument fociea McCain’s cuts to entitlement
programs like Social Security and Medicare. But MitChas already proposed cutting
Social Security and Medicare benefits to restoosétprograms’ solvency. Does he
really want even more cuts — hundreds of billiohdalars more — to pay for his tax
cuts,as Angry Bear wonde?Ps

It seems more likely that Holtz-Eakin is changihg subject, preferring to discuss the
long-run entitlement problem rather than the shantdeficit problem. But adding
hundreds of billions, even trillions, to the debtwnwill only make our long-run problems
worse.

http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/23/mceddficit-dhe/







THE WINNING ARGUMENT: John McCain’s Health Care Pla
I. John McCain’s health care plan is a radical atack on the employer-based system.

John McCain’s health care plan will put the 158limml Americans who currently
get health care through their jobs at risk of Igsin McCain wants to eliminate
the tax breaks for workers receiving employer-basmaerage, wiping out the
main incentive employers have to provide healtrecage to their employees and
likely causing millions of workers to lose coverage

Il. McCain’s plan puts sick people at risk of beinguninsured.

As Elizabeth Edwardsas pointed oyneither she nor McCain would be
guaranteed coverage under his pl&fis plan does not guarantee coverage for the
56 million people with pre-existing conditiorsa category that includes
everything from cancer to hay fever — and wouladéathem into the individual
market, where insurance companies could charge éxembitant rates or even
deny them coverage.

McCain has said he would draw on the experiencéiseo$tates in creating these
pools, buthe experiences of states shthat high risk pools have high costs and
provide little benefits.

o Thirty states use preexisting condition exclusitnkmit enrollment into
their high-risk pools.

o Roughly half of the state high risk pools have dzithles of $1,000,
putting pressure on those with chronic diseases.

o In many cases, high risk pools impose a lifetimeetfie maximum.
lll. McCain’s plan will increase costs for millions of families.

McCain's tax subsidies will increase taxes on mil§ of households, and for
millions more it falls short of making insurancéoaflable.

McCain'’s plan will generate as much$) billion in new administrative costs
the fastest-rising cost in the health care indusi&gministrative costs are much
higher in the individual market, and McCain’s pustexpand that market could
cause them to increase by more than 20 percen®@at levels.

IV. McCain’s plan is written to benefit big health insurance companies.



McCain'’s plan will push people into the individuabrket, where insurers can
refuse to cover pre-existing conditions and denyecage outright.In fact,
insurers will have even more leverage than thejoday. McCain would de-
regulate the health insurance industry atolw insurers to choose states with
weak consumer protectioas their base for national operations — just diteslit
card companies choose states with weak finanajgllaéons today. .

McCain wants to give a near$? billion per-year tax bredo the 10 biggest
health insurance companies in America.




Elizabeth Edwards: Why Are People Like Me Left Out
Of Your Health Care Proposal, Sen. McCain?

Our guest blogger is Elizabeth Edwards, wife ofrfer Presidential candidate John Edwards.

| freely admit that | am confused about the rol®@edrnight funding in repurchase markets in théapae

of Bear Stearns. What | am not confused abouthis McCain’shealth care proposahpparently Douglas
Holtz-Eakin, a senior policy advisor to McCain,rtksé | do ‘hot understand the comprehensive nature of
the senator’s proposaiThe problem, Douglas, is that, despite fuzzyglaage and feel-good lines in the
Senator’s proposal, | do understand exactly hovastating it will be to people who have the health
conditions with which the Senator and | are corntedr(melanoma for him, breast cancer for me) but do
not have the financial resources we have. In vagonfusing language: they are left outside thdcclin
doors.

Senator McCain likes to start speeches with ayitsrguestions that, presumedly, less plain-spoken
politicians would refuse to answer. Well, here smee questions he does not ask but, as that plakes
politician, he might want to answer:

1. Under your plan, Senator McCain, would any heiasurer be required to sell you or me (or those lik
us with pre-existing conditions) a health insurapokcy?

2.You say your plan is going to increase competitmthe point that it actually lowers costs. Ighire
competition today among insurance companies? Hageats continued to go up despite that compefition

3. You say that under your plan everyone is goinga less for health insurance. Nice words, | adimit,
they are words we have heard before. You must kmban American families calculate the actual cost of
health care, they have to include those deductéelsco-pays and not just the cost of the insurafuee

you talking about cheaper overall or just a chealcy that doesn't kick in until after thousandsdufilars

of deductibles have been paid?

4. Isn't the type of competition you are talking aboeally a rush to the bottom? As long as you allow
insurers to underwrite and deny access, you engeursurers to offer plans that may be cheap,Hait t
get that way by avoiding people with cancer or pttigh-cost diseases or by limiting benefits and
treatments, particularly if the treatment is expemsr might be needed for a long time. We all lin¢he
real world; those of us lucky enough to have heiakhrance have seen how insurers cut coveragamand
co-pays or deny particular treatments. The inswaompany makes money when it doesn’t have to pay
for our health care. (I suspect that if they cotiteéy would write obstetrical-only policies for raj

Doesn't your plan really encourage insurers planmsmpete to avoid people with cancer or other-high
cost diseases? Don't you think that the kind of petition that starts with a decent level of reqdire
coverage, that doesn’t exclude the care we actoneky, would be better?

I am not confused about your reputation: you ageesthaight-talker, you like to say. This is aboealth
care, Senator McCain. Doesn’t the American votsedes some straight answers to these questions? As
one of those with a pre-existing condition, | swauld like some straight talk.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/01/elieth-responds/]



Elizabeth Edwards On The Inequitable Individual
Market

Our guest blogger is Elizabeth Edwards, a Senidlokeat the Center for American Progress Action Bun
and wife of former Presidential candidate John Edisa

David Lazarus, in Sunday’s Los Angeles Times, bhowg a fresh reminder of the
challenges posed by preexisting conditibggaising a new one — being a woman.

Senator John McCain’s health plan is based ondis that everyone should be on their
own to buy their health insurance on the individualket. And it's an approach
fundamentally at odds with the point of health masce: that we share risks. People with
preexisting conditions, like McCain and myself, wbpay much more for health
insurance under his health plan, if we could geecage at all.

Insurance companies have all sorts of charactesittey look at in order tocrease
premiums such as preexisting conditions, occupation, agd,residence. But | hadn’t
realized that the McCain plan would enable insutefsate-up” my insurance bill for not
only my status as a breast cancer patient, butnaysgender.

The ability to become pregnant has long been utmtisas an excuse to charge women
more for health insurance (because, of course,lraea nothing to do with that particular
health condition). But what makes the Lazarus columteresting is that he tells us that
insurers are charging women higher premiums evpregnancy benefits are excluded.
Blue Shield of California (Blue Shield) iow charging woman more in the individual
marketbecause:

“Our egghead actuaries crunched the numbers basedall the data we have about
healthcare,” explained Tom Epstein, a Blue Shieldmkesman. “This is what they
found.”

That women get sicker than men?

“It's all about the statistics,” Epstein said.

That doesn't really inspire a sense of fairnest®s recommend that women have
mammograms and other preventative screeningsuks $hield really trying to
discourage health screenings? Do they think thatevoare more accident prone?

Whatever their reasoning, one thing is clear — th@yt want to enroll too many women:

“We don’t want to get a disproportionate share of tgh-risk people” added Epstein.



As Lazarus noted, “by ‘high risk people,” what heans is ‘women.”

Blue Shield, a not-for-profit company, says theg st following the trend of for-profit
insurers in California (at least two competitoneatly adjust premiums based on
gender). Blue Shield exists in a competitive matkat rewards insurers for doing the
wrong things. In that sense, it isn’t fair to pwk Blue Shield in particular, especially
sinceBlue Shield’s CEO speaks constructively on heatbrm

The point is that the insurers have given us jostlger example about how the individual
market is fundamentally broken. Embracing it assbi@tion to our health crisis — as the
McCain plan proposes to — will only make mattergsgo

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/24/elieth-individual-market/]



What You Need To Know About McCain’s Health Care
Plan

By Peter Harbage

Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) released additional det#ilsis health care plan today. In
terms of key principles, there was nothing new.. 8&eCain is still not concerned about
achieving universal coverage, and he continuesattt ¥ put a greater burden on
individuals to take on health insurance companjethbmselves and hope that they can
get needed care.

Today, the Center for American Progress Action Fabelased two new analyses of the
McCain plan (you can read the whole repbeseandherg. The only two key things
you need to know are the numbers 158 million anch8kon:

* 158 million is the number of people who could lostheir existing health care
coverage under the McCain planMcCain believes that individuals should find healt
insurance by themselves, and he will give them allsiax credit to help cover the cost.
To pay for this, McCaimnds the tax break given to those who purchaseanse from
their employeitoday. This means that all 158 million people vathployer-sponsored
coverage today could eventually be forced to fimda health plan.

* 56 million is the number of people who are at rislof not getting health insurance

at all under the McCain plan because of their chroit condition. The individual
market is notorious falenying coverage to those with preexisting conagi®y

creating a system that tries to push people towiadigidual coverage, McCain’s plan
could leave out in the cold the 56 million Amerisamith employer insurance who have
one or more chronic diseases like hypertensiohriaist and asthma.

Overall, the McCain plan today was just more ofghme old conservative rhetoric. His
promises to help cover those with pre-existing dios haveturned out to be empty
The McCain plan stildoesn’t help cancer patierike Elizabeth Edwards. Far from
improving health care, John McCain will only makenuch worse.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/29/meoehealth-care-speech/]



REPORT: McCain Plan Doles Out $2 Billion In Tax
Cuts For The Biggest Health Insurers

Our guest blogger is James Kvaal, Domestic Polidyigor at the Center for American Progress Action
Fund.

More bad news for regular families today: the medamily income isdlownand income
inequality isup. But although John McCaintax plancosts$2 trillion, it gives little or
nothing to most families.

Instead, McCain chose to earm&k percendf his tax relief proposals for corporations.
He would cut the top tax rate from 35 percent tg@p@fcent and allow corporations to
immediately write off many investments.

For the ten largest American health insurance compathe McCain plan is worth
nearly $2 billion a year, according@mew analysiseleased today by the Center for
American Progress Action Fund. UnitedHealth Grolgme would receive a $700 million
tax cut. The tax breaks come in addition tolibaefits of McCain’s health care pléor
insurance companies.

Read the whole analydiere(pdf).

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/09/meetx-health-insurers/]



John McCain’s Health Care Plan Means High
Paperwork Costs

By Peter Harbage

While Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) has claimed thatH@alth care proposal would reduce
administrative costg new studyeleased by the Center for American Progress Actio
Fund suggests that his plan to shift coverage tl@group market to the individual
market could generate as much as $20 billion in agministrative costs—which
represents an increase of more than 20 perce®0n Qollars.

The study flips McCain’s small government rhetaicits head. Since McCain’s plan
seeks to shift enroliment from the employer-bassdrance market to the individual
market, insurers would have to spend much more ynoraketing and processing
individual plans and waste premium dollars on tleslizal review and legal costs of
underwriting and rescission. These costs are sogmf and are the fastest growing part
of health care, as shown in the below chart:

Administrative costs are what insurance comparsesto deny coverage for individuals
with preexisting conditions. We need to spend tesadministration, not more. Senator
McCain takes health care in the wrong direction.

Read thdull report

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/20/meoeadmin-costs/]



McCain’s Cost-Containment Plan: Reduce Access to
Health Insurance

By Peter Harbage

In a McClatchy story published Sunday on differencesbetween Sens. Obama’s and McCain’'s
health plans, Paul Ginsburg, the president ofdéeter for the Study of Health System Change
describes McCain’s cost-containment measure:

If that tax exclusion is no longer allowed andlakt is a tax credit for $5,000, well, maybe ['ll
decide a (cheaper) policy is all | need or alln efford.I'll get less health insurance, which
means I'm going to be paying more of the cost of og, and that is a cost-containment.

Ginsberg touches on the fundamental conservatipeaph to containing costs: reducing access
to health insurance. But as the Center for Amerkagress Action Fund has argued,
conservative ideas on cost-containmexduid deepen our health system crfsis

The McCain plan is predicated on the idea thatyemre is getting too much health care, and
therefore, families should have to pay more mongyod pocket in order to reduce the amount of
care delivered. He also argues that higher costrghwill lead to greater competition among
providers and insurers. But research shows thaehigost-sharing careduce utilization of
needed careAnd withlittle informationavailable on quality of care, and even less infdram on
costs of procedures, there is no way for individualbecome effective purchasers. All of this
leaves families disadvantaged. Indeed, there isy@h@nce that the ultimate result will be an
increase in costs as opportunities for care manageand preventative care are missed.

In addition, McCain would make care even more diffi to obtain because he focuses on using
the individual market, which has few coverage stads. Jon Gruber, a Massachusetts Institute of
Technology economist, hagid

Indeed, there is evidence tletcouraging people to join such health plans mighact as salt
on a wound exacerbating some of the very maladies that uniderour health care system’s
ability to perform at the highest level.

Certainly, there are bipartisan ideas on cost @omtant. ThePartnership to Fight Chronic
Diseaséhas been building support for programs on the Rigl the Left to manage and prevent
conditions like asthma and diabetes. But McCaipisreach of leaving persons uncovered will
weaken any effort at cost containment. As HenryoAaa Brookings Institute economist put it,
“Covering nearly all Americans is a preconditiom éffective measures tunit overall health

care spending

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/16/mo8ae2%80%99s-cost-containment-plan-reduce-
access-to-health-insurance/]



McCain’s Health Care Death Spiral: Higher Premiums
For Sicker People

By Ben Furnas
Earlier this month, Cato’s Michael Cannon argueat trealthy individuals who purchase health

insurance using Sen. John McCain’s (R-AZ) propdssaith care tax creditould buy fnore
secure coveragef high-cost conditions than the current job-basgstem” allows:

Researchers such as Mark Pauly of the UniversiBeninsylvania and Susan Marquis of the
RAND Corporation have found thtte individual market covers lots of people with hjh-cost
medical conditions — so long as they purchased tlesurance when they were healthy.
Over the long term, theidcCain’s plan would provide more secure coverage diigh-cost
conditions than the current job-based system does

Cannon is mistaken. In what is known #ee'death spirdlhealth insurance companies entice
healthy candidates into cheap plans and then isengaces for sicker patients. Consumer
Reports explains the tactic like this:

[Companies] stop accepting new customers in a plaich kicks off a process known as a

“death spiral.” Even if everyone in an insurancanpbtarts out relatively healthy, as time goes on,
people get sick, and the cost to insure them r8ase the pool is closed, costs for the

remaining members rise inexorably. Healthier membes find cheaper plans, but sicker ones
are effectively forced out because they can't afforcoverage.

While healthy patients who pass another round afica¢ underwriting can switch to a cheaper
plan, patients who develop a disease after punatydiseir coverage, fail their underwriting, and
are stuck paying higher prices:

“Jesse Paul, 59, an Indianapolis lawyer, paid $2&.month for his individual, $100- deductible
Prudential major medical policy when he took it mut980. Premiums rose steadily for years but
at a pace that Paul deemed “rational in terms aficaécosts.” In 2003 the premium shot up

from about $1,200 to about $1,900 a month at rehewa

When Paul complained to the state insurance depatte learned théte policy had been
closed to new entrants for years, that he was oné anly 400 to 600 customers left in the
state, and that the premium increase was permissiblunder Indiana law. Paul reached his
breaking point when he got his latest renewal edticAugustthe monthly premium was now
$4,284:"

Cannon claims that allowing anyone with pre-exgstionditions to purchase insurance would
“invite irresponsible behavidrlt's curious that Cannon thinks the current babawef private
insurance companies, who wouldfogher unregulatetdy McCain’s plan, isn't “irresponsible.”

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/22/meockathspiral/]



What Happened To McCain’s Support of Patients’
Rights?

By Peter Harbage

Once a strong supporter of patients’ rights, Sen. JohraMo®-AZ) today is more worried about
insurance companies than patients.

In 2001, McCain was in the middle of Washington’s biggestith debate in years. In drafting the
Patients’ Bill of Rights $. 1052, McCain’s fight though was with Republicans, not Demacrahe

goal was to find ways to keep insurers under control @stbp some of the worse abuses of managed
care.

McCain’s co-sponsors were none other than Sen. Edward Kefbddy) and John Edwards (D-
NC). McCain everto-authored a Washington Post opinion pieith Edwards. Titled “Let’'s See
Some Bi-Partisanship,” the piece read in part:

For too long, some of us in Congress have struggledne wip with a way to create rights for
patients who have disputes with health maintenance organizatiorsall Agree that patients deserve
basic rights.

McCain was bucking his party. President Bush verbally threatenetb early in 2001 and then
issued a written vetduring the summer. Senator Don Nickles of Oklahoma, plaginof the Senate
Republican leadershipnce warnedEmployers beware. There is language in this bill that can
bankrupt you.” Patients’ rights became so difficult for Btisdt the newly elected presidentipped
“A dictatorship would be a heck of a lot easier, there’s no gureabout it.”

That was then. Today, McCain has learned to get along withalti and insurers. When asked
recently plans that offer coverage guarantees at reasonable pricessunaher protections for
individuals with preexisting conditions, McCain said, &hvould benandating what the free
enterprise system daés

Instead of regulating the insurers, McCain now wants to dietegilhem. For example, his plan to
allow insurance companies to sell products across statenméd weaken consumer protections
And while John Edwards called for a new and even stronger {gtiggnts during his 2007 run for
president, McCain’s position actually weakens patient protectido€ain’s plan to enroll everyone
in high deductible health plangill create barriers to access for low-income persons.

In 2001, much was made of how Bush was tryinguiohis former presidential rivalut of the

patients’ rights negotiation. Maybe McCain found solacéi®®2000 presidential loss in knowing that
patients’ rights debate was an embarrassment to his forra&t YWhatever his motivation in the past,
McCain has now embraced conservative orthodoxy.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/18/meepatients-bor/]






THE WINNING ARGUMENT: John McCain’s energy plan

I. McCain’s offshore drilling and gas tax proposas are gimmicks that will not lower
gas prices.

The official government source for energy inforroatand data says that offshore
drilling will not have a $ignificant impacton gas price$i.e., the Energy
Information Administration).

John McCain cannot findsingleeconomisto back his claim that offshore
drilling will lower gas prices in the short termor even before 2030. His
campaign’s own economiatimitsthat offshore drilling would have no immediate
impact on gas pricesAnd McCain himseladmittedthat his offshore drilling
proposals would not provide any “immediate relidfiit instead “would have a
psychological impact that | think is beneficial.”

McCain could not find a single economist to enddnisegas tax holiday proposal,
either.

At the end of the day, John McCain’s only answe4mallon gas is &4 billion-
per-year tax cut for the 5 biggest oil companie8inmericg including $1.2
billion-per-year for ExxonMobil.

II. McCain's global warming solutions are out of dae.

Since McCain co-wrote a global warming bill in 20@8idence has mounted that
deadly effects of global warming are already welbmi us. Scientists now
advocate steeper, swifter reductions in greenhgases than McCain included in
his bill..

McCainopposedipartisan climate legislation when it came to 8smate floor in
June. The bill was championed by McCain's one-fiaxéner on the issue, Joe

Lieberman (I-CT). Specifically, McCain supportethiging the bill to a vote but
said he would vote against it because it did neetenough pork for the nuclear
industry.

McCain's more recent global warming proposal fsitiert of the needed changes.
He calls for only a 65 percent cut in carbon emissiby 2050, even though
scientists say a cut of at least 80 percent isetkede gives away permits to emit
greenhouse gases to existing polluters insteadllxfig them, a multi-trillion
giveaway to industry rather than using the resaitadnelp regular families with
higher energy costs.



lll. McCain’s energy plan contains billions of dollars in pork for the nuclear
industry, while shortchanging wind, solar and effitency.

In November 2007 cCain said,| oppose subsidies. Not just ethanol subsidies.
Subsidies.” But his global warming bill includesamly$4 billion in subsides for
nuclear powerand his energy plan calls for $30 billion in suless for the coal
industry.

McCain’s proposal to build 45 nuclear power plang2030 requires massive
subsidies because Wall Street investors are relutdanvest in this grossly
expensive and risky technology.

McCainrepeatedly votedgainst a national renewable electricity standard
require utilities to generate a certain portionhair electricity from wind, solar,
geothermal and other renewable sources. Twengystiates have a renewable
electricity standard, including his home state azéna.

McCain is opposed to extending existing tax incegito encourage energy
efficiency and the development of renewable energy.

IV. McCain’s record undermines his new energy propeals.

McCain’s $300 million, one-time cash payment fareav electric battery is yet
another gimmickjust like hisgas taxholiday.

McCain is_providing much larger incentives for thiecompanies to keep doing
business as usuakespecially hish4 billion per yeatax break for the 5 biggest
oil companies (including $1.2 billion for ExxonMdlailone).

If McCain is serious about giving people tax incess to buy cleaner cars and
use renewable energy, why did he help the Republezdership block clean
energy tax incentivesvice in the las6 month® Both times, the package failed
by a single vote—his.




McCain’s $4 Billion Giveaway to Oil Companies

Our guest blogger idames KvaalDomestic Policy Advisor at the Center for Amemi¢&ogress Action
Fund.

Later today, Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) will visit tRetroleum Club of Denver fack
up a stack of castor his presidential campaign. He should get amwvaelcome from the
oil and gas executives who show up.

The centerpiece of Sen. McCain’s plan to stimullageeconomy — actuallyhe whole
plan— is large tax cuts for corporations. It wouldidet $3.8 billion in tax cuts to the
five largest American oil companies, accordingncaalysis released today by the
Center for American Progress Action Fund.

The analysis only looked at one of the McCain coaftax breaks: the proposal to cut
the top corporate tax rate from 35 percent to 26qre¢. Read the whole analysisre

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/03/27/meoepéetroleum/]



McCain Sells His Soul To Big Ol

Brad Johnson

Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) is heading to Texas today foriassef fundraisers with the Tex@OP
elite in Dallas San AntonigpandHouston Wedged between the multiple money events will be a
speech in Houston, which McCain has indicated will be on enmligy. Today, McCain told
reporters thate will call for.

— Lifting the federal moratorium aoff-shore drillingestablished by President George H.W. Bush,

— Providing incentiveso states to commence off-shore drilling, and

— Suspending thegas tax

This suite of proposals adds up to a big fat kiss to@i@nd its conservative allies — at the expense
of everyone elsdJnrestrained fossil fuel usielivers obscene profits for Big Oil but ighaeat to the
planet McCain’sstrong talkon global warming is proving unserious — much as candigiagé’s
campaign pledge to regulate carbon dioxide in 200@ed out to be falsét the very same press
briefing, McCain backtrackeffom his vaunted mandatory system to reduce greenhouse gases.

Strapped for cash and surrounded by Big Oil lobbyists, &itt@@ now embracing Bush’s Exxon-
Halliburtonenergy policy Although a “megabucks” fundraiser with Midland Texas oilmes
postponed$1.5 millionin donations have already been pledged. Midland County G@P Sie
Brannon told the Midland Reporter-Telegram what will happeheafundraiser: “When the 15
oilmen givingbig time moneymeet with McCain, all we’'ll ask is that he be fair.” The mitko
McCain is raising in Texas will be added to his impressivé dfanil industry cash this campaign
season —4 percendf his lifetime receipts:

1990 to 2008 cycle (May), Center for Responsive Politics,



compiled by Center for American Progress Action Fund.

According to a Campaign Money Watch analysis of campaign finategpdovided by the
nonpartisan Center for Responsive Politics Center, John Me@dihis leadership committee have
accepted at lea$tl,069,854rom the oil and gas industry since 1989. Despite hisagedic but
inconstanopposition to drilling in the Arctic National Wildlifeéuge, McCain’s voting record on
energy policy has been consistently friendly to Big Oil - aimce his campaign for president began
last year, he’s been steadfast:

McCAIN'S RECORD OF CODDLING BIG OIL.

— McCain Voted Against Reducing Dependence on Foreign Oiln 2005, McCain voted against
legislation calling on the President to submit a plan tacedoreign petroleum imports by 40 percent.
[Senate Roll Call Vote #146/16/05 DNC 6/22/07

— Candidate McCain’s “Zero” For Energy Future, Billions For B ig Oil. Since launching his
campaign for president in 2007, Sen. McCain has skippeohoeery key environmental vote the
Senate has considered, earning him a zero on the League of Coaséredtirs scorecard this
session. In one such instance, his absence killed the rollbadkoms of dollars in oil subsidies for
renewable energy investment. [L00]

—McCain’s Absence Allows GOP to Filibuster Oil-For-Renewales.By a roll call vote of 59-40
on December 13, 2007, Senate Democrats failed to muster tlieeB0needed to prevent a filibuster
threatened by Republicans of compromise energy legislatiorawithl-for-renewable tax package.
The tax package rolled back $12.7 billion in tax break$eroil and gas industry to invest in
renewable energy tax credits. Sen. John McCain, on the camgaigwas the one senator not

voting. [CQ12/12/07 [Vote #42512/13/07

—McCain’s Tax Policies A Boon For Big Oil.Sen. McCain’s plan to cut the corporate tax rate to 25
percent is worth $1.2 billion a year to Exxon Mobil aldneaddition, his plan includes a massive new
corporate tax shelter. His call for a gas tax suspension viiouhel money — about $11 billion — to
oil refiners and producers. [CAPAF#27/08 4/18/08

BIG OIL LOBBYISTS RUN McCAIN CAMPAIGN

At leastfourteen Big Qil lobbyist$iold top positions in the McCain campaign, includingtbps
adviser, Charlie Black.




—McCain’s Senior Adviser Lobbies For Foreign Oil Interests Charlie Black (lobbying firm:
BKSH), McCain’s senior campaign adviser, is a registerelyisbfor two Russian oil companies —
Yukos Oil and Occidental International Corporation — anddiibying firm was hired in 2005 by the
China National Off-Shore Oil Corporation. [Roll Call 7/aB, Senate Lobbying Disclosure Recdrds

—McCain’s Campaign Liaison to Congress a Million-Dolla Big-Oil Lobbyist. John Green

(Ogilvy Government Relations) — the “full-time liaison betwaécCain’s presidential campaign and
Republicans in the House and the Senate” — has made over $ib6 dullars since 1999 lobbying
for petro-industry giants such as Amerada-Hess, Chevrorcdettee American Petroleum Institute,
Reliant Energy, PJM Interconnection and First Energy. [Pol&4/08 Senate Lobbying Disclosure

Record$

— Fossil Fuel Lobbyists Everywhere in the McCain Campaignirank Donatelli, McCain’s RNC
liaison to the Republican Party, has lobbied for ExxonMdiminion, and Eastman Chemical. Jerry
Kilgore, co-chairman of McCain’s Virginia campaign, has lobll@dsShell Oil and coal company
Alpha Natural Resources. Nancy Pfotenhauer, a policy advisepakdssvoman, has lobbied for
Koch Industries. [Washington P@3tL2/0§ O’Dwyer’s 8/9/06 Media Matter2/26/08 Senate
Lobbying Disclosure Recorfls

UPDATE: At Climate Progressloe Romm suggests questions for reporters to ask McCain.
ConfusedMarc Ambinderwrites, “I am NOT an expert here; maybe I'm missing somgilso feel
free to read me in, as they say. But hasn’t McCain already exttiorandatory emissions caps?”

At Liberal OasisBill Scher explains: “He wants to tell moderates that he Isasiaus plan for our
government to act against global warming. And he wantsltoaleservatives that no government
action will be involved. It can’t be done.”

According to thePolitica's Jonathan Martin:

The McCain campaign called to clarify his remarks. “John Mc@ais correctly reflecting his
position, he just inadvertently said the word ‘cap’ instddthoget,” said spokesman Tucker Bounds.

Today’s comment was a response to a question about mandatgetstdor renewable energy —
McCain believes that a cap-and-trade system provides enough iaggdtve for investment in
renewables. If that's the case (and many environmentalists wisalgree), then mandatory targets
wouldn’'t be necessary.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/16/meoctgxas-sellout/]



Can McCain Find A Single Economist To Back His
Claim That Offshore Drilling Will Lower Gas Prices?

Our guest blogger isdam Jentlesgrthe Communications and Outreach Director for ithele Park
Project at the Center for American Progress Actiamd.

The government’s official source for energy statsssays that offshore drilling will not
have a Significant impacton gas prices until 2030.

McCain’sown campaigradmits that offshore drilling will have no shagtm effect on
gas prices:

“Douglas Holtz-Eakin, a senior advisor to McCain&anpaign, acknowledged in a
conference call to reporters that new offshordidglwould have no immediate effect on
supplies or prices.”

Yet McCain insists on touting offshore drilling e best way to “assure affordable fuel
for America,” as he said inis speeclon Tuesday.

This begs the question: can John McCain find a sirlg economist who backs his
claim that offshore drilling will lower gas pricesin the short term — or even before
20307

If not, what is the basis for his claim that offskdrilling will lower gas prices?

This is not the first time McCain has had troulieling economists who would endorse
his proposals for lowering gas prices — in facs} pufew weeks ago, McCain failed to
find a single economist who would endorse his cldiat a temporary suspension of the
gas tax would provide significant relief for Ameaicfamilies.

The policy was so thoroughly discredited that thy @argument McCain and his team
could muster was to simply bash economists as@pgro

At a campaign stop in New Hampshire, a frustratexChIntold the audienc€elf you
want to call it [his gas tax proposal] a gimmiakef You know the economists? They're
the same ones that didn’t predict this housingscvig’re in.”

On “This Week” with George Stephanopoulos, Senidvidor Carly Fiorina, “scoffed at
the lack of support from economic analystgidn’t think it matters she said.”




Even Senior Advisor Douglas Holtz-Eakin — a Ph.@re@mist himself — got in on the
act,saying “You can stack all the economists end to endsaitichot find common
sense.”

Is this déja vu all over again? Can McCain findrgle economist to back his claim that
offshore drilling will lower gas prices, or will ficampaign be left with no recourse but
to roll out poor Douglas Holtz-Eakin to trash higroprofession, yet again?

UPDATE: The Huffington Post takes up the challenge andrtep“the consensus
seemed to be that if the presumptive GOP nomineepeesuading voters that he could
help decrease their gas bill, he was either livimg political fantasy or being

disingenuous

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/20/offsk-drilling-question/]



Lifting Offshore Moratorium Is Boon To Big Oil And
No One Else

Brad Johnson

Today's speech by President Bush calling for Aneetadrill its way out of its energy
crisis is, in the words of Sen. Harry Reid (D-NYgplete with the failed policies of
yesterdaydesigned to “pad the pockets of Big Oil.”

There are two central facts about fossil fuel ussident Bush carefully avoided when
he called on Congress to increase the supply @ooissible to his industry cohorts:

—The United States has only 2% of the world’s provewil reserves, but consumes
24% of the world’s oil production. There’s simply no way for us to drill our way to
energy independence or eliminate what Bush calsauldiction” to oil. [EIA 1/29/07

6/9/094

—The energy future Big Oil and Bush desire involveburning up the planet The
American Petroleum Institute is promoting an inseea oil demand of 45% by 2030,
which would lead to global warming 8.9 to 11°F ab@ve-industrial levels —
guaranteeing global catastrophe. Bush'’s “ratidoalknced” approach to global warming
is in line with this scenario. [CAPA&/16/08 4/25/09

Bush'’s justification for ending the federal moraton on Outer Continental Shelf drilling
that was signed into law Bresident Reagaand extended bigresident George H.W.
Bushafter theExxon Valdezrelies on misleading and false statements. IiRibse
Garden todayBush 43 said

So my administration has repeatedly called on Gesgto expand domestic oil
production. Unfortunately, Democrats on Capitoll Have rejected virtually every
proposal — andiow Americans are paying the price at the pump fothis
obstruction.

Congress — which was under Republican control fosthof the Bush presidency — is
not blocking drilling The number of off- and on-shore drilling perntitss exploded in
recent years, going from 3,802 five years ago 561 jn 2007. Between 1999 and 2007,
the number of drilling permits issued for developinaf public lands increased by more
than 361%.

In fact, Congress and this administration haveaalyepened the floodgatdsr more oil
and gas drilling in the years to come. Since 28@2 nhumber of permits issued has




greatly outstripped the number of new wells drilledthe last four years, the Bureau of
Land Management has issued 28,776 permits toadrijublic land; yet, in that same
time, 18,954 wells were actually drilled. That me#mat companies have stockpiled
nearly 10,000 extra permits to drill that they ao¢ using to increase domestic
production.

Furthermoreless than a quartef offshore acreage open to drilling is being ugedly
10.5 million of the 44 million leased acres arerently producing oil or gas.

Thevast majority of federal oil and gas resourceshaffe are already availabier
development. According to the Minerals ManagemenmviSe, of all the oil (85.9 billion
barrels) and gas (419.9 trillion cubic feet) bedid\to exist on the Outer Continental
Shelf, 82% of the natural gas and 79% of the dib¢éated in areas that are currently open
for leasing (such as areas in the Gulf of Mexicd aff the Alaska coast).

This hasnothing to do with lowering fuel costsr Americans in the short, medium, or
long term. The auto industry, for example, can deaits production mix to more
efficient cars within six weeks, and can roll oet\nproduction models in three years.
But it takes ten years for newly leased oil fidldstart producing oil, and around twenty
years to reach peak production.

Lifting the offshore drilling moratorium igorth (maybe) 4 cents a galler in 10 to 20
years. This uses generous estimates, assuminglittia¢ recoverable oil is drilled and
reaches peak production by 2025, and that the ingrathe price of a barrel of oil is at
the high end of estimates ($1.50 per barrel or#Q®er gallon of gas). If the oil is
extracted at its maximum rate, it would all be gonéve years.

In fact, it is conservative and industry obstruetibat is making Americans pay at the
pump — from theepeated filibusters of renewable eneagyl energy efficiency
incentives toyears of obstructingnproved fuel economy standards.

UPDATE: At Climate Progressloe Romm notes that the 2007 Annual Energy Okitloo
from the U.S. Energy Information Administration fal

The projections in the OCS access case indicatattass to the Pacific, Atlantic, and
eastern Gulf regionsould not have a significant impaoh domestic crude oil and
natural gas production or prices before 2030.

And in 2030, “any impact on average wellhead prisesxpected to be insignificant.”

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/18/buéistare-oil/]



McCain Gas Tax Holiday Worth Only 60 Cents a Day

Our guest blogger iSam DavisPolicy Analyst at the Center for American Progréstion Fund.

Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) hagaescriptionfor the country’s gas woes, proposing to put
the 18.4 cent federal gas tax on a three-montlhia¢tween Memorial Day and Labor
Day. Indeed, we’ve heard this idea ohedoreand economists continue to Wwearyof

its intended net effect. What's different this timawvever, is the spin and the reality.

Spin: Outlining his proposal, Senator McCaiaid last TuesdayThe effect will take a
few dollars off the price of a tank of gas evergdia family, a farmer, or trucker stops to
fill up.”

Reality: Most of the tax break will go to corporations, not faes. Oil companies and
their executives are already doing better than.&uw&o years ago, Lee Raymond, former
CEO of Exxon was given a severance package wostlargs of$400 millionafter

leading the company to its highest ever recordeéitpn 2006 of $36 billion. The
previous year, his salary and bonus was a comb#&27 million 0r$190,915 a day
After just his first year on the job, current Exx6&O, Rex Tillerson oversaw another
record profit year for the company of $40 billi@arning him$21.7 millionor $59,452 a
day.

Even if all of the benefits from the tax breakstgdamilies, however, it will make little
difference for them. The median American familyalg savings during the three-month
tax holiday proposed by Senator McCain? 60¢.



Spin: McCaintold CNBCthis past Tuesday, “I think high gas taxes aregaassive tax.
The people who drive the furthest are the lowestime Americans. It is incredibly
regressive. Where'’s the fairness there?”

Reality: Not only do families who make less, drive lessytdo not consume more
gasoline nor do they spend more on gasoline. Atysisaof the latest available data
reveals that in fact, Senator McCain’s “gas-taxdal’ idea is itself regressive. The
more a family earns, the more they drive, and tbeema higher-earning household would
save under Senator McCain’s plan.

Methodology:The Energy Information Administration, HouseholaeEgy Use: Latest
Data & Trends, September 2005, table A-2, provalbseakdown of household income
and their respective annual gallons of gasolinesgoption and miles driven. Taking
each respective annual gallon of consumption, wailzed the monthly consumption
and multiplied each gallon by the current averaggepf regular gasoline ($3.39). At
which point, we subtracted the 18.4 cent tax fr@ohegallon for the month and
calculated the savings from the tax cut per momém imultiplied that number by 3 for the
number of months Senator McCain’s tax holiday wdwddn effect.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/18/gas-holiday/]



McCain’s Gas-Tax Holiday From Reality Continues

Brad Johnson

Two weeks ago, Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) proposed a summegr-d@as tax holiday.” Since then,
he’s been faced with the challenge that such a moratorium mag good but would be terrible

policy.

When it was pointed out that the federal gas tax fgnitlsal transportation infrastructure and jphs
spokesman said McCain would pay the $11 billion tab franfdleneral revenué

When it was pointed out that cutting the federal gas tax waiuddnally affect the price at the pump
McCain then said his proposal was justittle psychological boost

When it was pointed out today by MSNBC anchor Mika Brzézitat the tax cut is agxpensive
andenvironmentally unsounplolicy that woulddo nothingto help American driversMicCain finally
erupted:

Mika, you know what? All it is i&t’s not the end of Western civilization as we know it accoratig
to some, quote, economistsnd some around America. It's just to give Americans a fitlef.

He then exposed how out of touch he is with the realitidsy@rica by saying:

| think it's obvious that the lowest-income Americans driwe the furthestand probably they spend
more on gasoline because of the age of their automobiles.

In fact, lowest-income Americans drive the leamtd most of the benefits of the gas-tax holiday
would go tohigh-income Americans

No amount of bluster can disguise that this proposalstgjsl it was wheSen. Bob Dole proposed a
similar gas tax holidags the Republican presidential nominee in 1996 —vislation of the
responsible economic principl&en. McCain has formerly espoused.

UPDATE [5:30 PM]: Michael Bloomberg, the mayor of New York Citglls the Observea gas tax
holiday “would help Chavez, Qaddafi and other people like that.aldo said:

It's the dumbest thing I've heard in an awful long timeriran economic point of view. | don’t
understand why you think there’s any merit to it whatsoéir're trying to discourage people from
driving and we’re trying to end our energy dependence. We dorthat — oh, and incidentally,
we’'re trying to have more money to build infrastructure.tiiee of those things go fly in the face of
giving everybody $30 a yearhe $30 bucks is not going to change anybody'’s lifestyléhe

billions of dollars that we would otherwise have in taxevenues can make a big difference as to
what kind of a world we leave our children.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/01/meoegas-tax-bluster/]



Three Questions for Sen. McCain on Global Warming

By Dan Weiss

1. Will McCain Modernize His Plan Based on the Latst Science?

Since John McCain (R-AZ) co-wrote a global warmimijin 2003, evidence has mounted that
the most serious effects of global warming areaalyenell upon us. Scientists now advocate
steeper, swifter reductions in greenhouse gasediieg did five years ago. Will McCain’s
upcoming global warming speech demonstrate he stadets the immediate consequences of not
acting quickly to reduce greenhouse gases? Ohwitlling to his now outdated positions? Here
are four key criteria for evaluating whether hiarpls serious.

McCain’s proposal must reflect the latest scientift urgency about deep mid- and long-term
reductions in greenhouse gas emissiorBhe concentration of greenhouse gases in the
atmosphere has already risen from the pre-indugxial of 280 parts per million to 385 ppm.
Scientists believe that we must stabilize gasebaitit 450 ppm to prevent a 2 degree Celsius
increase in worldwide temperatures and stave effitbst severe consequences of global
warming. To prevent this catastrophe, the UnitedeStmust reduce annual greenhouse gas
emissions from its current level of 7.1 billion metons by:

20 percent below 1990 levels by 2020 (to 5.7 billoetric tons)
80 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 (to 1.2 billoetric tons)

McCain must require polluters to purchase their polution allowances, not let them receive
the permits for free. Sen. McCain’s proposal relies on a greenhouséoggsand-trade” system
that require emitters to buy or have a permit farg ton of greenhouse gases they emit, as do
most other legislative proposals that are seritwasiacombating global warming. Under these
proposals, the number of available allowances deslover time, so their value will increase.
The auction of these emissions allowances to ersiteuld generate tremendous revenue—as
much as $300 billion a year. These resources dmilagsed for rebates to compensate low- and
middle-income households for higher energy costd far investments in renewable and
efficient energy. Many polluting companies, howeweant the permits for free rather than
having to buy them in an auction. Giving away pésmiould give companies a huge windfall
because they are likely to raise prices anywagjag&uropean corporations under the European
Union cap-and-trade system. In contrast, the Redji@neenhouse Gas Initiative by a number of
northeastern states will require that emitters theyr allowances. Auctioning all the permits in a
nationwide program will provide enough revenueffeat higher energy costs for struggling
families and our nation’s quest for clean energy emergy independence.

McCain’s plan must reduce the pain of higher energgosts on low- and middle-income
Americans. Because most of the cost of pollution permits bdélpassed along to consumers,
rebates are needed to shield low- and middle-incdmericans from higher energy costs.



McCain must require that the United States act nownot wait for action by China, India,

and other developing nationsAs one of the wealthiest nations in the world, #relcountry
responsible for more greenhouse emissions alreatheiatmosphere than any other country—27
percent of the total—the United States has to teadimate change. Once we adopt binding
reductions in greenhouse gases, then we will Havstanding to get developing nations to
pursue their own reductions. President Bush and/rativer conservative opponents of global
warming solutions insist the United States showldadopt binding reductions unless developing
nations do so as well.

Since 2003, climate science has demonstrated gemcy of such action, and the political
environment has shifted substantially in the samexton. McCain’s former partner on his 2003
legislation, Sen. Joseph Lieberman (I-CT), hasgdiwith Sen. John Warner (R-VA), Sen.
Barbara Boxer (D-CA), and three other Republicargush a more aggressive bill. But McCain
said he is looking for more subsidies for nuclean@r before supporting this bipartisan bill.
Comparing McCain’s plan with the Lieberman/Warregislation shows that McCain is lagging
behind other Republicans in leadership on globaimiray.

2. Will McCain Support energy efficiency and Renewhle Policies to Reduce the Cost of
Global Warming Pollution Cuts?

A cap-and-trade system alone is inadequate to ssigfebal warming. Other complementary
policies can help meet emissions targets more tyugid at a lower cost, such as investments in
energy efficiency and renewable energy alongsidessary compliance standards. This is true
for several reasons:

Although a cap-and-trade system will put a pricecarbon, the initial price could be relatively
low, particularly if the allowances are given awkloreover, incentives for research, innovation,
and infrastructure investment could be undermineddbatile prices.

Some innovations, such as plug-in hybrids, mayireqacentives for consumers to purchase
them when they first enter the market. There anstroctive roles for the government to play in
speeding basic research, and in encouraging ineessnn deployment so that innovators can
carry their new, energy-efficient products acrdssdo-called “valley of death” between
invention and successful commercialization.

There may be collective problems impeding the adopif clean energy measures, such as the
structure of the electricity markets, which rewantiities for selling more electricity, as well as
disincentives for renters to make their facilit,esre energy-efficient.

There are a number of complementary policies tlnatlaviower the cost and speed the reductions
in greenhouse gases. Sen. McCain could:

Endorse higher fuel economy incentives and requeremfor automobiles beyond the
35 miles-per-gallon by 2020 fleetwide average betame law in 2007.



Shift tax incentives from oil-and-gas exploratiomard energy efficiency and
renewable energy.

Establishment of a national “renewable electristyndard” to complement the existing
efforts of 26 states. The national standard woedplire utilities to produce 15 percent
or more of their electricity from renewable sourbg2020.

3. Will McCain Make a Costly, Risky Bet on NuclearPower?

McCain’s energy plan relies heavily on nhew nuclgawver plants to provide electricity. He says
he will support the Lieberman-Warner Climate Seaguwct only “if we have a dramatically
increased role for nuclear power.” He insists thatlear power has got to be a very big part of
any effective action to reduce greenhouse gas emi5 His global warming bill, S. 280,
includes at least $3.7 billion in new subsidiesrfoclear power, including federal funds for
design and engineering, licensing, and loan gueesn(This approach, however, would require
billions of dollars of subsidies, millions of gatle of water, and an unprecedented nuclear plant
construction boom—alongside 10 new Yucca Mounttirdispose of the high-level nuclear
waste.

Here’s what's wrong with McCain’s nuclear-power atians:

Making a Dent in Global Warming Would Require a Huge Number of Nuclear Plants.
Doubling worldwide production of nuclear power wagrovide only one-seventh of the needed
greenhouse gas emission reductions. Accordingat&#dystone Institute, using nuclear power to
stave off global warming “would require adding oresage 14 plants each year for the next 50
years, all the while building an average of 7.sfsao replace those that will be retired,” and “10
[nuclear waste] dumps the size of Yucca Mountain.”

Huge Subsidies Would Be Needed, and Then Still Motgubsidies.Nuclear power received
huge subsidies over the past 60 years, a pattegricbe continued if McCain’s proposal is
adopted. The Congressional Research Service fdwatehticlear power received $74 billion in
federal government support from 1948 to 2003, dated in constant dollars as of 2003, more
than half of all federal energy R&D money. Althougiclear power plants are now a mature
technology, Congress continues to subsidize therause Wall Street investors are otherwise
unwilling to invest in such risky, expensive endaav In 2005, Congress enacted $13 billion in
additional federal support, including nearly $8ibil to operate plants.

Nuclear Plants Take Too Long to Build.It takes 10-to-15 years to plan, design, licease€,
build a nuclear power plant. Energy efficiency, iftstance, can reduce energy demand much
more quickly than the construction of nuclear pl@utd it takes only 18 months to two years to
build a wind farm.

Nuclear Plants Would Worsen Water ShortagesNuclear power requires more water for
cooling than any other source of electricity, canigw up to 720 gallons per megawatt hours,
compared to coal-fired power plants, which consuméo 480 gallons/mWh. These vast
guantities of water may be hard to find if globamming leads to more and longer droughts. AP
reported that “During Europe’s brutal 2006 heat @/drench, Spanish and German utilities were



forced to shut down some of their nuclear plantsraduce power at others because of low water
levels.” During the record drought in the U.S. $matst last year, 24 nuclear power plants ran the
risk of shutdown due to water shortages.

Conclusion

It is clear that the McCain-Lieberman legislatidr2603 is an inadequate response to global
warming. The bipartisan coalition in the Senaterased ahead without Sen. McCain, and even
Sen. McCain’s advisors have said that his pland neésion. Yet it's not yet clear whether his
revised plans will go far enough. That’s why the &ioan people need to know:

Whether McCain’'s cap-and-trade proposal would aghtbe necessary greenhouse gas
reductions, help families rather than providing d¥all profits to polluting companies,
and exercise American leadership on global warmatiger than using other countries
as an excuse for inaction.

Whether McCain will make the investments in rende/@mergy and energy efficiency
that can help reduce greenhouse gas emissions dastat a lower cost.

Whether McCain will primarily rely on nuclear poweequiring billions of dollars more
in subsidies for the costly, thirsty, waste-prodgcnuclear industry.

[http://www.americanprogressaction.org/issues/20@8ain_gw_questions.html]



McCain’s Corporate Tax Cut Would Save Energy &
Utility Companies Over $2.8 Billion

Ben Furnas

A global warming plan that weans America diifty energyrequires taking a stand
against the huge utility & energy companies. BiinJbicCain’s tax plan seems slightly
more interested in lining their pockets.

An analysis from the Center for American Progressoh Fund finds that John
McCain’smassive corporate tax cwbuld save America’s ten largest electrical wtilit
companies and ten largest energy companies ov@ib#iRon. (This is in addition to the
$4 billion tax breakor America’s five largest oil companies.)

Read the full analysis and see the chare

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/13/meeatility-tax-cut/]



Energy Industry Campaign Cash Fuels Straight Talk
Express

Our guest blogger iBaniel J. Weissa Senior Fellow and the Director of Climate Ségy at the Center
for American Progress Action Fund.

Republican Presidential nominee apparent John McRraigs about his leadership on climate
change. He even taunted Barack Obama and Hillangddl whenhe said

I don’t know what their position is because | haveren them showny particular
commitment in the U.S. Senate or elsewhefen climate change]. | have proposed legislation
and fought for amendments.

With all of hisbragging about global warmingou would think Sen. McCain would be at the
center of this week’s Senate’s debate oveQlimate Security AGtsponsored by Barbara Boxer
(D-CA) Joe Liebermai(l-CT), andJohn Warne(R-VA). Unfortunately, he doesn't plan to
participate in the debate, angdposes the bilbbecause it lacks big bucks to build nuclear power
plants.

How come the Straight Talk Express can't find th& \Senate for this critical debate?

Is it because Sen. McCain has received more maneaythe special interests that oppose this
bill than all but one other member of the Senate’hék received over $2 million from oil, coal,
utility, auto, chemical and nuclear companies ftbe1990 cycle to the first quarter of 2008
fact, of this total, McCain received nearly twortts of it — $1.2 million — since he began his
presidential guest8 months ago. And like Senator McCain, thesaasts and the trade
associations they furmpposethe Climate Security Act.




*See update below for revised 2008 figure.

Since McCain began running for president in 20@7miissed all the important clean energy
votes. He did make sure to wink at big oil by amming he would haveupportedts existing
unjustified tax breaks had he been around. Thatispa effort to close these loopholes failed by
one vote And after he missed the opportunity to becomed®ding vote to extend tax

incentives forefficiency and wind and solar powly adding it to the stimulus package, he gave a
nod to big coal and huge utility conglomerates yauncing he would havapposed this
measureoo.

Sen. McCain plans to use his support for reductiomgobal warming pollution as a central
element in his effort tdistinguish himselfrom President Bush. On June 3rd, he proclaimed,
“The next President must be willing boeak completely with the energy policiest just of the
Bush Administration, but the administrations thagqeded his.” But Sen. McCain is a leader in
campaign donations from the same interests wheeb@&psh write his energy plahat brought
us $4 gallon gasoline. And like the Bush adminigira he also opposes the Climate Security
Act.

Frequently, Sen. McCain héectured his colleagueshout the corrupting nature of campaign
contributions and lobbyists. He preached that “@awernment must be free from corrupting
influences, both real and perceived.” A large patis reputation as a “maverick” rests on this
issue. Yet his campaida run by lobbyistsAnd he has received more campaign cash from big
energy companies than 98 other senators, andairentheir opposition to the Climate Security
Act. Sen. McCain appears to be nothing more thathan senator influenced by special interests
-— a prime example of the Washington influenceaysthat he bemoans.

Read the full report PACing Away the Climate Security Act?

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/04/ptiumccain-cash/]



McCain Is Close To Bush, Not Democrats, On Global
Warming

Brad Johnson

Newsweek'scover story on the presidential candidates andajiwbrmingquotes UC Berkeley
energy professor Dan Kammen, a supporter of SeracR@®bama (D-IL)’s presidential
campaign:

It's unusual to have a Republican candidate whalyp#isagrees with the Bush administration
on the need for capping carbon emissidieere’s more disagreement with the current
administration than with each other.

The idea that Sen. John McCain (R-AZ) is closghtoDemocratic candidates running for
president than he is to the president is popul#r thie political elite. Joe Klein similarly said
“McCain’s distance from George W. Bush seems gréfader from the Democrdtsn foreign
policy issues like global warming. What McCain sagswants to do about global warming
certainly sounds better than what the Bush admatish has accomplished.

A look at the facts paints a different picture.

Like Bush, McCain’s global warming talk is goed both speaking in generalities about
needing to be “good stewards” and get “serious’ualbbbmate change.

Like Bush, Candidate McCain is drenched in tieBipOil — McCain’s campaign is run
by lobbyists for Saudi Arabia and energy comparaad, McCain has repeatedly blocked
attempts to roll back subsidies for Big Oil.

Like Bush, McCain uses China and India as an exinrseaction— When asked about
global warming policy, bot&en. McCairandBushsay that India and China have to
participate in a global agreement — ignoring thet that unlike the United States, both
countries are signatories to the Kyoto Protocolrddwer, the rest of the industrialized
world is not making excuses they've set to work.

McCain shares much with Bush. McCain'’s one sigaificdifference, played up by his
supporters, is his call for a cap-and-trade systeraduce emissions. But McCain's vision of
how such a system would work — despite the wordsaohmen and Klein — is starkly different
from that of the Democratic candidates. There lameet core guidelines by which global warming
policy should be judged:

1. Does it meet scientific principles?
2. Does it make polluters pay?
3. Does it promote social equity?

Sen. Clinton has releasedetailed global warming plams hassen. ObamaBoth follow the
above guidelines, calling for 80% reduction in esigas by 2050, supporting 100% auction of




pollution allowances, and prioritizing investmentgreen jobs and helping low-income
households.

On the other hand, McCalras failed to release any clear global warmingcgpind his
economicandhealth care plangre designed for the benefit of millionaires amght corporations
at theexpense of everyone eldd¢owever, McCain’'s people have made it clear hesdwve one
bedrock principle when it comes to global warmindjqgy — “He wants to see the use of nukes.

UPDATE: Dan Kammenesponds

Brad Johnson raises an important, in fact cerislie about energy, climate and politics: namely
that good rhetoric is simply insufficient, we arellypast the point where we personally, and our
elected officials must ‘walk the walk’.

In California, for example, we have climate polg@n the books that call for a ~ 25% decrease
in greenhouse gas emissions by 2020 (AB32), andr@d¥#ctions by 2050 (Executive Order 3-
05). These are great words, and the politicians pdrmed them are truly to be commended, but
we must make good on these targets.

The first step for action is having a plan, anthis respect | give California, the northeast/mid-
Atlantic climate climate coalition, and the exc@iiremerging, plan for the upper-Midwest.

This is where | have to disagree with Brad.
There is no doubt that McCain’s ‘green credentie#si be questioned. Nevertheless,
he has shown a willingness to talk about and evank @n significant (even if insufficient)

legislation. As a result, | can’t disagree morewtite comment:

* Like Bush, McCain’s global warming talk is good beth speaking in generalities about
needing to be “good stewards” and get “serious’ualbbbmate change.

There has been absolutely no useful language fresident Bush on this topic. His international
‘forum’ on climate is even termed, within the adistration, the ‘dirty dozen’ (well, dirty 11,

with Australia defecting).

So, no question, Brad is right that McCain has tabn vague and has not gone as far as is
needed. He is, however, part of a conversationishfat more enlightened that we have seen in
federal office in recent times. That is a start.

Dan Kammen Professor, Energy and Resources Gronpgetsity of California, Berkeley

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/07/newskstory-mccain/]






THE WINNING ARGUMENT: John McCain and National Sectity
l. John McCain will be George Bush'’s third term onlrag.

John McCain said staying in Irag for 100 yeavsuld be fine with me”and
supports maintaining a permanent U.S. troop preseniraq. He has tried to
defend this comment as referring to 100 years atpe- like Germany or South
Korea — but has not said how long he would leaveeAean troops in the middle
of a hostile conflict.

Il. McCain adheres to the same extreme Neoconsenvre¢ ideology as Bush.

John McCain was a Neocon before George Bush wasbadw. John McCain’s
circle of foreign policy advisors is made up of #ane peoplavho pushed for
the war in Iraqg.

0 McCain’s chief foreign policy advisor, Randy Schenrann, was the
Directorof the Committee for the Liberation of Iraq, a Men front group
that lobbied the Bush administration to go to wéghwraq even before
9/11. McCain's senior strategist, Charlie Bladgpdobbied on behalf of
Ahmed Chalabi.

McCain doesn’t understand diplomacy and would coito alienate our allies.
He called our closest alliégacuous and posturingdnd referred to France and
Germany as adversaries. Instead of being straddgiat our relationship with
Russia, McCain blustered that he wokick them out of the G8

McCain ignores critical details about the MiddlesEancluding the differences
between Sunnis and Shiites, glossing over impodgtinctions between
different groups and movements and insteatping them togethento a united
“Islamofascist” front.

On Iran, McCain would ignore the diplomatic appto#tat led to progress with
North Korea and pursue Bush’s hard-linelitaristic approach that has done
nothing but strengthen Iran’s hand in the region.

lll. McCain was one of the biggest cheerleaders dahe Irag war.

McCain was right when he saitho one has supported President Bush on Iraq
more than | have.”

McCain was one of the staunchest defenders of teiistration’s war strategy




0 McCain misjudged the post-war situatiodn “Meet the Press” in 2002,
McCain said, “I believe that it [the war] will nbe nearly as difficult as
some allege™ On “Meet the Press,” he said “I believe that trosflict is
still going to be relatively shorf" In 2003, McCain assured Katie
Couric that “the Iraqi people will greet us as fit@rs." In a 200New
York Timesp-ed, McCain wrote that the Iraq War wotddynificantly
improve the stability of the region.On “Hardball” in 2003, McCain
incorrectly stated, “There's not a history of clsskhat are violent
between Sunnis and Shiahs. So | think they cangbiglget along® In
April 2003, he claimed that “the end is very muclsight,” and that alll
that stood in the way would be “a short period lrd@s.*"

0 McCain repeatedly defended the Bush administragiinalq strateqy,
including troop levelsin 2003, McCain said he hddo gualms about our
strategic plans.”Shortly after the invasion, he said the Bush
administration’s plan was “an appropriate strat&ty. Years later, he
specifically defended the original troop levelstsenraqg, telling Tim
Russert in 2005, “I think we have in numbers [gicjbably enough™"

In a 2004 interview on ABC News’ “This Week,” Mc@asaid, “I'm
confident we’re on the right coursg?”

0 McCain repeatedly defended Defense Secretary DdRabhdsfeld. In the
wake of the Abu Ghraib scandal in 2004, McCain saidHannity and
Colmes,” “Yes, today | do and | believe he’s dorfaa job,” McCain
responded. “He’s an honorable méh.Also in 2004, McCain told John
Gibson that he was “an admirer of Secretary Rurdgfétat he “didn’t
think he could be judged yet,” and that “it’s ttygbremature to call for
any change in his statuS!” In 2006, McCaimefused to join calls for
Rumsfeld’s resignatian

0 McCain greatly misjudged the cost of the w&choing former
Undersecretary of Defense Paul Wolfowitz’s infamprtediction that Iraq
could “finance its own reconstruction,” McCain sa2003, “As far as
the cost is concerned, Iraqis have vast oil reseavel they, I'm sure,
would shoulder the cost of the transitidr.”




John McCain’'s War Cabinet

Matthew Duss

“There’s going to be other wars. I'm sorry to tghu, there’s going to be other wars. We will
never surrender, but there will be other wars.”

— John McCainl/27/08(video)

John McCain’s foreign policy offers a future of nerous U.S. military interventions in the name
of “promoting American values.” He has assembléeban of foreign policy advisers who

believe strongly, as he does, that American sgcrgduires the robust and relentless exercise of
American military power. Here’s a look at those leelvisers:

RANDY SCHEUNEMANN
Director of Foreign Policy and National Security

BACKGROUND: Former Congressional aide to Trent Lott and BokeDGo-founder, president
and executive director of tl@ommittee For the Liberation of IraBrafter of thel998 Iraq
Liberation Act Project director at theroject for a New American CentuflNAC). In 1998,
founded a firm which lobbied on behalf of the NRehd latethe governments of Georgsand
otherformer Soviet Bloc states benefitifrpm the invasion of Iraq. Claims to have authored
McCain’s concept ofrogue state rollbackKnown as ‘McCain’s bulldog for his attacks on
McCain'’s detractors.

QUOTES:

“[John McCain] does not believe in timetables cadlnes, secret or otherwise.” [New York
Observer4/11/07

MAX BOOT
Foreign Policy Adviser

BACKGROUND: A former Wall Street Journal editor and currgahior fellow for national
security studieat the Council on Foreign Relations, Boot advacateimperial role for the
United States similar to the British Empire. Beéievthat the United States needsaldnial
office” inspired by the British system in India in orderbetter fulfill its role of transforming the
world. Advocate of a sort of foreign legion wher@mmigrants and other non-citizens would
receive citizenshim exchange for U.S. military service

QUOTES:



“What can [Democrats] say when the situation i lappears to be looking up?” [Los Angeles

Times,12/16/03

“Iraq already has confounded many Western ‘progresswho doubted that the Arab world
could ever make progress. The bus may be rickatytanay have lost some passengers, but —
guess what? — it's on schedule toward its finatidaion: democracy.” [Los Angeles Times,
3/4/04

JAMES WOOLSEY
Energy and National Security Adviser

BACKGROUND: Former head of the CIA. Subscribes to the “WorldrW/” formulation (in
which the Cold War was World War 1ll) and beliexkat the United States has been “at war”
with Islamists since 1979, whethéy [Iranian revolutionaries] seized our hostagekd79 in
Tehran” Suggested during an interview on September @@12hat Iraq had sponsored the 9/11
attacks and also attempted to exhume the discreditedtigddraq was behind the 1993 World
Trade Center bombing.

QUOTES:

“I would submit to you that genetically modified vkas going on in Iraq right now. It's clear
that we know that. And | think people who arguedelay, need to take responsibility for the
consequences of the delay they're alleging.” [ABRightline, 3/4/03]

“I think we ought to execute some air strikes ag8yria, against the instruments of power of
that state, against the airport, which is the pigbere the weapons shuttle through from Iran to
Hezbollah and Hamas. | think both Syria and Iranktithat we're cowards.” [Fox News’ Big
Story with John Gibson, 7/17/06]

BILL KRISTOL
Informal Foreign Policy Adviser

BACKGROUND : Prominent neo-conservative pundit. Founder artbredf the Weekly
Standard. Co-founder and chairman of PNAC, cuikaw York Times columnist. Advocates
stronger American leadership through the unilatesel of force; co-author with Robert Kagan of
essay Toward a Neo-Reaganite Foreign Pdligshich advocated “benevolent” American global
hegemony based upon military dominance and “elevadgriotism.” Co-author of a book
strenuously arguing for the invasion of Irag. Styeapporter of the surge. Advocates war with
Iran. Known to be éxceptionally close with McCaih

QUOTES:



The [Iraq] war itself will clarify who was right @hwho was wrong about weapons of mass
destruction. [...] History and reality are about teigh in, and we are inclined simply to let them
render their verdicts.” [The Weekly Stand&/d7/03

“There’s been a certain amount of pop sociologinmerica ... that the Shia can’'t get along with
the Sunni and the Shia in Iraq just want to esthtdome kind of Islamic fundamentalist regime.
There’s almost no evidence of that at all. Iradvgags been very secular.” [NPR/1/03

“We're not in a civil war [in Iraq]. This is justat true....” [Fox News7/15/07
ROBERT KAGAN
Informal Foreign Policy Adviser

BACKGROUND: After serving as an adviser to Congressman Jaokpkia 1983, and then
working as a speechwriter for Secretary of Stater@eSchultz, in 1985 Kagan was chosen by
Elliot Abrams to head the Office of Public Diplonyagvhose mission was toeate suppoffor

the Nicaraguan Contra rebels. Kagan was a co-fawfd@NAC, and is currently a senior
associate ahe Carnegie Endowment for International Pe&weauthor with Bill Kristol of
“Toward a Neo-Reaganite Foreign Pdliaywhich he advocated “benevolent” American glbba
hegemony based upon military dominance and “elelvadgriotism.” Advocate of acbncert of
democraciesto supplant the UN Security Council in order taugt legitimacy to U.S. military
interventions around the globe. Recemélgognized the need to talk with Irahonly to establish
a record to use against Tehran.

QUOTES:

“American power, even deployed under a double statydnay be the best means of advancing
progress.” [BBC Documentar2003

MARK SALTER
Senior Adviser

BACKGROUND: McCain's former Chief of Staff, and co-writer ofd@ain’s books. Salter
worked for Jeanne Kirkpatriokhen she was United Nations ambassador and l&ten ehe
moved to the American Enterprise Institute. HegdidcCain's staff in 1989, and isvidely
regarded as the senator’s alter.2¢w 2006, responded to a college student’s gsiticof

McCain by saying that it was “very unlikely” thatyaof the 2006 graduates of New York’s New
School University wouldéver possess one small fraction of the charactéotufi McCairt

JOHN BOLTON

Informal Foreign Policy Adviser



BACKGROUND: Former U.S. diplomaGenior Vice President for Public Policy Reseaath

the American Enterprise Institute, and member efRloject for the New American Century,
Bolton was one of the signers of the January 1998®Ietter sent to President Bill Clinton
urging him to remove Saddam Hussein from powe20d5, Bolton was nominated by President
Bush to be the U.S.’s representative to the UNhimihomination met with strong Democratic
opposition over Bolton’s controversial anti-UN staents and policies. Bolton was eventually
given a recess appointment to the UN. He served #005 to 2006, and resigned at the end of
one term. At a conservative conference in 2008tdBaliescribed howiMicCain secretly tried to
shepherd his nomination to the United NatibB®lton currently serves as a Senior Fellow at th
American Enterprise Institute.

QUOTES:

“[John McCain] thought | was the type of ambassallat ought to represent the United States at
the United Nations.” [Huffington Pos2/8/09,

“While treaties may well be politically or even radly binding, they are not legally obligatory.”
[Foreign Affairs,Jan/Feb 1999

And many more
GARY SCHMITT
Foreign Policy Adviser

BACKGROUND: AEI Fellow and PNAC signatory. Co-author witibram Shulskyoverseer

of the Pentagon’s Office of Special Plans) of akboo the political though of Leo Strauss as
applied to intelligence gathering. Subscribes ®Slraussian view thatléception is the norm in
political life, and the hope, to say nothing of the expectatibastablishing a politics that can
dispense with it is the exception.” Advocated wgaiast “the Saddam/bin Laden axis” as a way
to “restore national hondr

QUOTES:
“In short, Iraq is both equipped with dangerous pages and out to get the United States...The

potential costs of leaving Saddam and his reginmaoe are simply too high.” [The Weekly
Standard10/29/03

RALPH PETERS
Informal National Security Adviser

BACKGROUND: Retired U.S. Lieutenant Colonel, novelist and dpagiter. Called Mugtada
al-Sadr ‘bur mortal enemiyin 2006, but now supports a surge which is baitaccommodating
Sadr and ratifying his militia’s control of formgrSunni neighborhoods. Suggesteedrawing




the Middle East mdpn order to better serve American security ins¢seclaiming thatwithout
such major boundary revisignse shall never see a more peaceful Middle East.”

QUOTES:

“If we can’t leave a democracy behind, we shoulkast leave the corpses of our enemies. The
holier-than-thou response to this proposal is ptadie: ‘We can't kill our way out of this
situation!” Well, boo-hoo. Friendly persuasion diltions of dollars haven't done the job. Give
therapeutic violence a chance.” [New York Paéf26/06

“Irag could have turned out differently. It didnAnd we must be honest about it. We owe that
much to our troops. They don’t face the mere feufei of a few congressional seats but the loss
of their lives. Our military is now being employéat political purposes. It's unworthy of our
nation.” [USA Today11/2/04

JOE LIEBERMAN
Supporter and Adviser

BACKGROUND: One of Congress’s strongest Iraq war supportersydr Democrat (current
Independent) Lieberman haashed Democrats for proposing timelines for wiladng troops
from Irag Like McCain, Lieberman subscribes to George WsIBsi“global war on terrdgrview
(which McCain calls 'a transcendental strugtjlend also supports expansive executive power
for prosecuting that war. Lieberman has also adeoleatax to fund expansioof the military.

QUOTES:

“I'm worried that too many people, both in politiaad out, don’t appreciate the seriousness of
the threat to American security and the evil oféhemy that faces us..[This threat is] more euvil,
or as evil, as Nazism and probably more dangeitars the Soviet Communists we fought during
the long cold war.” [New York Time$/11/04

“[Hillary Clinton’s and Barack Obama’s] positions traq represent a retreat, which would be a
surrender on Irag.” [The Advocat&/16/09

DANIEL MCKIVERGAN
Campaign Staffer

BACKGROUND: McKivergan is a former research director for theakly Standard. He joined
McCain’s staff as legislative director in 2000, an®002 he became deputy director of the
Project for A New American Century, helping to adioate the push for war in Iraqg.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/03/17/meoeadvisers/]



McCain Campaign Website Highlights His Judgment
On Irag... Only Since August 2003

Matthew Duss

Promoting the surge-rific leadership of John McCagenior McCain adviser Steve
Schmidt told the Weekly Standard’s Stephen Hayas thaq is a character isstie

“Senator McCain’s prescription to correct a faipaalicy was right. Senator Obama’s was
wrong,” Schmidt continues. “They’re not deliberatiabstractions. This was a real event
that shows whose judgment was right and whose jedgmas wrong.”[...]

“To some extent, the debate about Iraq is not atgedbout Iragt’'s about leadership,
wisdom, and judgment”

McCain’s campaign website has a faticyeline- if only his campaign strategy were as
well designed! — showing how and when John McCaas wght about Iraq.
Interestingly, the timelinbegins in August 2003

So while McCain is certainly not modest about tgyia claim credit for the 2007 troop
surge — which his site graciously refers to @k¢ McCain Surge— he is somewhat
more modest about providing examples of his ledniigrsvisdom, and judgment about
Irag from before August 2003. In the interest okdiorating this, I've compiled a small
sample of McCain’s pre-8/03 wisdom:

“Because | know that as successful as | believevide, and | believe that the success
will be fairly easy, we will still lose some Ameain young men or women.” [CNN,
9/24/02]



“We’re not going to get into house-to-house figgtin Baghdad. We may have to take
out buildings, but we’re not going to have a blattihg of trading American bodies for
Iragi bodies.” [CNN, 9/29/02]

“But the point is that, one, we will win this corafl. We will win it easily.” [MSNBC,
1/22/03]

“But | believe, Katie, that the Iraqgi people willegt us as liberators.” [NBC, 3/20/03]
“It’'s clear that the end is very much in sight."B&, 4/9/03]

“There’s not a history of clashes that are violeetiween Sunnis and Shiahs. So | think
they can probably get along.” [MSNBC, 4/23/03]

McCain’s webmaster should feel free to take theskaald them to McCain’s Iraq
timeline. And contact Think Progress for more!

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/16/shaceyust-2003/]



McCain — The Neocon Candidate (Part 1): Firmly In
The Interventionist Camp

Matthew Duss

An article inthis morning’s New York Timeexamines the “competition” between
realists and neoconservatives in John McCain’sdarpolicy:

Senator John McCain has long made his decadegefierce in foreign policy and
national security the centerpiece of his politidantity, and suggests he would bring to
the White House a fully formed view of the world.

But now one component of the fractious Republican &ty foreign policy
establishment — the so-called pragmatists, some whom have come to view the
Irag war or its execution as a mistake — is expressgg concern that Mr. McCain
might be coming under increased influence from a aopeting camp, the
neoconservativesywhose thinking dominated President Bush'’s firentand played a
pivotal role in building the case for war.

This article is trying to set up tension where nogaly exists: The competition for
McCain'’s foreign policy soul is over. Theeocons cleaned pfpok the trophy, and went
for beers (or maybe wine spritzers.) Of course Mo@astill going to seek and take
advice from a gallery of venerated foreign policgevmen, but the idea that there’s
actually a conflict between the neocon and reaésips for John McCain’s attention is
nonsense. Not only has John McCain long pitchedenisin theneoconservative camp
he advocates a view of American power diametriggiposed to the realism of people
like Henry Kissingerand Brent Scowcroft, whose pragmatic approacméoeons have
derided in the past as an ideology of “managedm=El

In a 2006 article tracking McCain’s foreign polieiews, John Judis wrote that, starting
in 1998, McCain began tglace his new interventionist instincts within egker
ideological frameworkThat ideological framework was neoconservatism.”

McCain began reading the Weekly Standard and condewith its editors, particularly
Bill Kristol...When McCain wanted to hire a new lelgisve aide, his chief of staff, Mark
Salter—himself a former aide to neoconservativade&irkpatrick, consulted with
Kristol, who recommended a young protege nameddbdamcKivergan...Randy
Scheunemann, who had drafted the Iraq LiberatiareAd was on the board of Kristol’s
Project for a New American Century, became McCdiorsign policy advisetOne
person who has worked closely with Kristol says dfristol and McCain, “They are
exceptionally, exceptionally closé.



McCain espoused a realist point of view in the X980d early 90s, supporting the
withdrawal of U.S. forces from Lebanon even betbeeMarine barracks bombing
sparked Ronald Reagan’s quick retreat, and laggosipg the U.S. mission in Somalia
(evenintroducing an amendment to cut off funds for tte®psthere, a move he later said
he regretted). After the quick U.S. victory of fivst Gulf War, however, his views
began to move in a more interventionist directenmg by the late 1990’s he was firmly in
the interventionist camp.

Unlike Bush, who came into office without havingltg thought much about foreign
policy (apart from having derided “nation-buildindglring the campaign) and then
landed upon neoconservatism after casting abouwt $oiitable ideological framework for
his post-9/11 vengeance policy, McCain derivesstrisng views orhe vigorous and
unconstrained exercise of American pofrem a righteous belief in Americamétional

greatness

The bottom line is that John McCain has been tietthé neocons, both personally and
ideologically, for nearly a decade. Jacob Heilbruauthor ofThey Knew They Were
Right, a history of the noeconservatives (and a sel¢qilesd former neocon himself)
described the relationship this wa£Cain represents for the neocons the ultimate
synthesis of war hero and politician

And McCain, in turn, has been increasingly drawth®oneocons’ militaristic vision of
the U.S. as an empire that can set wrong arighinarthe globe.[...]f McCalin
becomes president, the neocons will be in charge.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/10/meeaeocon-part-1/]



McCain — The Neocon Candidate (Part 2): 100 Years
Of Cluelessness

Matthew Duss

As | wrote in Part Iof this series, John McCain shares with the nesexmtives a similar expansive view
of American power. What he also shares, howevem iglarmingly simplistic view of Islamic extremism

One of McCain’s favorite talking points over thetlfew months has been that radical Islamic extsemnis
“the transcendent challenge of the 21st ceritiitg used this formulation in hiBoreign Affairs manifesto
last year. It was also featured prominently inMarch 26foreign policy addressnd he tends to use it
whenever he talks about national security.

For all of McCain’s media-abetted posturing asreiffn policy expert, however, there’s no evider t
McCain’s ever really understood the region from mdecomes this transcendent challenge. Casting this
struggle in grandiose terms is a way to hide tietfaat he doesn't really understand what it is.

Here’'s what McCain said in hfsreign policy address on March:26

This challenge is transcendent not because ieisfiy one we face. There are many dangers in teday
world, and our foreign policy must be agile anceefive at dealing with all of them. But the thrpased

by the terrorists is unique. They alone devotéhair energies and indeed their very lives to mtinde
innocent men, women, and children. They alone seelear weapons and other tools of mass destruction
not to defend themselves or to enhance their geesti to give them a stronger hand in world affairsto
use against us wherever and whenever they can.

McCain’s website contains similarly vague referente‘the war against the terroristdicCain has never
really defined who these terrorists are, apart ffoadical Islamists,” nor does he suggest any déffiee in
either goals or ideology among the various grouplsiseled.

And that’s what's really scary. As far as McCairtancerned, it's all one big Islamofascist (signfr

against the West, Al Qaeda equals Iran equals MachSadr equals Hamas equals Hezbollah equals
whomever’s shooting at us this week. This is thraesaort of thinking that got us into Iragq. And we
shouldn’t be surprised about this, because Johndifd€ being advised by many of the very same people
who put us there. Like his advisers, McCain tewdsatst all of these groups and movements togetioaru
the heading “radical Islamic terrorism” and procesdf this were actually a strategically meanimhgfu
category.

McCain has made a number of gaffes over the pastfenths, suggesting on several occasionsltaat
was training Al Qaedahenbriefly identifying Al Qaeda as Shat Tuesday’s hearings. While | do think
it's significant that McCain may not, at this latate, have yet committed these things to memahink
it's even more significant that, in McCain’s formigolicy view, they don’t even really matter.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/11/meoeaeocon-part-2/]



‘The Fact Is’ John McCain Is Confused About Iran

Matt Duss

My previous posteferred to John McCain’s confusion over who reaéts Iran’s foreign
policy, as demonstrated under questioning by repdde Klein.

KLEIN: According to most diplomatic experts, thepseme leader Ali Khamenei is the
guy who's in charge of Iranian foreign policy, aado in charge of the nuclear program.
But you never mention him. Why do you always keepatking about Ahmadinejad
since he doesn’t have power in that realm?

MCCAIN: Again, | respectfully disagree, whée’s the person that comes to the

United Nations and declares his country’s policy ithe extermination of the state of
Israel, quote, in his words, “wipe them off of themap” then | know that he is

speaking for the Iranian government, and articulatng their policy, and was elected,
and is running for reelection, as the leader of toantry.. The fact is that he’s the
acknowledged leader of that countryYou may disagree, that’s your right to do so, but
| think if you asked any Average American who teader of Iran is, | think they’d know.

The fact is that John McCain is confused as to shieally the leader of Iran. (Big hint:
He has the wordsSupreme Lead&in his title.) There is no real dispute herenian
foreign policy is formulated and set by Ayatollah Khamenei and Iran’s National
Security Council. Ahmadinejad may make a lot ofaudbus statements, but the fact is
that he has very little influence in this regard.

As for McCain’s attempt to derive Iranian policgfin Ahmadinejad’s comments, while
Iran is certainly hostile to Israel, two days af#d¢mmadinejad made his notorious threat to
“wipe Israel off the map,” the presiderwds reined in by the Supreme Leadenp

publicly reiterated Iran’s policy of nonaggresstorall UN members.” This was widely
interpreted as a public rebuke of Ahmadinejad. Adicq to Iran expert Karim
Sadjadpour, [Khamenei] made it very clear: enough of this falk

This isn’t to suggest that Iran’s posture towarad$is appropriate or defensible — it
certainly is not. Just that the policies of thenlem regime, and the way in which it
perceives its own interests, are quite a bit morapiex than John McCain and other
anti-lran hawks seem to understand.

Here’s the video of the exchange, which shows MeGtcking to his guns and simply
refusing to accept that he is, in fact, wrong apbint.

Read the full transcript:



KLEIN: I've done some research —
MCCAIN: | have, too.

KLEIN: And also checked with the Obama campaigm, la@'s never mentioned
Ahmadinejad directly by name. He did say that helldmegotiate with the leaders, but
as you know —

MCCAIN: I kind of thought that Ahmadinejad was tleader. Maybe I'm mistaken.
KLEIN: Maybe you are.
MCCAIN: Maybe. | don't think so, though.

KLEIN: According to most diplomatic experts, thepseme leader Ali Khamenei is the
guy who'’s in charge of Iranian foreign policy, aado in charge of the nuclear program.
But you never mention him. Why do you always keepatking about Ahmadinejad
since he doesn’t have power in that realm?

MCCAIN: Again, | respectfully disagree, when he'® tperson that comes to the United
Nations and declares his country’s policy is theeerination of the state of Israel, quote,
in his words, “wipe them off of the map” then | kmohat he is speaking for the Iranian
government, and articulating their policy, and whected, and is running for reelection,
as the leader of that country.

KLEIN: One more question on that
MCCAIN: The fact is that he’s the acknowledged leraof that country. You may
disagree, that’s your right to do so, but I thihikau asked any Average American who

the leader of Iran is, | think they’d know.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/20/moeadnfused-iran/]



McCain’s Hard-Line Rhetoric ‘Increases Prestige’ Of
Other Hard-Liners

Matt Duss

Warning against the legitimizing effect of talksween the American and Iranian presidents,
John McCain said today in a speech before the NatiRestaurant Association in Chicago that
such high-level meetingsvbuld increase the prestige of an implacable fol@United Statés

[Meetings would] reinforce his [Ahamdinejad’s] caténce that Iran’s dedication to acquiring
nuclear weapons, supporting terrorists and destgayie State of Israel had succeeded in
winning concessions from the most powerful natiarearth. And he is unlikely to abandon the
dangerous ambitions that will have given him a prant role on the world stage.[...]

An unconditional summit meeting with the next Amertan president would confer both
international legitimacy on the Iranian president and could strengthen him domestically
when he is unpopular among the Iranian people.

Here's another area where McCain reveals his igreeraf the Iranian system, and of the effects
of his own self-gratifying rhetoric. While Ahmadiad enjoys influence by virtue of his being a
public figure, it is not he but Iran’s supreme legdiyatollah Ali Khameini, and Iran’s National
Security Council, whaet Iranian foreign policy

As for “increasing the prestige” of Ahmadinejad i@ analysts Vali Nasr and Ray Takeyh
pointed out last December, Ahmadinejad’s prestagelienefited from the bellicose rhetoric
coming from American conservatives, allowing hita Suppress dissent and divert attention
from domestic woet international crises he is only too happy tel.fu

Clearly, Ahmadinejad would like nothing better tifanJohn McCain to continue Bush'’s policy
of confrontation and escalation. And McCain seelin®a willing to oblige, as he hysterically
calls “radical Islamic terrorism” theranscendental challenge of the centfucgrelessly casting
together groups and movements with conflicting g@ald ideologies and treating them as a
single monolithic enemy. McCain still doesn’t seenunderstand thdtan and Al Qaeda are two
very different groupsrepresenting two different threats. And McCaid &ush seem to be the
last people in the world to figure out that thead policies havempowered Iran’s hard-liners
and weakened moderates and other U.S. allies thoatighe Middle East. Yet McCain continues
to persist as if these policies have worked.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/19/meehard-liners/]



McCain Has No Answer For Tackling Al Qaeda
Strongholds In Pakistan and Afghanistan

Our guest blogger iBrian Katulis a senior fellow at the Center for American Praggé\ction Fund.

Sen. John McCain’speech yesterdattracted a lot of media attention for what hel sai
about Iraq —but it is what he DIDN'T say on Afghstiain and Pakistan that should worry
most Americans.

Conservatives like McCain have demonstrated thet thay be strong on rhetoric but
actually lacking in clear ideas on how to trulyligcthe continued threat posed by the
global Al Qaeda movement.

As the threat from Al Qaeda becomes more diffusg, @nd foreign intelligence
agencies have reached a strikingly unanimous ceiueiuhat the core organizational
leadership has reformed itself. Its location? Rakis

Al Qaeda has, in the words of the Director for Naéil Intelligence’s February 2008
Annual Threat Assessmetitetained or regenerated key elements of its lodipa
including top leadership, operational mid-leveutienants, and de facto safe haven in
Pakistan’s border area with Afghanistan, knowrhasRederally Administered Tribal
Areas, or the FATA.” Th€IA, State DepartmenandJoint Chiefs of Stafhave all
echoed this warning in recent months. The threabdigexclusive to America: terror plots
in Denmark Germany andSpain as well as a score of attacks within Pakistaeifjts
have all been traced back to the FATA.

If Pakistan represents the center of gravity infitjet against Al Qaeda, you would not
be able to tell it from any policies put forth bganservative political establishment still
fixated on Iraq. As Congress’ independent non-pantinvestigatory body, the
Government Accountability Officeégecently concludedhe Bush administration still
lacks a unified strategy for dealing with the FATHat incorporates all elements of U.S.
national power.

And for most of Bush’s tenure in office, a loyaligpess has abdicated any
responsibility for holding the administration acotable for this. In its two years from
2005-2006the 109th Congress managed to hold just one sindtearing on Pakistan

in all the Armed Services, Foreign Affairs, Intellgence, and Oversight committees of
both the House and Senate combine&ince the shift in power that brought more
progressives into the 110th Congress, there hase dieleast fifteen congressional
hearings on Pakistan alone.



McCain, the presumptive leader of the American eoretive movement, simply follows
in the path of the Bush administration’s lack déation to what is one of the most
pressing national security challenges. A few limag/ make it into some speeches, but it
is pretty clear that McCain and his team, like naiker conservatives, have not given
much thought to Pakistan. Senator McCain’s Colungpgeech envisions a cooperative
government of Pakistan and predicts that after years of a McCain administration,
“there is no longer any place in the world al Qaeala consider a safe haven”. But the
“National Security” issues sectiaf his campaign website is completely empty of
references to Pakistan and the Al Qaeda preseapsg thr of any policies to close the
safe havens that exist there now.

When McCain does attempt to directly address Pakist speeches or comments to the
media, he frequently betrays an ignorance of timeptex realities of its internal political
challenges. Candidate McCaim®vember 2007 Foreign Affairs artidi@ying out his
prospective foreign policy agenda makes only pas®ference to Pakistan, and suggests
that the “Talibanization” of the country is immirtein fact, militancy in Pakistan is
largely concentrated in the FATA, Islamist politiparties lost in large numbers in the
most recent elections, and both U.S. and Pakistditary officials have dismissed any
possibility that the country’s nuclear arsenal ddall into the hands of terrorists.

Like President Bush, who has relied on him as atuske interlocutor since 2001,
McCain credits President Pervez Musharraf withrsgRakistan from itself. McCain has
described Pakistan as a “failed stgte’or to the assumption of power by then-General
Musharraf in a military coup, underplaying the rofehe Pakistani military in
suppressing democratic forces and its historic srdpr militant groups operating under
an Islamist banner as a means of checking domgsgpigsition and destabilizing its
neighbors.

While conservatives remain fixated on signalinggtmuess on national security, a look
beneath the surface finds that they actually havelear plan to make America more
secure from the Al Qaeda movement that killed thineesand Americans on September
11th. Like President Bush, conservatives remairdnin political rhetoric and posturing,
rather than offering a clear strategy to make Aoa@rs more secure

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/16/meoepakistan/]



FLASHBACK: In 2003, McCain Blasted
Administration’s Indefinite Detention Of Detainees

Ken Gude and Amanda Terkel

Yesterday, the Supreme Couwnted that Guantanamo Bay detainees have the right to
challenge their detention in civilian courts. ThesB administration and its allies quickly
criticized the decision:

President Bush:“It was a deeply divided court and | strongly agvath those who
dissented. The dissent was based upon those sednaerns about U.S. national

security.” [Link]

Sen. John McCain (R-AZ):“The United States Supreme Court yesterday reddere
decision which | think is one of the worstdecisioamshe history of this country. Senator
Graham, and Senator Lieberman, and I...made it Megy that these are enemy
combatants, these are people who are not citizdéres, do not and never have been
given the rights that citizens of this country hgé£13/08]

Sen. Lindsey Graham (R-SC)¥l am deeply disappointed in what | think is a
tremendously dangerous and irresponsible rulinthbyJ.S. Supreme Court. ... The
court has conferred upon civilian judges the rightnake military decisions.’Ljnk]

McCain and Graham’s objections sharply contrast wieir positions in 2003, when they
wrote aletterto then-Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld, urlyingto swiftly resolve
the status of Guantanamo detainees:

The treatment of the detainees is not an issue.ederya serious concern arises over the
disposition of the detainees - a considerable nurob@hom have been held for two
years. [...]

Yet, we firmly believe it is now time to make a da@on on how the United States will
move forward regarding the detainees, and to takeimportant next step serious
process must be established in the very near ternitleer to formally treat and
process the detainees as war criminals or to returthem to their countries for
appropriate judicial action.

On Dec. 13, 2003, the New York Times also repottat McCain said, “They may not
have any rights under the Geneva Conventions asfim concerned, but they have
rights under various human rights declarations. Ane of them is the right not to be
detained indefinitely.”



Five years after their letter, justrie detainee has received a vertlidpproximately 270
are still detained there and “about half are carsid too dangerous to release, even
though the government does not have enough eviderd®arge them.”

This Supreme Court ruling will inevitably lead tdflood of new litigation” challenging
the Bush administration’s right to hold these detas. Detainees will then finally get a
decision as to their status — exactly as McCain@raham requested.

In light of these 2003 remarks, it's unclear why®@adn considers this Supreme Court
ruling the “worst decision in history,” except fibre fact that it isn’t what the Bush
administration wanted.

— Ken Gudeand Amanda Terkel

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/13/mcegitmo-sc/]



McCain Doesn’t Understand McCain’s Position on
Guantanamo

Our guest blogger ien Gude Associate Director of the International RightddaResponsibility Program
at the Center for American Progress Action Fund.

Last week’s Supreme Court ruling affirming the Guantanamairtsgs’ constitutional right to habeas
corpus further narrowed the legal distinction between holttieg in Cuba and in the United States.
The Bush administration picked Guantanamo precisely becausetdaethe American military base
on the eastern tip of Cuba was beyond the reach of any cathitthat notion rightly put to rest,
supporters of closing Guantanamo like John McCain shaukhbouraged, as there is now much less
of an argument against moving some of the detainees to tha&rynilrison at Ft. Leavenworth,
Kansas, as he proposes.

That's why | find his reaction to the Boumediene decisioadth McCain unleashed a full broadside
at the court the day after the ruling, callingah® of the worst decisiomis the history of this
country... Our first obligation is the safety and securityhig nation, and the men and women who
defend it. This decision will harm our ability to do that.

At issue in Boumedienis whether habeas rights extended to Guantanamo. There habemvany
doubt that any individual in the United States possesses hadpetas McCain is on the record saying,
as president, hevould immediately close Guantanamo Band] move all the prisoners to Fort
Leavenworth.” That action would have exactly the same effect asotm#<Cdecision in Boumediene.

McCain goes on to claim that-his-plan-te-close-Guantartben8upreme Court’s ruling igiding to
have the courts floodewlith so-called, quote, Habeas Corpus suits against the goeetnwhether it

be about the diet, whether it be about the reading materiak™Wdnild be silly if it wasn’t so tragic.
Garden variety habeas petitions from inmates in American griz@ry more often deal with diet than
detention, but the detainees at Guantanamo are not askingtérfbetl, many believe that they are
wrongly imprisoned and are contesting the lawfulness of dogifinement.

Let’s look at the facts of the named plaintiff in the caséchdar BoumediendBoumediene is a
Bosnia citizen of Algerian descent who was arrested in Octobéri@@bsnia by Bosnian officials
after American intelligence analysts in Bosnia feared that Bounreedigsh five other Algerian-
Bosnians were part of a plot to attack American targets therer. #afir months in detention, the
Bosnian Supreme Court ruled that there was no evidence towend hold the six men and ordered
their release in January 2002. American officials immediately ¢ostody the six and shipped them
off to Guantanamo. That was more than six years ago.

Fixing the mess at Guantanamo is going to be enormougtutti The Bush administration has
made so many catastrophic mistakes that there are no good ooletisps. If John McCain doesn’t
understand the implications of his proposal to close tiseiprhow can we trust him to make the right
call on the really hard questions that are sure to arise igeanyine effort to close Guantanamo?

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/06/19/meedoesnt-understand/]



Scheunemann: Just Another Lobbyist On The Straight
Talk Express

Matthew Duss

Via TAPPED, John McCain'’s foreign policy spokesmaandy Scheunemamacently
gave an interview to Radio Free Europe abougtb&ing tensiorbetween Russia and
Georgia. Scheunemann took a hard line against &assindermining of Georgian
sovereignty” bymoving to establish direct tiegith breakaway regions of Georgia.

Interestingly, neither Scheunemann nor the int&rgrementioned that Randy
Scheunemann used to be emploged lobbyist for the Georgian governméittat’s
right, the person who'’s giving John McCain adviceRussia and Georgia was
“registered with the U.S. Department of Justica &sreign agent working on behalf of
the government of Georgia.”

Scheunemann is a longtime neoconservative actimigtiobbyist. In addition to working
for the government of Georgia, Scheunemann washeadirector of th€€ommittee for
the Liberation of Iraga neocon front group spun off from tReoject for the New
American Centuryfwhere Scheunemann also works &sraign policy and national
security analystwhich lobbied for the invasion of Iraq. Scheunemia firm,
Scheunemann and Associates, &bddied for the National Rifle Associatidetween
1999 and 2002.

Of course, Scheunemann is only one of the nfamyer lobbyistshelping to drive the
Straight Talk Express. In fact, Bdedia Matters reportedMcCain has moreurrent and
former lobbyists working on his campaign stfn any other candidate in the 2008
presidential election.”

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/04/30/satemann-lobbyist-georgia/]



John McCain’s Buffet-Style Foreign Policy

Matthew Duss

A few unforced errors from John McCain on the caignpérail. At a town meeting in
Denver, trying to build suspense for the upcomuwiyaut of his energy plariMcCain
assured an admiring audience

My friends, | will have an energy policy that welMade talking about, which will
eliminate our dependence on oil from the Middle Eaghat will — that will then
prevent us — that will prevent us from having eveito send our young men and
women into conflict again in the Middle East

This is bad on a couple levels. There’s the obvgafte in suggesting that the U.S. is
fighting the Iraq war over oil (something whioiany already belieyeThen there’s the
fact that the U.S. already gets thajority of its oil from regions other than the Mid
East Finally, regardless of how much oil the U.S. doedoes not get from the Middle
East, other countries will certainly still be gegfiit from there, developing economies
such as China’s absolutely depend upon it, andgbasring and ensuring continued
access to Middle East oil will be a central elenwrdany global economic and security
framework for the foreseeable future. One wouldehthiat anyone running for president
understands this.

At a different event, McCaitried again to distance himsé&bm the 100 yearsremark,
and offered this bit of straight talk about Amelsctuture presence in Iraq:

After we win the war in Iraq ... then I'm talking alica security arrangement that
may or may not be the same kind of thing we have i South — with Korea.

In 2005, McCainrejected the South Korea model for Iragying that he “hoped we
could bring them [the troops] all homé.ast August McCain said that the Korea model
was “exactly” the right idea. Then November he changed his mind agaaying the he
didn’t think the South Korea analogy was a good dien in January, he was back in
favor of the South Korea model, offering it in soppof his “1L00 yearsremark.

Now it appears that McCain has settled on a litden column A, and a little from
column B.

[http://thinkprogress.org/wonkroom/2008/05/02/jaimecains-buffet-style-foreign-policy/]



In Search of Sustainable Security: Linking National
Security, Human Security, and Collective Securityd

Protect America and Our World
By Gayle Smith

Not long ago | conducted an informal survey dumngip to East Africa, asking everyone
| met how they view America. My interlocutors wdrem Africa, the Middle East, and
Asia. They were, in the main, educated and workirtfpe private sector, the policy
world, or government. Many of them hold dual pastpo

Their answers were strikingly similar. Most of theaid in one way or another that the
“idea” of America has changed for the worse, andgtnagserted that they are less
interested in traveling to, working in, or workimgth the United States now than in the
past. But most disconcerting was the hope, expdesgh striking consistency, that
China would soon attain its full power so that Aro@n hegemony could be brought in
check.

This was not for any love of China’s ideology oeeuthe aggressive aid and investment
strategies Beijing is deploying in the developingri. It was, as a young woman
attorney explained, because “America used to betiaepion for all of us, and now it is
the champion only for itself.”

That much of the world has lost faith in Americalbs ill for our national security
because our role in the world is secured not sirbglgur military power or economic
clout, but also by our ability to compel other pa8 to follow our lead. The next
president will have the opportunity to craft a madeational security strategy that can
equip the United States to lead a majority of cégatemocratic states in pursuit of a
global common good—a strategy that can guide areg®merica that is the world’'s
“champion for all of us.”

But positioning America to lead in a 21st centuigyrld will take more than extending a
hand to our allies, fixing a long list of misdiredtpolicies, or crafting a new national
security strategy that is tough but also smarthWlbbalization providing the immutable
backdrop to our foreign policy, America is todayrgzeting on a global playing field that
is more complex, dynamic, and interdependent aunsl fifr less certain than in the past.

Leading in this new world will require a fundamdrghift from our outdated notion of
national security to a more modern concept of sueside security—that is, our security
as defined by the contours of a world gone glohdl shaped by our common humanity.
Sustainable security combines three approaches:

National security, or the safety of the United &sat



Human security, or the well-being and safety offgeo
Collective security, or the shared interests ofaghgre world

Sustainable security, in short, can shape our coatl ability to simultaneously prevent
or defend against real-time threats to Americacedhe sweeping human insecurity
around the world, and manage long term threatsiteallective, global security. This
new approach takes into account the many (and ngyyohanges that have swept our
planet since the end of the Cold War and the fathe Soviet Union. To understand the
efficacy of this new doctrine, though, requiresuécl look at this new global landscape.

The New Realities of the 21st Century

During his presidency, Bill Clinton spoke often graksionately about our global
interdependence and of positioning America to ceo4wridge to the 21st century.” Once
across, however, the Bush administration took goshight turn. In the wake of the
September 11 terrorist attacks on the United Sttesadministration narrowly defined
the quest for America’s security, distinct from amdnformed by the interests of the
larger world we inhabit.

The challenge before us, President Bush assertsithe struggle between good and
evil, our strategy was to wage his so called “wateyror,” and our goal was to shape a
“world without tyranny.” Our primary tool was a sitrg military backed by the resolve to
use force without seeking a “permission slip” fréme international community. And our
object was the “axis of evil,” and the rest of therld was either “with us or against us.”
Anyone who suggested that it might not be quité $iraple was quickly and effectively
discounted as “soft on terrorism.”

Despite ambitious rhetoric about the promotionwf @re values—of leading “the long
march to freedom” and pursuing the “non-negotialdmands of human dignity’—the
Bush administration has culled its allies not framong those countries most committed
to democracy, but from among those who have o Bash administration had to
leverage all of its diplomatic and economic claupersuade the so-called “Coalition of
the Willing” to participate at all in the invasiafi Irag. Then, the administration offered
up not the shining example of an America where huarad civil rights prevail, but an
America where Guantanamo, Abu Gharaib, and illeged-tapping are justified by an
elusive, greater purpose.

The United States has for the last five years @dfidmerica’s role in the world with near
exclusive reference to the invasion of Iraq. Thatke of 4,000 American soldiers,
maiming of tens of thousands more, and the expamrddf well over $400 billion, has
failed to lay the foundations for either stabilitydemocracy. And as defined by the Bush
administration, the “War on Terror” has fared nétére Al Qaeda has not been defeated,
and Osama bin Laden, its leader and the masterofitite September 11 attacks, has yet
to be captured.



Our losses, however, extend far beyond the edgadaslied Iraq policy or the
shortcomings of an ill-defined “war on terror.” Vilave also lost precious time, and are
well behind the curve in our now tardy efforts askle the global challenges that are
already shaping our future—climate change, energgdurity, growing resource

scarcity, the proliferation of illegal syndicatesving people, arms, and money— all of
them global challenges that have been steadfagttréd and in some cases denied by an
ideologically-driven Bush administration lodgedhily in its own distinct version of the
here and now.

Perhaps most damaging, however, is this: We hatelo moral standing in the eyes of
many who now believe that the United States hag itsbwn national interests at heart,
and has little understanding of or regard for eitfiebal security or our common
humanity. Just as potent as the unsustainabledibledget deficit George W. Bush will
leave in his wake is the unsustainable nationalrggaeficit that he will pass on to his
successor. Whoever prevails in November will fackuanting list of real-time national
security imperatives, among them:

A spiraling crisis in Iraq

Afghanistan’s steady implosion

A fragile Pakistan

An emboldened Iran

A raging genocide in Sudan

The growing insecurity of our oil supplies

A nuclear North Korea

An increasingly dangerous Arab—Israeli conflict

Just to name a few. But the next president wilh #&e looming and less tangible threats
to our national security in a world where power gesvn more diffuse and threats more
potent—a world in which our security depends ndy @m the behavior of states, but also
on a host of transnational threats that transceatidmal borders, such as terrorism,
pandemics, money laundering, and the drug trade.

And finally, the next president will be confrontbyg the more subtle but potent threats
and moral challenges arising from sweeping humaeduarity in a world divided by

sharp disparities between rich and poor, betweesethations actively engaged in fast-
paced globalization and those left behind, and betwpeople who have tangible reasons
to believe in a secure and prosperous world ansktidno daily confront the evidence
that violence is a more potent tool for change tisadrope.



Sustainable Security Is the Answer

The world has changed profoundly during the lasyé&rs, but our concept of national
security has not. The concept of national secweaiye into being after World War 11,

and has had as its primary focus a world dominbyeithe nation state. In this new era of
globalization, we continue to rely upon the narefinition offered by George Kennan,
who in 1948 described our national security as ttetinued ability of the country to
pursue the development of its internal life witheatious interference, or threat of
interference, from foreign powers.” While Kennadéfinition might have been relevant
to the era of containment, it is insufficient im&y’s integrated and interdependent world.

A modern concept of national security demands rtftae an ability to protect and
defend the United States. It requires that we edmam goal to include the attainment of
sustainable security.

The pursuit of sustainable security requires mioaa & reliance on our conventional
power to deflect threats to the United Statesalsd that we maintain the moral authority
to lead a global effort to overcome threats toaammon security. With its global scope,
sustainable security demands that we focus not@miyne security of nation states, but
also of people, on human security. An emerging epthborne of multidisciplinary
analyses of international affairs, economics, dgwalent, and conflict, human security
targets the fundamental freedoms—from want and fiean—that define human dignity.

National security and human security are compabhledistinct. National security
focuses on the security of the state, and govertsragn its primary clients, while human
security is centered on the security of individuaisl thus on a diverse array of
stakeholders. National security aims to ensurebilgy of states to protect their citizens
from external aggression; human security focuseh@management of threats and
challenges that affect people everywhere— insidtside, and across state borders.

A national security strategy is commonly craftedeal time and focused on tangible,
proximate threats, while a human security stragggyed at improving the human
condition assumes a longer-term horizon. Sustagnsdturity combines the two, thus
allowing for a focus on the twin challenges of priing the United States while also
championing our global humanity—not simply becatiggthe right thing to do, but also
because our security demands it.

For a majority of the world’s people, security efided in the very personal terms of
survival. The primary threats to this human seguréve far less to do with terrorism
than with poverty and conflict, with governmentattbannot deliver or turn on their own
citizens, and with a global economy that offergedléntiated access and opportunities to
the powerful and the powerless. For literally bitis of the world’s people, weapons of
mass destruction are not nuclear bombs in the hafnidan, but the proliferation of small
arms. For them, freedom is not defined simply eydemise of dictators, but also by the
rise of economic opportunity. Ensuring our secuntyoday’s world, however, also



requires a focus on collective security. Amongrtiggor challenges that the United States
will face over the coming decades are climate changter scarcity, food insecurity, and
environmental degradation. These are challengésviidhreaten the economic well-
being and security of all countries on earth, andibt of their global nature, their effects
cannot be overcome unless we adopt a global pargpend strategy.

Take the example of the world food crisis that egedrin the spring of 2008. No single
cause triggered the near doubling of world foodgsi Indeed, the causes included the
skyrocketing price of oil, the growth of the middlass in the developing world (and
thus rising demand in China and India), drought&ustralia and Ukraine, a weak dollar,
and the expansion of biofuels production in thetébhiStates and Europe.

The consequent rise in food prices triggered wotsrotests in Europe, Mexico, Egypt,
Afghanistan, and several other countries, and @dngillions in the developing world

into abject poverty. In the United States, the nend§ Americans seeking assistance

from food banks rose 20 percent to 25 percent.

Or consider “transnational threats,” such as mdaegdering, terrorism, and
international drug and crime syndicates, all ofehhiranscend state borders. These are
threats that pose risks to the United States, Ibatta the well-being of our allies, to
global stability, and to the world economy.

A national security approach seeks to preventauge the effects of these trends and
threats to the United States; a collective secafifgroach, in contrast, assumes that the
United States must act globally—in partnership vailies and in coordination with
international institutions—to prevent or managenihe

Sustainable Security in Practice

Crafting a sustainable security strategy requineset fundamental steps. The first is to
prioritize, integrate, and coordinate the globatelepment policies and programs
pursued by the United States. While our militarywpoprovides a critical and effective
tool for managing our security, our support for wedl-being of the world’s people will
not only provide us with a moral foundation fromiahto lead but will also enhance our
ability to manage effectively the range of threatd trends that shape the modern world.

Second, we must modernize our foreign aid systeonder to allow the United States to
make strategic investments in global economic agmknt that can help us to build
capable states, open societies, and a global egoti@nhbenefits the world’s majority.
Third, we must re-enter the international arengp@ing up to the plate to lead the reform
of international institutions that have not kept@aand to create new institutions that are
needed to manage our collective security.

In the pages that follow, this paper will presdm@ thallenges that threaten our national,
human, and collective security in order to show v important it is for the next



president to embrace these sustainable securiigigml As this report will demonstrate,
changing course will be difficult, but changing ceelis imperative to secure the future
prosperity of humanity— an original and time-tesfederican value.

[http://www.americanprogress.org/issues/2008/0&asnable _security.html]
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