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Main Conclusion:  I would be prepared to order U.S. troops out of Iraq into Pakistan if Musharraf fails to act. 
Premises:

1. As president I would be prepared to order U.S. troops into Pakistan if President Musharraf fails to act against Islamic extremists.

     [Fallacies:  Black or white – “if Musharraf fails to act”
                         Appeal to Force – “either Musharraf acts or I will send troops”

                         Irrelevant Thesis – shifting the war won’t necessarily turn out well.
2. The Iraqi war has left the U.S. less safe than before 9/11, and so we would withdraw our troops and focus on Afghanistan and Pakistan. We must get off the wrong battlefield and go to Afghanistan and Pakistan.
    [Fallacy:  False Cause – “less safe” than before 9/11 – because of war?]

3. There is no military solution in Iraq. We should pressure the Iraqi leaders to settle their grievances by reducing our troop presence.

   [Fallacy:  Shifting ground – first he says “withdraw our troops” and later Obama says “reducing our troop presence”
4.  I can assure you that I will not hesitate to use military force against terrorists.
    [Fallacy:  Hasty Generalization – how do we know that military action will work any better in Pakistan than it has in Iraq?]
5. He wants to show he does not lack toughness necessary, but would shift approach to Middle East.

   [Fallacy: Shifting ground -- (war in Pakistan and Afghanistan might be worse)]

6. I won’t hesitate to use the power of diplomacy to stop countries from obtaining these weapons or sponsoring terror. Not talking does not work. 

    [False cause:  talking might not solve the problem. 
7. As president I would deploy 7,000 more troops to Afghanistan and give them $1 billion, but would tie aid to Pakistan to close down terrorist camps, etc. – where terrorists are holed up in those mountains.

    [Fallacy:  Hasty Generalization – “more troops, $1 Billion” – why would this work? And inconsistent with “withdrawing troops”]
8. If we have “actionable intelligence” and Musharraf won’t act, we will.

     [Fallacy:  Hedging – “actionable” (a word Hillary Clinton has also used – not clear what it means)]

9. He rebukes others who voted for the war – “Congress became co-author.” 

Comments:  
   The main logical fallacy in this speech is Hasty Generalization – that troops and money will work in Afghanistan and Pakistan when they have failed in Iraq. Worse, Obama does not meet the main argument of the Bush Administration (and Republicans like McCain) that getting out of Iraq will be an even greater disaster – civil war, genocide.
    [Note:  Hillary Clinton said Obama’s readiness to meet with leaders of rogue nations, was “irresponsible and frankly naïve,” which is the fallacy of abusive ad hominem; then Obama called Senator Clinton “Bush-Cheney light,” she said that was “silly” (also, abusive ad hominem).  Both favor more energetic and open strategy. (They agree on open strategy.)
   Hillary Clinton later said if there were “actionable intelligence” (hedging) she would ensure the terrorist leaders were “killed or captured,” and she also favors more troops in Afghanistan.]
