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(WASHINGTON, DC) April 27, 2016 – In a major address today, Republican presidential candidate 

and GOP front-runner, Donald J. Trump detailed his views on critical foreign policy issues, 

making it abundantly clear that he is committed to prioritizing America first in national security, 

international diplomacy and global trade.  

“Today, our foreign policy is a complete and total disaster,” Mr. Trump said. “There’s no vision, 

no strategic purpose, no direction, no consistency.”  

In his speech before The National Interest Magazine and its parent institution, The Center for 

the National Interest, and invited guests, the presumptive GOP nominee for President of the 

United States articulated five important criticisms of American foreign policy: the nation’s 

resources are overextended; many of our allies aren’t paying their fair share; our friends fear 

they can’t depend on us; our rivals no longer respect us – and the country doesn’t have clear 

foreign policy goals.  

“All of this is going to change when I am President,” he said. “America is going to be strong 

again. America is going to be a reliable friend and ally again.”  

As President, he would ensure the defeat of ISIS as a major foreign policy goal. “I have a simple 

message for ISIS: Their days are numbered. I won’t tell them where and I won’t tell them how. 

We must, as a nation, be strong and resilient. They’re going to be gone.”  

The front-runner also pledged to rebuild America’s military and the national economy – two vital 

pillars of a peaceful and secure world. “We will spend what we need to rebuild our military. Our 

military dominance must be unquestioned,” he said. “We are also going to have to change our 

trade, immigration and economic policies to make our economy strong again – and to put 

Americans first again.”  

After criticizing the “reckless, rudderless and aimless foreign policy” of President Barack Obama 

and former Secretary of State Hillary Clinton, Mr. Trump outlined a more coherent international 

vision. 
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 “Our foreign policy goals must be based on America’s core national security interests,” he said. 

He pledged to defeat radical Islam in the Middle East and to focus on stability in the region, 

not nation-building. Recognizing the differences America has with China and Russia, he also 

vowed to “seek common ground based on shared interests.”  

“My goal is to establish a foreign policy that will endure for several generations centered on 

prioritizing America first. Under a Trump Administration, no American citizen will ever again 

feel that their needs come second to the citizens of foreign countries,” he said.  

Mr. Trump's prepared remarks can be viewed here: 

 https://www.donaldjtrump.com/press-releases/donald-j.-trump-foreign-policy-speech 

### 

DONALD J. TRUMP FOREIGN POLICY SPEECH 

https://www.donaldjtrump.com/press-releases/donald-j.-trump-foreign-policy-speech 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak to you, and thank you to the Center for the National 

Interest for honoring me with this invitation.  I would like to talk today about how to develop a 

new foreign policy direction for our country – one that replaces randomness with purpose, 

ideology with strategy, and chaos with peace. It is time to shake the rust off of America’s foreign 

policy. It's time to invite new voices and new visions into the fold. The direction I will outline 

today will also return us to a timeless principle. My foreign policy will always put the interests 

of the American people, and American security, above all else. That will be the foundation of 

every decision that I will make. 

America First will be the major and overriding theme of my administration. 

But to chart our path forward, we must first briefly look back. We have a lot to be proud of. In 

the 1940s we saved the world. The Greatest Generation beat back the Nazis and the Japanese 

Imperialists. Then we saved the world again, this time from totalitarian Communism. The Cold 

War lasted for decades, but we won. Democrats and Republicans working together got Mr. 

Gorbachev to heed the words of President Reagan when he said: “tear down this wall.” History 

will not forget what we did. 

Unfortunately, after the Cold War, our foreign policy veered badly off course. We failed to 

develop a new vision for a new time. In fact, as time went on, our foreign policy began to make 

less and less sense. Logic was replaced with foolishness and arrogance, and this led to one 

foreign policy disaster after another.  We went from mistakes in Iraq to Egypt to Libya, to 

President Obama’s line in the sand in Syria. Each of these actions have helped to throw the 

region into chaos, and gave ISIS the space it needs to grow and prosper. 

It all began with the dangerous idea that we could make Western democracies out of countries 

that had no experience or interest in becoming a Western Democracy. We tore up what 

institutions they had and then were surprised at what we unleashed. Civil war, religious 

fanaticism; thousands of American lives, and many trillions of dollars, were lost as a result. The 
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vacuum was created that ISIS would fill. Iran, too, would rush in and fill the void, much to their 

unjust enrichment. 

Our foreign policy is a complete and total disaster. No vision, no purpose, no direction, no 

strategy. Today, I want to identify five main weaknesses in our foreign policy. 

First, Our Resources Are Overextended 

President Obama has weakened our military by weakening our economy. He’s crippled us with 

wasteful spending, massive debt, low growth, a huge trade deficit and open borders. Our 

manufacturing trade deficit with the world is now approaching $1 trillion a year. We’re 

rebuilding other countries while weakening our own. Ending the theft of American jobs will give 

us the resources we need to rebuild our military and regain our financial independence and 

strength. I am the only person running for the Presidency who understands this problem and 

knows how to fix it. 

Secondly, our allies are not paying their fair share. 

Our allies must contribute toward the financial, political and human costs of our tremendous 

security burden. But many of them are simply not doing so. They look at the United States as 

weak and forgiving and feel no obligation to honor their agreements with us. In NATO, for 

instance, only 4 of 28 other member countries, besides America, are spending the minimum 

required 2% of GDP on defense. We have spent trillions of dollars over time – on planes, missiles, 

ships, equipment – building up our military to provide a strong defense for Europe and Asia. The 

countries we are defending must pay for the cost of this defense – and, if not, the U.S. must be 

prepared to let these countries defend themselves. The whole world will be safer if our allies do 

their part to support our common defense and security. A Trump Administration will lead a free 

world that is properly armed and funded. 

Thirdly, our friends are beginning to think they can’t depend on us. 

We’ve had a president who dislikes our friends and bows to our enemies. He negotiated a 

disastrous deal with Iran, and then we watched them ignore its terms, even before the ink was 

dry. Iran cannot be allowed to have a nuclear weapon and, under a Trump Administration, will 

never be allowed to have a nuclear weapon. All of this without even mentioning the humiliation 

of the United States with Iran’s treatment of our ten captured sailors. In negotiation, you must 

be willing to walk. The Iran deal, like so many of our worst agreements, is the result of not being 

willing to leave the table. When the other side knows you’re not going to walk, it becomes 

absolutely impossible to win. At the same time, your friends need to know that you will stick by 

the agreements that you have with them. President Obama gutted our missile defense program, 

then abandoned our missile defense plans with Poland and the Czech Republic. He supported 

the ouster of a friendly regime in Egypt that had a longstanding peace treaty with Israel – and 

then helped bring the Muslim Brotherhood to power in its place. 

Israel, our great friend and the one true Democracy in the Middle East, has been snubbed and 

criticized by an Administration that lacks moral clarity. Just a few days ago, Vice President Biden 

again criticized Israel – a force for justice and peace – for acting as an impediment to peace in 

the region. President Obama has not been a friend to Israel. He has treated Iran with tender love 



4 
 

and care and made it a great power in the Middle East – all at the expense of Israel, our other 

allies in the region and, critically, the United States. We’ve picked fights with our oldest friends, 

and now they’re starting to look elsewhere for help. 

Fourth, our rivals no longer respect us. 

In fact, they are just as confused as our allies, but an even bigger problem is that they don’t take 

us seriously any more. When President Obama landed in Cuba on Air Force One, no leader was 

there to meet or greet him – perhaps an incident without precedent in the long and prestigious 

history of Air Force One.  Then, amazingly, the same thing happened in Saudi Arabia -- it's called 

no respect. Do you remember when the President made a long and expensive trip to 

Copenhagen, Denmark to get the Olympics for our country, and, after this unprecedented effort, 

it was announced that the United States came in fourth place? He should have known the result 

before making such an embarrassing commitment. 

The list of humiliations goes on and on.  

President Obama watches helplessly as North Korea increases its aggression and expands even 

further with its nuclear reach. Our president has allowed China to continue its economic assault 

on American jobs and wealth, refusing to enforce trade rules – or apply the leverage on China 

necessary to rein in North Korea. He has even allowed China to steal government secrets with 

cyber attacks and engage in industrial espionage against the United States and its companies. 

We’ve let our rivals and challengers think they can get away with anything. If President Obama’s 

goal had been to weaken America, he could not have done a better job. 

Finally, America no longer has a clear understanding of our foreign policy goals. 

Since the end of the Cold War and the break-up of the Soviet Union, we’ve lacked a coherent 

foreign policy. One day we’re bombing Libya and getting rid of a dictator to foster democracy 

for civilians, the next day we are watching the same civilians suffer while that country falls apart. 

We're a humanitarian nation. But the legacy of the Obama-Clinton interventions will be 

weakness, confusion, and disarray. We have made the Middle East more unstable and chaotic 

than ever before. We left Christians subject to intense persecution and even genocide. 

Our actions in Iraq, Libya and Syria have helped unleash ISIS. 

And we’re in a war against radical Islam, but President Obama won’t even name the enemy! 

Hillary Clinton also refuses to say the words “radical Islam,” even as she pushes for a massive 

increase in refugees. After Secretary Clinton’s failed intervention in Libya, Islamic terrorists in 

Benghazi took down our consulate and killed our ambassador and three brave Americans. Then, 

instead of taking charge that night, Hillary Clinton decided to go home and sleep! Incredible. 

Clinton blames it all on a video, an excuse that was a total lie. Our Ambassador was murdered 

and our Secretary of State misled the nation – and by the way, she was not awake to take that 

call at 3 o'clock in the morning. And now ISIS is making millions of dollars a week selling Libyan 

oil. This will change when I am president. 

To all our friends and allies, I say America is going to be strong again. America is going to be a 

reliable friend and ally again. We’re going to finally have a coherent foreign policy based upon 
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American interests, and the shared interests of our allies. We are getting out of the nation-

building business, and instead focusing on creating stability in the world. 

Our moments of greatest strength came when politics ended at the water’s edge. 

We need a new, rational American foreign policy, informed by the best minds and supported by 

both parties, as well as by our close allies. This is how we won the Cold War, and it’s how we will 

win our new and future struggles. 

First, we need a long-term plan to halt the spread and reach of radical Islam.  

Containing the spread of radical Islam must be a major foreign policy goal of the United States. 

Events may require the use of military force. But it’s also a philosophical struggle, like our long 

struggle in the Cold War. In this we’re going to be working very closely with our allies in the 

Muslim world, all of which are at risk from radical Islamic violence. We should work together 

with any nation in the region that is threatened by the rise of radical Islam. But this has to be a 

two-way street – they must also be good to us and remember us and all we are doing for them. 

The struggle against radical Islam also takes place in our homeland. There are scores of recent 

migrants inside our borders charged with terrorism. For every case known to the public, there 

are dozens more. We must stop importing extremism through senseless immigration policies. A 

pause for reassessment will help us to prevent the next San Bernardino or worse -- all you have 

to do is look at the World Trade Center and September 11th. And then there’s ISIS. I have a 

simple message for them. Their days are numbered. I won’t tell them where and I won’t tell 

them how. We must as, a nation, be more unpredictable. But they’re going to be gone. And soon. 

Secondly, we have to rebuild our military and our economy. 

The Russians and Chinese have rapidly expanded their military capability, but look what’s 

happened to us! Our nuclear weapons arsenal – our ultimate deterrent – has been allowed to 

atrophy and is desperately in need of modernization and renewal. Our active duty armed forces 

have shrunk from 2 million in 1991 to about 1.3 million today. The Navy has shrunk from over 

500 ships to 272 ships during that time. The Air Force is about 1/3 smaller than 1991. Pilots are 

flying B-52s in combat missions today which are older than most people in this room. And what 

are we doing about this? President Obama has proposed a 2017 defense budget that, in real 

dollars, cuts nearly 25% from what we were spending in 2011. Our military is depleted, and 

we’re asking our generals and military leaders to worry about global warming. We will spend 

what we need to rebuild our military. It is the cheapest investment we can make. We will 

develop, build and purchase the best equipment known to mankind. Our military dominance 

must be unquestioned. 

But we will look for savings and spend our money wisely. In this time of mounting debt, not 

one dollar can be wasted. 

We are also going to have to change our trade, immigration and economic policies to make our 

economy strong again – and to put Americans first again. This will ensure that our own workers, 

right here in America, get the jobs and higher pay that will grow our tax revenue and increase 

our economic might as a nation. We need to think smarter about areas where our technological 

superiority gives us an edge. This includes 3-D printing, artificial intelligence and cyberwarfare. 



6 
 

A great country also takes care of its warriors. Our commitment to them is absolute.  

A Trump Administration will give our service men and women the best equipment and support 

in the world when they serve, and the best care in the world when they return as veterans to 

civilian life. 

Finally, we must develop a foreign policy based on American interests. 

Businesses do not succeed when they lose sight of their core interests and neither do countries. 

Look at what happened in the 1990s. Our embassies in Kenya and Tanzania were attacked and 

seventeen brave sailors were killed on the USS Cole. And what did we do? It seemed we put 

more effort into adding China to the World Trade Organization – which has been a disaster for 

the United States – than into stopping Al Qaeda. We even had an opportunity to take out Osama 

Bin Laden, and didn’t do it. And then, we got hit at the World Trade Center and the Pentagon, 

the worst attack on our country in its history. 

Our foreign policy goals must be based on America’s core national security interests, and the 

following will be my priorities. 

In the Middle East, our goals must be to defeat terrorists and promote regional stability, not 

radical change. We need to be clear-sighted about the groups that will never be anything other 

than enemies. 

And we must only be generous to those that prove they are our friends. 

We desire to live peacefully and in friendship with Russia and China. We have serious differences 

with these two nations, and must regard them with open eyes. But we are not bound to be 

adversaries. We should seek common ground based on shared interests. Russia, for instance, 

has also seen the horror of Islamic terrorism.I believe an easing of tensions and improved 

relations with Russia – from a position of strength – is possible. Common sense says this cycle 

of hostility must end. Some say the Russians won’t be reasonable. I intend to find out. If we can’t 

make a good deal for America, then we will quickly walk from the table. Fixing our relations with 

China is another important step towards a prosperous century. China respects strength, and by 

letting them take advantage of us economically, we have lost all of their respect. We have a 

massive trade deficit with China, a deficit we must find a way, quickly, to balance. A strong and 

smart America is an America that will find a better friend in China. We can both benefit or we 

can both go our separate ways. After I am elected President, I will also call for a summit with our 

NATO allies, and a separate summit with our Asian allies. In these summits, we will not only 

discuss a rebalancing of financial commitments, but take a fresh look at how we can adopt new 

strategies for tackling our common challenges. For instance, we will discuss how we can upgrade 

NATO’s outdated mission and structure – grown out of the Cold War – to confront our shared 

challenges, including migration and Islamic terrorism. 

I will not hesitate to deploy military force when there is no alternative. 

 But if America fights, it must fight to win. I will never send our finest into battle unless necessary 

– and will only do so if we have a plan for victory. 
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Our goal is peace and prosperity, not war and destruction. 

The best way to achieve those goals is through a disciplined, deliberate and consistent foreign 

policy. With President Obama and Secretary Clinton we’ve had the exact opposite: a reckless, 

rudderless and aimless foreign policy – one that has blazed a path of destruction in its wake. 

After losing thousands of lives and spending trillions of dollars, we are in far worse shape now 

in the Middle East than ever before. I challenge anyone to explain the strategic foreign policy 

vision of Obama-Clinton – it has been a complete and total disaster. 

I will also be prepared to deploy America’s economic resources.  

Financial leverage and sanctions can be very persuasive – but we need to use them selectively 

and with determination. Our power will be used if others do not play by the rules. Our friends 

and enemies must know that if I draw a line in the sand, I will enforce it. However, unlike other 

candidates for the presidency, war and aggression will not be my first instinct. You cannot have 

a foreign policy without diplomacy.  

A superpower understands that caution and restraint are signs of strength. 

Although not in government service, I was totally against the War in Iraq, saying for many years 

that it would destabilize the Middle East. Sadly, I was correct, and the biggest beneficiary was 

Iran, who is systematically taking over Iraq and gaining access to their rich oil reserves – 

something it has wanted to do for decades. And now, to top it all off, we have ISIS. 

My goal is to establish a foreign policy that will endure for several generations. 

That is why I will also look for talented experts with new approaches, and practical ideas, rather 

than surrounding myself with those who have perfect resumes but very little to brag about 

except responsibility for a long history of failed policies and continued losses at war. 

Finally, I will work with our allies to reinvigorate Western values and institutions.  

Instead of trying to spread “universal values” that not everyone shares, we should understand 

that strengthening and promoting Western civilization and its accomplishments will do more to 

inspire positive reforms around the world than military interventions. 

These are my goals, as president. 

I will seek a foreign policy that all Americans, whatever their party, can support, and which our 

friends and allies will respect and welcome. 

The world must know that we do not go abroad in search of enemies, that we are always happy 

when old enemies become friends, and when old friends become allies. 

To achieve these goals, Americans must have confidence in their country and its leadership again. 

Many Americans must wonder why our politicians seem more interested in defending the 

borders of foreign countries than their own. 

Americans must know that we are putting the American people first again.  
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On trade, on immigration, on foreign policy – the jobs, incomes and security of the American 

worker will always be my first priority. 

No country has ever prospered that failed to put its own interests first. Both our friends and 

enemies put their countries above ours and we, while being fair to them, must do the same. 

We will no longer surrender this country, or its people, to the false song of globalism. 

The nation-state remains the true foundation for happiness and harmony.  

I am skeptical of international unions that tie us up and bring America down, and will never enter 

America into any agreement that reduces our ability to control our own affairs. 

NAFTA, as an example, has been a total disaster for the U.S. and has emptied our states of our 

manufacturing and our jobs. Never again. Only the reverse will happen. We will keep our jobs 

and bring in new ones. Their will be consequences for companies that leave the U.S. only to 

exploit it later. 

Under a Trump Administration, no American citizen will ever again feel that their needs come 

second to the citizens of foreign countries. 

I will view the world through the clear lens of American interests. 

I will be America’s greatest defender and most loyal champion. We will not apologize for 

becoming successful again, but will instead embrace the unique heritage that makes us who we 

are. 

The world is most peaceful, and most prosperous, when America is strongest. 

America will continually play the role of peacemaker. 

We will always help to save lives and, indeed, humanity itself. But to play that role, we must 

make America strong again. 

We must make America respected again. And we must make America great again. 

If we do that, perhaps this century can be the most peaceful and prosperous the world has ever 

known. Thank you. 

 

Part Two.  Donald J. Trump’s  Reflections About The Us Foreign Policy And The Economic  Circumstances Of 
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AMERICA FIRST:  SUMMING-UP OF DONALD J. TRUMP’S POLICY IDEAS FOR THE RE-BUILDING 

OF AMERICA’S POWER 

PART TWO 

DONALD J. TRUMP’S  REFLECTIONS ABOUT THE US FOREIGN POLICY AND THE ECONOMIC  

CIRCUMSTANCES OF AMERICA IN 2016 
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Source: 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/27/us/politics/donald-trump-transcript.html?_r=0 

Donald J. Trump at a rally in Youngstown, Ohio, earlier this month. In a telephone interview on 

Friday, Mr. Trump agreed with a suggestion that his foreign policy ideas might best be summed 

up as “America First.” Credit Mark Makela for The New York Times 

Over two telephone conversations on Friday, Donald J. Trump, the Republican presidential 

candidate, discussed his views on foreign policy with Maggie Haberman and David E. Sanger of 

The New York Times. Here is an edited transcript of their interview (or just the highlights). 

HABERMAN: I wanted to ask you about some things that you said in Washington on Monday, 

more recently. But you’ve talked about them a bunch. So, you have said on several occasions 

that you want Japan and South Korea to pay more for their own defense. You’ve been saying 

versions of that about Japan for 30 years. Would you object if they got their own nuclear arsenal, 

given the threat that they face from North Korea and China? 

TRUMP: Well, you know, at some point, there is going to be a point at which we just can’t do 

this anymore. And, I know the upsides and the downsides. But right now we’re protecting, we’re 

basically protecting Japan, and we are, every time North Korea raises its head, you know, we get 

calls from Japan and we get calls from everybody else, and “Do something.” And there’ll be a 

point at which we’re just not going to be able to do it anymore. Now, does that mean nuclear? 

It could mean nuclear. It’s a very scary nuclear world. Biggest problem, to me, in the world, is 

nuclear, and proliferation. At the same time, you know, we’re a country that doesn’t have money. 

You know, when we did these deals, we were a rich country. We’re not a rich country. We were 

a rich country with a very strong military and tremendous capability in so many ways. We’re not 

anymore. We have a military that’s severely depleted. We have nuclear arsenals which are in 

very terrible shape. They don’t even know if they work. We’re not the same country, Maggie 

and David, I mean, I think you would both agree. 

SANGER: So, just to follow Maggie’s thought there, though, the Japanese view has always been, 

if the United States, at any point, felt as if it was uncomfortable defending them, there has 

always been a segment of Japanese society, and of Korean society that said, “Well, maybe we 

should have our own nuclear deterrent, because if the U.S. isn’t certain, we need to make sure 

the North Koreans know that.” Is that a reasonable position. Do you think at some point they 

should have their own arsenal? 

TRUMP: Well, it’s a position that we have to talk about, and it’s a position that at some point is 

something that we have to talk about, and if the United States keeps on its path, its current path 

of weakness, they’re going to want to have that anyway with or without me discussing it, 

because I don’t think they feel very secure in what’s going on with our country, David. You know, 

if you look at how we backed our enemies, it hasn’t – how we backed our allies – it hasn’t exactly 

been strong. When you look at various places throughout the world, it hasn’t been very strong. 

And I just don’t think we’re viewed the same way that we were 20 or 25 years ago, or 30 years 

ago. And, you know, I think it’s a problem. You know, something like that, unless we get very 

strong, very powerful and very rich, quickly, I’m sure those things are being discussed over there 

anyway without our discussion. 

http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/27/us/politics/donald-trump-transcript.html?_r=0
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HABERMAN: Will you – 

SANGER: And would you have an objection to it? 

TRUMP: Um, at some point, we cannot be the policeman of the world. And unfortunately, we 

have a nuclear world now. And you have, Pakistan has them. You have, probably, North Korea 

has them. I mean, they don’t have delivery yet, but you know, probably, I mean to me, that’s a 

big problem. And, would I rather have North Korea have them with Japan sitting there having 

them also? You may very well be better off if that’s the case. In other words, where Japan is 

defending itself against North Korea, which is a real problem. You very well may have a better 

case right there. We certainly haven’t been able to do much with him and with North Korea. But 

you may very well have a better case. You know, one of the things with the, with our Japanese 

relationship, and I’m a big fan of Japan, by the way. I have many, many friends there. I do 

business with Japan. But, that, if we are attacked, they don’t have to do anything. If they’re 

attacked, we have to go out with full force. You understand. That’s a pretty one-sided agreement, 

right there. In other words, if we’re attacked, they do not have to come to our defense, if they’re 

attacked, we have to come totally to their defense. And that is a, that’s a real problem. 

Nuclear Weapons, Cyberwarfare and Spying on Allies 

 

HABERMAN: Would you, you were just talking about the nuclear world we live in, and you’ve 

said many times, and I’ve heard you say it throughout the campaign, that you want the U.S. to 

be more unpredictable. Would you be willing to have the U.S. be the first to use nuclear weapons 

in a confrontation with adversaries? 

 

TRUMP: An absolute last step. I think it’s the biggest, I personally think it’s the biggest problem 

the world has, nuclear capability. I think it’s the single biggest problem. When people talk global 

warming, I say the global warming that we have to be careful of is the nuclear global warming. 

Single biggest problem that the world has. Power of weaponry today is beyond anything ever 

thought of, or even, you know, it’s unthinkable, the power. You look at Hiroshima and you can 

multiply that times many, many times, is what you have today. And to me, it’s the single biggest, 

it’s the single biggest problem. 

 

SANGER: You know, we have an alternative these days in a growing cyberarsenal. You’ve seen 

the growing cybercommand and so forth. Could you give us a vision of whether or not you think 

that the United States should regularly be using cyberweapons, perhaps, as an alternative to 

nuclear? And if so, how would you either threaten or employ those? 

 

TRUMP: I don’t see it as an alternative to nuclear in terms of, in terms of ultimate power. Look, 

in the perfect world everybody would agree that nuclear would, you know, be so destructive, 

and this was always the theory, or was certainly the theory of many. That the power is so 
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enormous that nobody would ever use them. But, as you know, we’re dealing with people in the 

world today that would use them, O.K.? Possibly numerous people that use them, and use them 

without hesitation if they had them. And there’s nothing, there’s nothing as, there’s nothing as 

meaningful or as powerful as that, and you know the problem is, and it used to be, and you 

would hear this, David, and I would hear it, and everybody would hear it, and — I’m not sure I 

believed it, ever. I talk sometimes about my uncle from M.I.T., and he would tell me many years 

ago when he was up at M.I.T. as a, he was a professor, he was a great guy in many respects, but 

a very brilliant guy, and he would tell me many years ago about the power of weapons someday, 

that the destructive force of these weapons would be so massive, that it’s going to be a scary 

world. And, you know, we have been under the impression that, well we’ve been, I think it’s 

misguided somewhat, I’ve always felt this but that nobody would ever use them because of the 

power. And the first one to use them, I think that would be a very bad thing. And I will tell you, 

I would very much not want to be the first one to use them, that I can say. 

HABERMAN: O.K. 

SANGER: The question was about cyber, how would you envision using cyberweapons? 

Cyberweapons in an attack to take out a power grid in a city, so forth. 

TRUMP: First off, we’re so obsolete in cyber. We’re the ones that sort of were very much 

involved with the creation, but we’re so obsolete, we just seem to be toyed with by so many 

different countries, already. And we don’t know who’s doing what. We don’t know who’s got 

the power, who’s got that capability, some people say it’s China, some people say it’s Russia. 

But certainly cyber has to be a, you know, certainly cyber has to be in our thought process, very 

strongly in our thought process. Inconceivable that, inconceivable the power of cyber. But as 

you say, you can take out, you can take out, you can make countries nonfunctioning with a 

strong use of cyber. I don’t think we’re there. I don’t think we’re as advanced as other countries 

are, and I think you probably would agree with that. I don’t think we’re advanced, I think we’re 

going backwards in so many different ways. I think we’re going backwards with our military. I 

certainly don’t think we are, we move forward with cyber, but other countries are moving 

forward at a much more rapid pace. We are frankly not being led very well in terms of the 

protection of this country. 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, just a quick follow-up on that question. As you know, we discovered in 

recent years that the U.S. spies extensively against its allies. That’s what came up with Edward 

Snowden and his data trove including Israel and Germany. 

TRUMP: Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 

HABERMAN: But would you continue the programs that are in place now, or would you halt 

them, in terms of spying against our allies? 

SANGER: Like Israel and Germany. 

TRUMP: Right. They’re spying against us. Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 

Edward Snowden has been, you know, you have the two views on Snowden, obviously: You have, 
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he’s wonderful, and you have he’s horrible. I’m in the horrible category. He’s caused us 

tremendous problems with trust, with everything about, you know, when they’re showing, 

Merkel’s cellphone has been spied on, and are – Now, they’re doing it to us, and other countries 

certainly are doing it to us, and but what I think what he did, I think it was a tremendous, a 

tremendous disservice to the United States. I think and I think it’s amazing that we can’t get him 

back. 

SANGER: President Obama ordered an end to the spying, to the listening in on Angela Merkel’s 

cellphone, if that’s in fact what we were doing. Was that the right decision? 

“We will not be ripped off 

anymore. We’re going to 

be friendly with everybody, 

but we’re not going to be 

taken advantage of by anybody.” 

MR. TRUMP, whose view of the world is “America First.” Read the highlights. 

TRUMP: Well you see, I don’t know that, you know, when I talk about unpredictability, I’m not 

sure that we should be talking about me – On the assumption that I’m doing well, which I am, 

and that I may be in that position, I’m not sure that I would want to be talking about that. You 

understand what I mean by that, David. We’re so open, we’re so, “Oh I wouldn’t do this, I 

wouldn’t do that, I would do this, I would do that.” And it’s not so much with Merkel, but it’s 

certainly with other countries. You know, that really, where there’s, where there’s a different 

kind of relationship, and a much worse relationship than with Germany. So, you know there’s 

so, there’s such predictability with our country. We go and we send 50 soldiers over to the 

Middle East and President Obama gets up and announces that we’re sending 50 soldiers to the 

Middle East. Fifty very special soldiers. And they now have a target on their back, and everything 

we do, we announce, instead of winning, and announcing when it’s all over. There’s such, total 

predictability of this country, and it’s one of the reasons we do so poorly. You know, I’d rather 

not say that. I would like to see what they’re doing. Because you know, many countries, I can’t 

say Germany, but many countries are spying on us. I think that was a great disservice done by 

Edward Snowden. That I can tell you. 

How to Defeat ISIS 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, you have talked about your plans to defeat ISIS, and how you would 

approach it. Would you be willing to stop buying oil from the Saudis if they’re unwilling to go in 

and help?  

SANGER: On the ground? 

TRUMP: Oh yeah, sure. I would do that. The beautiful thing about oil is that, you know, we’re 

really getting close, because of fracking, and because of new technology, we’re really in a 

position that we weren’t in, you know, years ago, and the reason we’re in the Middle East is for 
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oil. And all of a sudden we’re finding out that there’s less reason to be. Now, now, we’re in the 

Middle East for really defense, because we can’t allow them, I mean, look, I was against the war 

in Iraq. I thought it would destabilize the Middle East, and it has destabilized it, it’s totally 

destabilized the Middle East. The way Obama got out of the war was, you know, disgraceful, and 

idiotic. When he announced the date certain, they pulled back, and they said, “Oh, well.” As 

much as they don’t mind dying, they do mind dying. And they pulled back, and then, you know, 

it’s a, it was a terrible thing the way he announced that, and then he didn’t leave troops behind 

so that, you know, whatever there was of Iraq, which in my opinion wasn’t very much, because 

I think that, you know, the government was totally corrupt, and they put the wrong people in 

charge, and you know, that in its own way led to the formation of ISIS, because they weren’t 

given their due. But, I think that President Obama, the way he got out of that war was 

unbelievable. I think Hillary Clinton was catastrophic in those decisions, having to do with Libya 

and just about everything else. Every bad decision that you could make in the Middle East was 

made. And now if you look at it, if you would go back 15 years ago, and I’m not saying it was 

only Obama, It was Obama’s getting out, it was other people’s getting in, but you go back 15 

years ago, and I say this, if our presidents would have just gone to the beach and enjoyed the 

ocean and the sun, we would’ve been much better off in the Middle East, than all of this 

tremendous death, destruction, and you know, monetary loss, it’s just incredible. ’Cause we’re 

further, we’re far worse off today than we were 15 years ago or 10 years ago in the Middle East. 

Far worse. 

SANGER: But I just want to make sure I understand your answer to Maggie’s question. So you 

said earlier this week that we should use air power but not send in ground forces. That had to 

be done by the regional Arab partners. We assume by that, you mean the Saudis, the U.A.E. and 

others from whom we might purchase oil or have alliances. I think Maggie’s question, if I 

understood it right, was if these countries are unwilling to send in ground troops against ISIS, 

and so far they have been, despite President Obama’s efforts to get them in, would you be 

willing to say, “We will stop buying oil from you, until you send ground troops?” 

TRUMP: There’s two answers to that. The answer is, probably yes, but I would also say this: We 

are not being reimbursed for our protection of many of the countries that you’ll be talking about, 

that, including Saudi Arabia. You know, Saudi Arabia, for a period of time, now the oil has gone 

down, but still the numbers are phenomenal, and the amount of money they have is 

phenomenal. But we protect countries, and take tremendous monetary hits on protecting 

countries. That would include Saudi Arabia, but it would include many other countries, as you 

know. We have, there’s a whole big list of them. We lose, everywhere. We lose monetarily, 

everywhere. And yet, without us, Saudi Arabia wouldn’t exist for very long. It would be, you 

know, a catastrophic failure without our protection. And I’m trying to figure out, why is it that 

we aren’t going in and saying, at a minimum, at a minimum it’s a two-part question, with respect 

to Maggie’s question. But why aren’t we going in and saying, “At a minimum, I’m sorry folks, but 

you have to, under no circumstances can we continue to do this.” You know, we needed, we 

needed oil desperately years ago. Today, because – again, because of the new technologies, and 

because of places that we never thought had oil, and they do have oil, and there’s a glut on the 

market, there’s a tremendous glut on the market, I mean you have ships out at sea that are 

loaded up and they don’t even know where to go dump it. But we don’t have that same pressure 

anymore, at all. And we shouldn’t have that for a long period of time, because there’s so many 
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places. I mean, they’re closing wells all over the place. So, I would say this, I would say at a 

minimum, we have to be reimbursed, substantially reimbursed, I mean, to a point that’s far 

greater than what we’re being paid right now. Because we’re not being reimbursed for the kind 

of tremendous service that we’re performing by protecting various countries. Now Saudi 

Arabia’s one of them. I think if Saudi Arabia was without the cloak of American protection of our 

country’s, of U.S. protection, think of Saudi Arabia. I don’t think it would be around. It would be, 

whether it was internal or external, it wouldn’t be around for very long. And they’re a money 

machine, they’re a monetary machine, and yet they don’t reimburse us the way we should be 

reimbursed. So that’s a real problem. And frankly, I think it’s a real, in terms of bringing our 

country back, because our country’s a poor country. Our country is a debtor nation, we’re a 

debtor nation. I mean, we owe trillions of dollars to people that are buying our bonds, in the 

form of other countries. You look at China, where we owe them $1.7 trillion, you have Japan, 

$1.5 trillion. We’re a debtor nation. We can’t be a debtor nation. I don’t want to be a debtor 

nation. I want it to be the other way. One of the reasons we’re a debtor nation, we spend so 

much on the military, but the military isn’t for us. The military is to be policeman for other 

countries. And to watch over other countries. And there comes a point that, and many of these 

countries are tremendously rich countries. Not powerful countries, but – in some cases they are 

powerful – but rich countries. 

SANGER: One more along the lines of your ISIS strategy. You’ve seen the current strategy, which 

is, you’ve seen Secretary Kerry trying to seek a political accord between President Assad and the 

rebel forces, with Assad eventually leaving. And then the hope is to turn all those forces, 

including Russia and Iran, against ISIS. Is that the right way to do it? Do you have an alternative 

approach? 

TRUMP: Well, I thought the approach of fighting Assad and ISIS simultaneously was madness, 

and idiocy. They’re fighting each other and yet we’re fighting both of them. You know, we were 

fighting both of them. I think that our far bigger problem than Assad is ISIS, I’ve always felt that. 

Assad is, you know I’m not saying Assad is a good man, ’cause he’s not, but our far greater 

problem is not Assad, it’s ISIS. 

 

SANGER: I think President Obama would agree with that. 

TRUMP: O.K., well, that’s good. But at the same time – yeah, he would agree with that, I think 

to an extent. But I think, you can’t be fighting two people that are fighting each other, and 

fighting them together. You have to pick one or the other. And you have to go at – 

SANGER: So how would your strategy differ from what he’s doing right now? 

TRUMP: Well I can only tell you – I can’t tell you, because his strategy, it’s open and it would 

seem to be fighting ISIS but he’s fighting it in such a limited capacity. I’ve been saying, take the 

oil. I’ve been saying it for years. Take the oil. They still haven’t taken the oil. They still haven’t 

taken it. And they hardly hit the oil. They hardly make a dent in the oil. 

SANGER: The oil that ISIS is pumping. 
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TRUMP: Yes, the oil that ISIS is pumping, where they’re getting tremendous amounts of revenue. 

I’ve said, hit the banking channels. You know, they have very sophisticated banking channels, 

which I understand, but I don’t think a lot of people do understand. You know, they’re taking in 

tremendous amounts of money from banking channels. That, you know, many people in 

countries that you think are our allies, are giving ISIS tremendous amounts of money and it’s 

going through very dark banking channels. And we should have stopped those banking channels 

long ago and I think we’ve done nothing to stop them, and that money is massive. Massive. It’s 

a massive amount of money. So it’s not only from oil, David, it’s from also the bank, the bank. 

It’s through banks. And very sophisticated channels. They call them the dark channels. Very 

sophisticated channels. And money is coming in from people that we think are our allies. 

‘NATO Is Obsolete’ 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, I also want to go back to something you said earlier this week about 

NATO being ineffective. Do you think it’s the right institution for countering terror or do we need 

a new one and what might that new one look like? 

TRUMP: Well I said something a few days ago and I was vastly criticized and I notice now this 

morning, people are saying Donald Trump is a genius. Because what I said – which of course is 

always nice to hear, David. But I was asked a question about NATO, and I’ve thought this but I 

have never expressed my opinion because until recently I’ve been an entrepreneur, I’ve been a 

very successful entrepreneur as opposed to a politician. And – I’d love to ask David, Maggie, if 

he’s a little surprised at how well I’ve done. You know, we’ve knocked out a lot. We’re down to 

the leftovers now, from the way I look at it. I call them the leftovers. 

(Laughter.) 

So anyway, but the question was asked of me a few days ago about NATO, and I said, well, I have 

two problems with NATO. No. 1, it’s obsolete. When NATO was formed many decades ago we 

were a different country. There was a different threat. Soviet Union was, the Soviet Union, not 

Russia, which was much bigger than Russia, as you know. And, it was certainly much more 

powerful than even today’s Russia, although again you go back into the weaponry. But, but – I 

said, I think NATO is obsolete, and I think that – because I don’t think – right now we don’t have 

somebody looking at terror, and we should be looking at terror. And you may want to add and 

subtract from NATO in terms of countries. But we have to be looking at terror, because terror 

today is the big threat. Terror from all different parts. You know in the old days you’d have 

uniforms and you’d go to war and you’d see who your enemy was, and today we have no idea 

who the enemy is. 

SANGER: If you just think about Maggie’s question about whether it’s the right institution for 

this, when you go to NATO these days, in Brussels, not far from where we’ve seen — just miles 

from where we saw the attacks the other day — 

TRUMP: Which is amazing, right? Which is amazing in itself. Yes? 

SANGER: What they’ll say to you is that Russia is resurgent right now. They are rebuilding their 

nuclear arsenal. They’re [unintelligible] Baltics. We’ve got submarine runs, air runs. Things that 
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have at least echoes of the old Cold War. The view is that their mission is coming back. Do you 

agree with that? 

TRUMP: I’ll tell you the problems I have with NATO. No. 1, we pay far too much. We are spending 

— you know, in fact, they’re even making it so the percentages are greater. NATO is unfair, 

economically, to us, to the United States. Because it really helps them more so than the United 

States, and we pay a disproportionate share. Now, I’m a person that — you notice I talk about 

economics quite a bit, in these military situations, because it is about economics, because we 

don’t have money anymore because we’ve been taking care of so many people in so many 

different forms that we don’t have money — and countries, and countries. So NATO is something 

that at the time was excellent. Today, it has to be changed. It has to be changed to include terror. 

It has to be changed from the standpoint of cost because the United States bears far too much 

of the cost of NATO. And one of the things that I hated seeing is Ukraine. Now I’m all for Ukraine, 

I have friends that live in Ukraine, but it didn’t seem to me, when the Ukrainian problem arose, 

you know, not so long ago, and we were, and Russia was getting very confrontational, it didn’t 

seem to me like anyone else cared other than us. And we are the least affected by what happens 

with Ukraine because we’re the farthest away. But even their neighbors didn’t seem to be 

talking about it. And, you know, you look at Germany, you look at other countries, and they 

didn’t seem to be very much involved. It was all about us and Russia. And I wondered, why is it 

that countries that are bordering the Ukraine and near the Ukraine – why is it that they’re not 

more involved? Why is it that they are not more involved? Why is it always the United States 

that gets right in the middle of things, with something that – you know, it affects us, but not 

nearly as much as it affects other countries. And then I say, and on top of everything else – and 

I think you understand that, David – because, if you look back, and if you study your reports and 

everybody else’s reports, how often do you see other countries saying ‘We must stop, we must 

stop.” They don’t do it! And, in fact, with the gas, you know, they wanted the oil, they wanted 

other things from Russia, and they were just keeping their mouths shut. And here the United 

States was going out and, you know, being fairly tough on the Ukraine. And I said to myself, isn’t 

that interesting? We’re fighting for the Ukraine, but nobody else is fighting for the Ukraine other 

than the Ukraine itself, of course, and I said, it doesn’t seem fair and it doesn’t seem logical. 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, speaking of – 

TRUMP: David, does that make sense to you, by the way? 

SANGER: Well, President Obama said the other day in an interview he had that he thought that 

Russia, over time, was always going to have more influence over Ukraine than we would or 

anyone else would just given both the history and the geography. 

TRUMP: And the location, right. The geography. I would agree with him. 

SANGER: And so in the end do you agree that Russia is going to end up dominating the Ukraine? 

TRUMP: Well, unless, unless there is, you know, somewhat of a resurgence frankly from people 

that are around it. Or they would ask us for help. But they don’t ask us for help. They’re not even 
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asking us for help. They’re literally not even talking about it, and these are the countries that 

border the Ukraine. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump – 

TRUMP: There doesn’t seem to be any great anxiety over the Ukraine by everybody that should 

be affected and that’s bordering the Ukraine. 

SANGER: There are several countries that have joined NATO in recent times – Estonia, among 

them, and so forth – that we are now bound by treaty to defend if Russia moved in. Would you 

observe that part of the treaty? 

TRUMP: Yeah, I would. It’s a treaty, it’s there. I mean, we defend everybody. (Laughs.) We 

defend everybody. No matter who it is, we defend everybody. We’re defending the world. But 

we owe, soon, it’s soon to be $21 trillion. You know, it’s 19 now but it’s soon to be 21 trillion. 

But we defend everybody. When in doubt, come to the United States. We’ll defend you. In some 

cases free of charge. And in all cases for a substantially, you know, greater amount. We spend a 

substantially greater amount than what the people are paying. We, we have to think also in 

terms – we have to think about the world, but we also have – I mean look at what China’s doing 

in the South China Sea. I mean they are totally disregarding our country and yet we have made 

China a rich country because of our bad trade deals. Our trade deals are so bad. And we have 

made them – we have rebuilt China and yet they will go in the South China Sea and build a 

military fortress the likes of which perhaps the world has not seen. Amazing, actually. They do 

that, and they do that at will because they have no respect for our president and they have no 

respect for our country. Hey folks, I’m going to have to get off here now. Did you – 

Tensions in the South China Sea 

HABERMAN: I just had one quick follow-up on what you were saying about the South China Sea. 

How would you counter that assertiveness over those islands? Among other things, it’s 

increasingly valuable real estate strategically. Would you be willing to build our own islands 

there? 

 

TRUMP: Well what you have to do – and you have to speak to Japan and other countries, 

because they’re affected far greater than we are – you understand that – I mean, they’re 

affected far – I just think the act is so brazen, and it’s so terrible that they would do that without 

any consultation, without anything, and yet they’ll sell their products to the United States and 

rebuild China, and frankly, even the islands, I mean, you know, they’ve made so much economic 

progress because of the United States. And in the meantime we’re becoming a third-world 

nation. You look at our airports, you look at our roadways, you look at our bridges are falling 

down. They’re building bridges all over the place, ours are falling down. You know, we’ve rebuilt 

China. The money they’ve drained out of the United States has rebuilt China. And they’ve done 

it through monetary manipulation, by devaluations. And very sophisticated. I mean, they’re 

grand chess players at devaluation. But they’ve done it – 
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SANGER: I think what Maggie was asking was how would you deter their activity. Right now 

(Crosstalk) – But would you claim some of those reef scenarios to try to build our own military – 

TRUMP: Perhaps, but we have great economic – and people don’t understand this – but we have 

tremendous economic power over China. We have tremendous power. And that’s the power of 

trade. Because they use us as their bank, as their piggy bank, they take – but they don’t have to 

pay us back. It’s better than a bank because they take money out but then they don’t have to 

pay us back. 

SANGER: So you would cut into trade in return – 

TRUMP: No, I would use trade to negotiate. 

HABERMAN: Oh, O.K. My last question. Sir, my last – 

TRUMP: I would use trade to negotiate. Would I go to war? Look, let me just tell you. There’s a 

question I wouldn’t want to answer. Because I don’t want to say I won’t or I will or – do you 

understand that, David? That’s the problem with our country. A politician would say, ‘Oh I would 

never go to war,’ or they’d say, ‘Oh I would go to war.’ I don’t want to say what I’d do because, 

again, we need unpredictability. You know, if I win, I don’t want to be in a position where I’ve 

said I would or I wouldn’t. I don’t want them to know what I’m thinking. The problem we have 

is that, maybe because it’s a democracy and maybe because we have to be so open – maybe 

because you have to say what you have to say in order to get elected – who knows? But I 

wouldn’t want to say. I wouldn’t want them to know what my real thinking is. But I will tell you 

this. This is the one aspect I can tell you. I would use trade, absolutely, as a bargaining chip. 

His Foreign Policy Team 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, how did you come to settle on your foreign policy team? I know that 

it’s still in formation and you’ve said – 

TRUMP: Recommended by people. And we’re going to have new people put in. In fact, we have 

additional people too. You’ve got the one list, I think, but we have – we actually have – I only 

gave certain names. 

 

HABERMAN: But did you meet with them? 

TRUMP: We have some others that I really like a lot and we’re going to put them in. Maj. Gen. 

Gary Harrell. Maj. Gen. Bert Mizuwawa. (Ed. note: It’s Mizusawa.) 

HABERMAN: These are the additional ones? 

TRUMP: Rear Adm. Chuck Kubic. Yeah. He’s Navy, retired. Very good, nice, supposedly. 

HABERMAN: Interesting. Interesting. 
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TRUMP: These are people recommended – people that I respect recommended them. People – 

I’ve heard very good things about them. In addition, we’re going to be adding some additional 

names that I’ve liked over the years. 

HABERMAN: Ah, O.K. 

TRUMP: I have very strong – as you’ve probably noticed – I’ve had very strong feelings on foreign 

policy and I’ve had very strong feelings on defense and offense. And I’ve been right about a lot 

of the things I’ve been saying. I’ve been right about a lot. And The New York Times criticized me 

very badly with a very major article when I said Brussels is a hellhole, and I talked about Brussels 

in a very negative way because of what they’re doing over there. And yesterday all over Twitter, 

as you probably saw, everybody said that Trump is right, The New York Times – You know, The 

New York Times really hit me hard on Brussels when I said recently that it’s a hellhole, and 

waiting to explode. And I didn’t even realize it, and then yesterday all over the place, Twitter 

was crazy that Trump was right, again, this time about Brussels. 

HABERMAN: You mean after the attacks? 

TRUMP: I’ve been right – Yeah, after the attack. I’ve been right about a lot of different things. 

So. Anyway. You know, in my book I mention Osama bin Laden, and I wrote the book in 2000, 

prior to the World Trade Center coming down and the reason I did is that I saw this guy and I 

read about this terrorist who was a very aggressive, bad dude. And I wrote about it in “The 

America We Deserve.” I wrote about Osama bin Laden. You know, not a lot, but a couple 

paragraphs – about Osama bin Laden. Look at him. You better take a look at him. And a year and 

a half later the World Trade Center came down. And your friend Joe Scarborough, interestingly, 

in one of his – you know, somebody had mentioned that, and Joe said, ‘No way. There’s no way 

he wrote about it before the fact.’ And they said no, no, and they sent out for the book, and they 

put it before him and he said, ‘Wow, you’re right. Trump wrote about Osama bin Laden before 

the World Trade Center came down. That’s amazing.’ So look, I’ve said a lot. I don’t get a lot of 

credit. I do from the people. I don’t from a lot of the media. But that’s O.K. I’d rather keep it that 

way. Hey David, I’d rather have it that way, I guess, right? 

(Laughter.) 

The Iran Deal 

 

SANGER: You have told us a lot about what your leverage would be over China in trade. Tell us 

on Iran: I know that you’ve said that you think that the Iran deal was an extremely bad deal. I’d 

be interested to know what your goals would be in renegotiating it. What your leverage would 

be and what you would renegotiate, what parts of the agreement. 

TRUMP: Sure. It’s not just that it’s a bad deal, David. It’s a deal that could’ve been so much better 

just if they’d walked a couple of times. They negotiated so badly. They were being mocked, they 

were being scorned, they were being harassed, our negotiators, including Kerry, back in Iran, by 

the various representatives and the leaders of Iran at the highest level. And they never walked. 

They should’ve walked, doubled up the sanctions, and made a good deal. Gotten the prisoners 
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out long before, not just after they gave the $150 billion. They should’ve never given the money 

back. There were so many things that were done, they were so, the negotiation was, and I think 

deals are fine, I think they’re good, not bad. But, you gotta make good deals, not bad deals. This 

deal was a disaster. 

SANGER: So, it’s a deal you would inherit if you were elected, so what I’m trying to get at is, what 

would you insist on. Are the restrictions on nuclear not long enough, are the missile restrictions 

not strong enough? 

TRUMP: Certainly the deal is not long enough. Because at the end of the deal they’re going to 

have great nuclear capability. So certainly the deal isn’t long enough. I would never have given 

them back the $150 billion under any circumstances. I would’ve never allowed that to happen. 

They are, they are now rich, and did you notice they’re buying from everybody but the United 

States? They’re buying planes, they’re buying everything, they’re buying from everybody but 

the United States. I would never have made the deal. 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling to them, sir. 

TRUMP: Uh, excuse me? 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling any planes or, we still have sanctions in the U.S. that 

would prevent the U.S. from being able to sell that equipment. 

TRUMP: So, how stupid is that? We give them the money, and we now say, “Go buy Airbus 

instead of Boeing,” right? So how stupid is that? In itself, what you just said, which is correct by 

the way, but would they now go and buy, you know, they bought 118 approximately, 118 Airbus 

planes. They didn’t buy Boeing planes, O.K.? We give them the money, and we say you can’t 

spend it in the United States, and create wealth and jobs in the United States. And on top of it, 

they didn’t, they in theory, I guess, cannot do that, you know, based on what I’ve understood. 

They can’t do that. It’s hard to believe. We gave them $150 billion and they can’t spend it in our 

country. 

SANGER: So you would lift the domestic sanctions so they could buy American goods? 

TRUMP: Well, I wouldn’t have given them back the money. So I wouldn’t be in that position. I 

would never have given them back the – that would never be a part of the negotiation. I would 

have never, ever given it to them, and I would’ve made a better deal than they made, without 

the money, and I would’ve made a better deal. 

SANGER: And to stop the missile launches they’ve been doing? 

TRUMP: Well, it’s ridiculous, I mean, now they’re doing missile launches, and they’re buying 

missiles from Russia, and they’re doing things that nobody thought were, you know, even 

permissible or in the deal, and they’re doing them. 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, one thing you didn’t talk about – 

TRUMP: That deal was one of the most incompetent deals of any kind I’ve ever seen. 

HABERMAN: One thing you talked about at Aipac – 
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TRUMP: Right, David, so I wouldn’t talk in terms of not buying because I would’ve never, ever 

given them the money. Go ahead. 

HABERMAN: Sorry, sir, one thing that didn’t come up at Aipac, I think in actually anyone’s 

speeches, but in yours also, I’m curious, in terms of Israel, and in terms of the peace process, do 

you think it should result in a two-state solution, or in a single state? 

“I wouldn’t want 

them to know what 

my real thinking is.” 

DONALD J. TRUMP, who told us his thinking on foreign policy — up to a point. Read the highlights. 

TRUMP: Well, I think a lot of people are saying it’s going to result in a two-state solution. What 

I would love to do is to, a lot of people are saying that. I’m not saying anything. What I’m going 

to do is, you know, I specifically don’t want to address the issue because I would love to see if a 

deal could be made. If a deal could be made. Now, I’m not sure it can be made, there’s such 

unbelievable hatred, there’s such, it’s ingrained, it’s in the blood, the hatred and the distrust, 

and the horror. But I would love to see if a real deal could be made. Not a deal that you know, 

lasts for three months, and then everybody starts shooting again. And a big part of that deal, 

you know, has to be to end terror, we have to end terror. But I would say this, in order to 

negotiate a deal, I’d want to go in there as evenly as possible and we’ll see if we can negotiate a 

deal. But I would absolutely give that a very hard try to do. You know, a lot of people think that’s 

the hardest of all deals to negotiate. A lot of people think that. So, but I would say that I would 

have a better chance than anybody of making a deal. I’ll tell you one thing, people that I know 

from Israel, many people, many, many people, and almost everybody would love to see a deal 

on the side of Israel. Everybody would, now with that being said, most people don’t think a deal 

can be made. But from the Israeli side, they would love to see a deal. And I’ve been a little bit 

surprised here. Now that I’m really into it, I’ve been a little bit surprised to hear that. I would’ve 

said, I would’ve said that maybe, maybe you know, maybe Israel never really wanted to make a 

deal or doesn’t really want to make a deal. They really want to make a deal, they want to make 

a good deal, they want to make a fair deal, but they do want to make a deal. And, almost 

everybody, and I’m talking to people off the record, and off the record, they really would like to 

see a deal. I’m not so sure that the other side can mentally, you know, get their heads around 

the deal, because the hatred is so incredible. Folks, I have to go. 

 

DEVELOPING VIEWS ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

 

Second interview begins: 

 

TRUMP: So go ahead, start off wherever you want. 
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SANGER: One place that might be a good place to start is where we ended up on the foreign 

policy advisers. Because we’re trying to figure out how much time you’re cutting out now for 

foreign policy as you said — it’s not an area you focused on in your business career as much. 

 

TRUMP: Well I enjoyed it, I enjoyed reading about it. But it wasn’t something that came into play 

as a business person. But I had an aptitude for it I think, and I enjoyed reading about and I would 

read about it. 

 

SANGER: One question we had for you is, first of all, since you enjoyed reading about it, is there 

any particular book or set of articles that you found influential in developing your own foreign 

policy views? 

 

TRUMP: More than anything else would be various newspapers including your own, you really 

get a vast array and, you know a big menu of different people and different ideas. You know you 

get a very big array of things from reading the media, from seeing the media, the papers, 

including yours. And it’s something that I’ve always found interesting and I think I’ve adapted to 

it pretty well. I will tell you my whole stance on NATO, David, has been — I just got back and I’m 

watching television and that’s all they’re talking about. And you know when I first said it, they 

sort of were scoffing. And now they’re really saying, well wait, do you know it’s really right? And 

maybe NATO — you know, it doesn’t talk about terror. Terror is a big thing right now. That wasn’t 

the big thing when it originated and people are starting to talk about the cost. 

 

SANGER: Well it’s geared toward state actors and you’re discussing gearing something toward 

nonstate actors. Is it possible that we need a new institution that is not burdened by the military 

structure of NATO in order to deal with nonstate actors and terrorists? 

 

TRUMP: I actually think in terms of terror you may be better off with a new institution, an 

institution that would be more fairly based, an institution that would be more fairly taken care 

of from an economic standpoint. You have many wealthy states over there that are not going to 

be there if it’s not for us, and they’re not going to be there if it is for terror. Whether it’s Saudi 

Arabia or others. I actually do think, while I’d like to adapt it, I think you have a different set of 

players, frankly. You have more of a Middle Eastern player and others but you would have in 

addition, Middle Eastern players. 

 

SANGER: Who are not currently members of NATO. You think the membership of NATO is not 

set up right for combating terror. 
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TRUMP: No, it was set up to talk about the Soviet Union. Now of course the Soviet Union doesn’t 

exist now it’s Russia, which is not the same size, in theory not the same power, but who knows 

about that because of weaponry, but it’s not the same size and this was set up for numerous 

things but for the Soviet Union. The point is the world is a much different place right now. And 

today all you have to do is read and see the world is, the big threat would seem to be based on 

terror and based on what’s going on in 90 percent, 95 percent of the horror stories. I think, 

probably a new institution maybe would be better for that than using NATO which was not 

meant for that. And it’s become very bureaucratic, extremely expensive and maybe is not 

flexible enough to go after terror. Terror is very much different than what NATO was set up for. 

 

SANGER: And requires a different kind of force. 

 

TRUMP: I think it requires a different flexibility, it requires a different speed maybe, watching 

nations or a nation or nations. I think it requires flexibility and speed. 

 

SANGER: So Maggie and I were at the end of our conversation this morning we were talking with 

you a little bit about your foreign policy advisers. There’s been a little bit of a sense that you’ve 

had a hard time attracting some of the bigger names of your party. There were a lot of former 

deputy secretaries of state, of defense, others were out there. And the list of advisers you’ve 

released so far has been very strong on having military backgrounds but not many with 

diplomatic backgrounds. We were wondering whether or not you are looking for a different mix 

or whether you’re having trouble attracting some of the big names. 

 

TRUMP: It’s interesting, it’s not trouble attracting. Many of them that I actually like a lot and 

that like me a lot and that want to do 100 percent, many of them are tied up with contracts 

working for various networks, you understand? I mean, I’ve had some that are — I currently 

have some that are thinking about getting out of their contract ‘cause they’re so excited about 

it. I’ve had a lot of excitement but there are some that are tied up where they have a contract 

with, as an example, they might have a contract with Fox, they may have a contract with CNN 

and they can’t do it. They have contracts with the various networks and maybe the media too. I 

don’t know about The Times but it’s possible — I think less likely, I’m not sure how that structure 

works with the actual newspapers. But there are some that I’ve spoken to that want to do it but 

they’re tied up with contracts that are with somebody else. There are some that were with 

campaigns that have now imploded, and I think they’re going to be free agents very shortly. Hey, 

a lot of campaigns have imploded in the last couple of months, which you people perhaps have 

seen just as vividly as I have. Right? Not as happily as I have, but nevertheless just as vividly. So 

you know there are actually, there are a lot of people available, there are a lot of good people 
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available. But some of the good people are currently under contract. Does that make sense to 

you, David? 

 

SANGER: Yup, Maggie, did you having anything more on that before we wanted to turn back to 

Israel? 

Donald J. Trump at a rally in Youngstown, Ohio, earlier this month. In a telephone interview on 

Friday, Mr. Trump agreed with a suggestion that his foreign policy ideas might best be summed 

up as “America First.” Credit Mark Makela for The New York Times 

Over two telephone conversations on Friday, Donald J. Trump, the Republican presidential 

candidate, discussed his views on foreign policy with Maggie Haberman and David E. Sanger of 

The New York Times. Here is an edited transcript of their interview (or just the highlights). 

 

HABERMAN: I wanted to ask you about some things that you said in Washington on Monday, 

more recently. But you’ve talked about them a bunch. So, you have said on several occasions 

that you want Japan and South Korea to pay more for their own defense. You’ve been saying 

versions of that about Japan for 30 years. Would you object if they got their own nuclear arsenal, 

given the threat that they face from North Korea and China? 

 

TRUMP: Well, you know, at some point, there is going to be a point at which we just can’t do 

this anymore. And, I know the upsides and the downsides. But right now we’re protecting, we’re 

basically protecting Japan, and we are, every time North Korea raises its head, you know, we get 

calls from Japan and we get calls from everybody else, and “Do something.” And there’ll be a 

point at which we’re just not going to be able to do it anymore. Now, does that mean nuclear? 

It could mean nuclear. It’s a very scary nuclear world. Biggest problem, to me, in the world, is 

nuclear, and proliferation. At the same time, you know, we’re a country that doesn’t have money. 

You know, when we did these deals, we were a rich country. We’re not a rich country. We were 

a rich country with a very strong military and tremendous capability in so many ways. We’re not 

anymore. We have a military that’s severely depleted. We have nuclear arsenals which are in 

very terrible shape. They don’t even know if they work. We’re not the same country, Maggie 

and David, I mean, I think you would both agree. 

 

SANGER: So, just to follow Maggie’s thought there, though, the Japanese view has always been, 

if the United States, at any point, felt as if it was uncomfortable defending them, there has 

always been a segment of Japanese society, and of Korean society that said, “Well, maybe we 

should have our own nuclear deterrent, because if the U.S. isn’t certain, we need to make sure 

the North Koreans know that.” Is that a reasonable position. Do you think at some point they 

should have their own arsenal? 
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TRUMP: Well, it’s a position that we have to talk about, and it’s a position that at some point is 

something that we have to talk about, and if the United States keeps on its path, its current path 

of weakness, they’re going to want to have that anyway with or without me discussing it, 

because I don’t think they feel very secure in what’s going on with our country, David. You know, 

if you look at how we backed our enemies, it hasn’t – how we backed our allies – it hasn’t exactly 

been strong. When you look at various places throughout the world, it hasn’t been very strong. 

And I just don’t think we’re viewed the same way that we were 20 or 25 years ago, or 30 years 

ago. And, you know, I think it’s a problem. You know, something like that, unless we get very 

strong, very powerful and very rich, quickly, I’m sure those things are being discussed over there 

anyway without our discussion. 

 

HABERMAN: Will you – 

 

SANGER: And would you have an objection to it? 

 

TRUMP: Um, at some point, we cannot be the policeman of the world. And unfortunately, we 

have a nuclear world now. And you have, Pakistan has them. You have, probably, North Korea 

has them. I mean, they don’t have delivery yet, but you know, probably, I mean to me, that’s a 

big problem. And, would I rather have North Korea have them with Japan sitting there having 

them also? You may very well be better off if that’s the case. In other words, where Japan is 

defending itself against North Korea, which is a real problem. You very well may have a better 

case right there. We certainly haven’t been able to do much with him and with North Korea. But 

you may very well have a better case. You know, one of the things with the, with our Japanese 

relationship, and I’m a big fan of Japan, by the way. I have many, many friends there. I do 

business with Japan. But, that, if we are attacked, they don’t have to do anything. If they’re 

attacked, we have to go out with full force. You understand. That’s a pretty one-sided agreement, 

right there. In other words, if we’re attacked, they do not have to come to our defense, if they’re 

attacked, we have to come totally to their defense. And that is a, that’s a real problem. 

 

Nuclear Weapons, Cyberwarfare and Spying on Allies 

 

HABERMAN: Would you, you were just talking about the nuclear world we live in, and you’ve 

said many times, and I’ve heard you say it throughout the campaign, that you want the U.S. to 

be more unpredictable. Would you be willing to have the U.S. be the first to use nuclear weapons 

in a confrontation with adversaries? 
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TRUMP: An absolute last step. I think it’s the biggest, I personally think it’s the biggest problem 

the world has, nuclear capability. I think it’s the single biggest problem. When people talk global 

warming, I say the global warming that we have to be careful of is the nuclear global warming. 

Single biggest problem that the world has. Power of weaponry today is beyond anything ever 

thought of, or even, you know, it’s unthinkable, the power. You look at Hiroshima and you can 

multiply that times many, many times, is what you have today. And to me, it’s the single biggest, 

it’s the single biggest problem. 

 

SANGER: You know, we have an alternative these days in a growing cyberarsenal. You’ve seen 

the growing cybercommand and so forth. Could you give us a vision of whether or not you think 

that the United States should regularly be using cyberweapons, perhaps, as an alternative to 

nuclear? And if so, how would you either threaten or employ those? 

 

TRUMP: I don’t see it as an alternative to nuclear in terms of, in terms of ultimate power. Look, 

in the perfect world everybody would agree that nuclear would, you know, be so destructive, 

and this was always the theory, or was certainly the theory of many. That the power is so 

enormous that nobody would ever use them. But, as you know, we’re dealing with people in the 

world today that would use them, O.K.? Possibly numerous people that use them, and use them 

without hesitation if they had them. And there’s nothing, there’s nothing as, there’s nothing as 

meaningful or as powerful as that, and you know the problem is, and it used to be, and you 

would hear this, David, and I would hear it, and everybody would hear it, and — I’m not sure I 

believed it, ever. I talk sometimes about my uncle from M.I.T., and he would tell me many years 

ago when he was up at M.I.T. as a, he was a professor, he was a great guy in many respects, but 

a very brilliant guy, and he would tell me many years ago about the power of weapons someday, 

that the destructive force of these weapons would be so massive, that it’s going to be a scary 

world. And, you know, we have been under the impression that, well we’ve been, I think it’s 

misguided somewhat, I’ve always felt this but that nobody would ever use them because of the 

power. And the first one to use them, I think that would be a very bad thing. And I will tell you, 

I would very much not want to be the first one to use them, that I can say. 

 

HABERMAN: O.K. 

 

SANGER: The question was about cyber, how would you envision using cyberweapons? 

Cyberweapons in an attack to take out a power grid in a city, so forth. 

 

TRUMP: First off, we’re so obsolete in cyber. We’re the ones that sort of were very much 

involved with the creation, but we’re so obsolete, we just seem to be toyed with by so many 

different countries, already. And we don’t know who’s doing what. We don’t know who’s got 
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the power, who’s got that capability, some people say it’s China, some people say it’s Russia. 

But certainly cyber has to be a, you know, certainly cyber has to be in our thought process, very 

strongly in our thought process. Inconceivable that, inconceivable the power of cyber. But as 

you say, you can take out, you can take out, you can make countries nonfunctioning with a 

strong use of cyber. I don’t think we’re there. I don’t think we’re as advanced as other countries 

are, and I think you probably would agree with that. I don’t think we’re advanced, I think we’re 

going backwards in so many different ways. I think we’re going backwards with our military. I 

certainly don’t think we are, we move forward with cyber, but other countries are moving 

forward at a much more rapid pace. We are frankly not being led very well in terms of the 

protection of this country. 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, just a quick follow-up on that question. As you know, we discovered in 

recent years that the U.S. spies extensively against its allies. That’s what came up with Edward 

Snowden and his data trove including Israel and Germany. 

 

TRUMP: Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 

 

HABERMAN: But would you continue the programs that are in place now, or would you halt 

them, in terms of spying against our allies? 

 

SANGER: Like Israel and Germany. 

 

TRUMP: Right. They’re spying against us. Edward Snowden has caused us tremendous problems. 

Edward Snowden has been, you know, you have the two views on Snowden, obviously: You have, 

he’s wonderful, and you have he’s horrible. I’m in the horrible category. He’s caused us 

tremendous problems with trust, with everything about, you know, when they’re showing, 

Merkel’s cellphone has been spied on, and are – Now, they’re doing it to us, and other countries 

certainly are doing it to us, and but what I think what he did, I think it was a tremendous, a 

tremendous disservice to the United States. I think and I think it’s amazing that we can’t get him 

back. 

 

SANGER: President Obama ordered an end to the spying, to the listening in on Angela Merkel’s 

cellphone, if that’s in fact what we were doing. Was that the right decision? 

 

“We will not be ripped off 
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anymore. We’re going to 

be friendly with everybody, 

but we’re not going to be 

taken advantage of by anybody.” 

MR. TRUMP, whose view of the world is “America First.” Read the highlights. 

TRUMP: Well you see, I don’t know that, you know, when I talk about unpredictability, I’m not 

sure that we should be talking about me – On the assumption that I’m doing well, which I am, 

and that I may be in that position, I’m not sure that I would want to be talking about that. You 

understand what I mean by that, David. We’re so open, we’re so, “Oh I wouldn’t do this, I 

wouldn’t do that, I would do this, I would do that.” And it’s not so much with Merkel, but it’s 

certainly with other countries. You know, that really, where there’s, where there’s a different 

kind of relationship, and a much worse relationship than with Germany. So, you know there’s 

so, there’s such predictability with our country. We go and we send 50 soldiers over to the 

Middle East and President Obama gets up and announces that we’re sending 50 soldiers to the 

Middle East. Fifty very special soldiers. And they now have a target on their back, and everything 

we do, we announce, instead of winning, and announcing when it’s all over. There’s such, total 

predictability of this country, and it’s one of the reasons we do so poorly. You know, I’d rather 

not say that. I would like to see what they’re doing. Because you know, many countries, I can’t 

say Germany, but many countries are spying on us. I think that was a great disservice done by 

Edward Snowden. That I can tell you. 

 

How to Defeat ISIS 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, you have talked about your plans to defeat ISIS, and how you would 

approach it. Would you be willing to stop buying oil from the Saudis if they’re unwilling to go in 

and help? 
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SANGER: On the ground? 

 

TRUMP: Oh yeah, sure. I would do that. The beautiful thing about oil is that, you know, we’re 

really getting close, because of fracking, and because of new technology, we’re really in a 

position that we weren’t in, you know, years ago, and the reason we’re in the Middle East is for 

oil. And all of a sudden we’re finding out that there’s less reason to be. Now, now, we’re in the 
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Middle East for really defense, because we can’t allow them, I mean, look, I was against the war 

in Iraq. I thought it would destabilize the Middle East, and it has destabilized it, it’s totally 

destabilized the Middle East. The way Obama got out of the war was, you know, disgraceful, and 

idiotic. When he announced the date certain, they pulled back, and they said, “Oh, well.” As 

much as they don’t mind dying, they do mind dying. And they pulled back, and then, you know, 

it’s a, it was a terrible thing the way he announced that, and then he didn’t leave troops behind 

so that, you know, whatever there was of Iraq, which in my opinion wasn’t very much, because 

I think that, you know, the government was totally corrupt, and they put the wrong people in 

charge, and you know, that in its own way led to the formation of ISIS, because they weren’t 

given their due. But, I think that President Obama, the way he got out of that war was 

unbelievable. I think Hillary Clinton was catastrophic in those decisions, having to do with Libya 

and just about everything else. Every bad decision that you could make in the Middle East was 

made. And now if you look at it, if you would go back 15 years ago, and I’m not saying it was 

only Obama, It was Obama’s getting out, it was other people’s getting in, but you go back 15 

years ago, and I say this, if our presidents would have just gone to the beach and enjoyed the 

ocean and the sun, we would’ve been much better off in the Middle East, than all of this 

tremendous death, destruction, and you know, monetary loss, it’s just incredible. ’Cause we’re 

further, we’re far worse off today than we were 15 years ago or 10 years ago in the Middle East. 

Far worse. 

 

SANGER: But I just want to make sure I understand your answer to Maggie’s question. So you 

said earlier this week that we should use air power but not send in ground forces. That had to 

be done by the regional Arab partners. We assume by that, you mean the Saudis, the U.A.E. and 

others from whom we might purchase oil or have alliances. I think Maggie’s question, if I 

understood it right, was if these countries are unwilling to send in ground troops against ISIS, 

and so far they have been, despite President Obama’s efforts to get them in, would you be 

willing to say, “We will stop buying oil from you, until you send ground troops?” 

 

TRUMP: There’s two answers to that. The answer is, probably yes, but I would also say this: We 

are not being reimbursed for our protection of many of the countries that you’ll be talking about, 

that, including Saudi Arabia. You know, Saudi Arabia, for a period of time, now the oil has gone 

down, but still the numbers are phenomenal, and the amount of money they have is 

phenomenal. But we protect countries, and take tremendous monetary hits on protecting 

countries. That would include Saudi Arabia, but it would include many other countries, as you 

know. We have, there’s a whole big list of them. We lose, everywhere. We lose monetarily, 

everywhere. And yet, without us, Saudi Arabia wouldn’t exist for very long. It would be, you 

know, a catastrophic failure without our protection. And I’m trying to figure out, why is it that 

we aren’t going in and saying, at a minimum, at a minimum it’s a two-part question, with respect 

to Maggie’s question. But why aren’t we going in and saying, “At a minimum, I’m sorry folks, but 

you have to, under no circumstances can we continue to do this.” You know, we needed, we 

needed oil desperately years ago. Today, because – again, because of the new technologies, and 

because of places that we never thought had oil, and they do have oil, and there’s a glut on the 
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market, there’s a tremendous glut on the market, I mean you have ships out at sea that are 

loaded up and they don’t even know where to go dump it. But we don’t have that same pressure 

anymore, at all. And we shouldn’t have that for a long period of time, because there’s so many 

places. I mean, they’re closing wells all over the place. So, I would say this, I would say at a 

minimum, we have to be reimbursed, substantially reimbursed, I mean, to a point that’s far 

greater than what we’re being paid right now. Because we’re not being reimbursed for the kind 

of tremendous service that we’re performing by protecting various countries. Now Saudi 

Arabia’s one of them. I think if Saudi Arabia was without the cloak of American protection of our 

country’s, of U.S. protection, think of Saudi Arabia. I don’t think it would be around. It would be, 

whether it was internal or external, it wouldn’t be around for very long. And they’re a money 

machine, they’re a monetary machine, and yet they don’t reimburse us the way we should be 

reimbursed. So that’s a real problem. And frankly, I think it’s a real, in terms of bringing our 

country back, because our country’s a poor country. Our country is a debtor nation, we’re a 

debtor nation. I mean, we owe trillions of dollars to people that are buying our bonds, in the 

form of other countries. You look at China, where we owe them $1.7 trillion, you have Japan, 

$1.5 trillion. We’re a debtor nation. We can’t be a debtor nation. I don’t want to be a debtor 

nation. I want it to be the other way. One of the reasons we’re a debtor nation, we spend so 

much on the military, but the military isn’t for us. The military is to be policeman for other 

countries. And to watch over other countries. And there comes a point that, and many of these 

countries are tremendously rich countries. Not powerful countries, but – in some cases they are 

powerful – but rich countries. 

 

SANGER: One more along the lines of your ISIS strategy. You’ve seen the current strategy, which 

is, you’ve seen Secretary Kerry trying to seek a political accord between President Assad and the 

rebel forces, with Assad eventually leaving. And then the hope is to turn all those forces, 

including Russia and Iran, against ISIS. Is that the right way to do it? Do you have an alternative 

approach? 

 

TRUMP: Well, I thought the approach of fighting Assad and ISIS simultaneously was madness, 

and idiocy. They’re fighting each other and yet we’re fighting both of them. You know, we were 

fighting both of them. I think that our far bigger problem than Assad is ISIS, I’ve always felt that. 

Assad is, you know I’m not saying Assad is a good man, ’cause he’s not, but our far greater 

problem is not Assad, it’s ISIS. 

 

SANGER: I think President Obama would agree with that. 

 

TRUMP: O.K., well, that’s good. But at the same time – yeah, he would agree with that, I think 

to an extent. But I think, you can’t be fighting two people that are fighting each other, and 

fighting them together. You have to pick one or the other. And you have to go at – 
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SANGER: So how would your strategy differ from what he’s doing right now? 

 

TRUMP: Well I can only tell you – I can’t tell you, because his strategy, it’s open and it would 

seem to be fighting ISIS but he’s fighting it in such a limited capacity. I’ve been saying, take the 

oil. I’ve been saying it for years. Take the oil. They still haven’t taken the oil. They still haven’t 

taken it. And they hardly hit the oil. They hardly make a dent in the oil. 

 

SANGER: The oil that ISIS is pumping. 

 

TRUMP: Yes, the oil that ISIS is pumping, where they’re getting tremendous amounts of revenue. 

I’ve said, hit the banking channels. You know, they have very sophisticated banking channels, 

which I understand, but I don’t think a lot of people do understand. You know, they’re taking in 

tremendous amounts of money from banking channels. That, you know, many people in 

countries that you think are our allies, are giving ISIS tremendous amounts of money and it’s 

going through very dark banking channels. And we should have stopped those banking channels 

long ago and I think we’ve done nothing to stop them, and that money is massive. Massive. It’s 

a massive amount of money. So it’s not only from oil, David, it’s from also the bank, the bank. 

It’s through banks. And very sophisticated channels. They call them the dark channels. Very 

sophisticated channels. And money is coming in from people that we think are our allies. 

 

‘NATO Is Obsolete’ 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, I also want to go back to something you said earlier this week about 

NATO being ineffective. Do you think it’s the right institution for countering terror or do we need 

a new one and what might that new one look like? 

 

TRUMP: Well I said something a few days ago and I was vastly criticized and I notice now this 

morning, people are saying Donald Trump is a genius. Because what I said – which of course is 

always nice to hear, David. But I was asked a question about NATO, and I’ve thought this but I 

have never expressed my opinion because until recently I’ve been an entrepreneur, I’ve been a 

very successful entrepreneur as opposed to a politician. And – I’d love to ask David, Maggie, if 

he’s a little surprised at how well I’ve done. You know, we’ve knocked out a lot. We’re down to 

the leftovers now, from the way I look at it. I call them the leftovers. 
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(Laughter.) 

 

So anyway, but the question was asked of me a few days ago about NATO, and I said, well, I have 

two problems with NATO. No. 1, it’s obsolete. When NATO was formed many decades ago we 

were a different country. There was a different threat. Soviet Union was, the Soviet Union, not 

Russia, which was much bigger than Russia, as you know. And, it was certainly much more 

powerful than even today’s Russia, although again you go back into the weaponry. But, but – I 

said, I think NATO is obsolete, and I think that – because I don’t think – right now we don’t have 

somebody looking at terror, and we should be looking at terror. And you may want to add and 

subtract from NATO in terms of countries. But we have to be looking at terror, because terror 

today is the big threat. Terror from all different parts. You know in the old days you’d have 

uniforms and you’d go to war and you’d see who your enemy was, and today we have no idea 

who the enemy is. 

 

SANGER: If you just think about Maggie’s question about whether it’s the right institution for 

this, when you go to NATO these days, in Brussels, not far from where we’ve seen — just miles 

from where we saw the attacks the other day — 

 

TRUMP: Which is amazing, right? Which is amazing in itself. Yes? 

 

SANGER: What they’ll say to you is that Russia is resurgent right now. They are rebuilding their 

nuclear arsenal. They’re [unintelligible] Baltics. We’ve got submarine runs, air runs. Things that 

have at least echoes of the old Cold War. The view is that their mission is coming back. Do you 

agree with that? 

 

TRUMP: I’ll tell you the problems I have with NATO. No. 1, we pay far too much. We are spending 

— you know, in fact, they’re even making it so the percentages are greater. NATO is unfair, 

economically, to us, to the United States. Because it really helps them more so than the United 

States, and we pay a disproportionate share. Now, I’m a person that — you notice I talk about 

economics quite a bit, in these military situations, because it is about economics, because we 

don’t have money anymore because we’ve been taking care of so many people in so many 

different forms that we don’t have money — and countries, and countries. So NATO is something 

that at the time was excellent. Today, it has to be changed. It has to be changed to include terror. 

It has to be changed from the standpoint of cost because the United States bears far too much 

of the cost of NATO. And one of the things that I hated seeing is Ukraine. Now I’m all for Ukraine, 

I have friends that live in Ukraine, but it didn’t seem to me, when the Ukrainian problem arose, 

you know, not so long ago, and we were, and Russia was getting very confrontational, it didn’t 

seem to me like anyone else cared other than us. And we are the least affected by what happens 
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with Ukraine because we’re the farthest away. But even their neighbors didn’t seem to be 

talking about it. And, you know, you look at Germany, you look at other countries, and they 

didn’t seem to be very much involved. It was all about us and Russia. And I wondered, why is it 

that countries that are bordering the Ukraine and near the Ukraine – why is it that they’re not 

more involved? Why is it that they are not more involved? Why is it always the United States 

that gets right in the middle of things, with something that – you know, it affects us, but not 

nearly as much as it affects other countries. And then I say, and on top of everything else – and 

I think you understand that, David – because, if you look back, and if you study your reports and 

everybody else’s reports, how often do you see other countries saying ‘We must stop, we must 

stop.” They don’t do it! And, in fact, with the gas, you know, they wanted the oil, they wanted 

other things from Russia, and they were just keeping their mouths shut. And here the United 

States was going out and, you know, being fairly tough on the Ukraine. And I said to myself, isn’t 

that interesting? We’re fighting for the Ukraine, but nobody else is fighting for the Ukraine other 

than the Ukraine itself, of course, and I said, it doesn’t seem fair and it doesn’t seem logical. 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, speaking of – 

 

TRUMP: David, does that make sense to you, by the way? 

 

SANGER: Well, President Obama said the other day in an interview he had that he thought that 

Russia, over time, was always going to have more influence over Ukraine than we would or 

anyone else would just given both the history and the geography. 

 

TRUMP: And the location, right. The geography. I would agree with him. 

 

SANGER: And so in the end do you agree that Russia is going to end up dominating the Ukraine? 

 

TRUMP: Well, unless, unless there is, you know, somewhat of a resurgence frankly from people 

that are around it. Or they would ask us for help. But they don’t ask us for help. They’re not even 

asking us for help. They’re literally not even talking about it, and these are the countries that 

border the Ukraine. 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump – 
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TRUMP: There doesn’t seem to be any great anxiety over the Ukraine by everybody that should 

be affected and that’s bordering the Ukraine. 

 

SANGER: There are several countries that have joined NATO in recent times – Estonia, among 

them, and so forth – that we are now bound by treaty to defend if Russia moved in. Would you 

observe that part of the treaty? 

 

TRUMP: Yeah, I would. It’s a treaty, it’s there. I mean, we defend everybody. (Laughs.) We 

defend everybody. No matter who it is, we defend everybody. We’re defending the world. But 

we owe, soon, it’s soon to be $21 trillion. You know, it’s 19 now but it’s soon to be 21 trillion. 

But we defend everybody. When in doubt, come to the United States. We’ll defend you. In some 

cases free of charge. And in all cases for a substantially, you know, greater amount. We spend a 

substantially greater amount than what the people are paying. We, we have to think also in 

terms – we have to think about the world, but we also have – I mean look at what China’s doing 

in the South China Sea. I mean they are totally disregarding our country and yet we have made 

China a rich country because of our bad trade deals. Our trade deals are so bad. And we have 

made them – we have rebuilt China and yet they will go in the South China Sea and build a 

military fortress the likes of which perhaps the world has not seen. Amazing, actually. They do 

that, and they do that at will because they have no respect for our president and they have no 

respect for our country. Hey folks, I’m going to have to get off here now. Did you – 

 

Tensions in the South China Sea 

 

HABERMAN: I just had one quick follow-up on what you were saying about the South China Sea. 

How would you counter that assertiveness over those islands? Among other things, it’s 

increasingly valuable real estate strategically. Would you be willing to build our own islands 

there? 

 

TRUMP: Well what you have to do – and you have to speak to Japan and other countries, 

because they’re affected far greater than we are – you understand that – I mean, they’re 

affected far – I just think the act is so brazen, and it’s so terrible that they would do that without 

any consultation, without anything, and yet they’ll sell their products to the United States and 

rebuild China, and frankly, even the islands, I mean, you know, they’ve made so much economic 

progress because of the United States. And in the meantime we’re becoming a third-world 

nation. You look at our airports, you look at our roadways, you look at our bridges are falling 

down. They’re building bridges all over the place, ours are falling down. You know, we’ve rebuilt 

China. The money they’ve drained out of the United States has rebuilt China. And they’ve done 
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it through monetary manipulation, by devaluations. And very sophisticated. I mean, they’re 

grand chess players at devaluation. But they’ve done it – 

 

SANGER: I think what Maggie was asking was how would you deter their activity. Right now 

(Crosstalk) – But would you claim some of those reef scenarios to try to build our own military – 

 

TRUMP: Perhaps, but we have great economic – and people don’t understand this – but we have 

tremendous economic power over China. We have tremendous power. And that’s the power of 

trade. Because they use us as their bank, as their piggy bank, they take – but they don’t have to 

pay us back. It’s better than a bank because they take money out but then they don’t have to 

pay us back. 

 

SANGER: So you would cut into trade in return – 

 

TRUMP: No, I would use trade to negotiate. 

 

HABERMAN: Oh, O.K. My last question. Sir, my last – 

 

TRUMP: I would use trade to negotiate. Would I go to war? Look, let me just tell you. There’s a 

question I wouldn’t want to answer. Because I don’t want to say I won’t or I will or – do you 

understand that, David? That’s the problem with our country. A politician would say, ‘Oh I would 

never go to war,’ or they’d say, ‘Oh I would go to war.’ I don’t want to say what I’d do because, 

again, we need unpredictability. You know, if I win, I don’t want to be in a position where I’ve 

said I would or I wouldn’t. I don’t want them to know what I’m thinking. The problem we have 

is that, maybe because it’s a democracy and maybe because we have to be so open – maybe 

because you have to say what you have to say in order to get elected – who knows? But I 

wouldn’t want to say. I wouldn’t want them to know what my real thinking is. But I will tell you 

this. This is the one aspect I can tell you. I would use trade, absolutely, as a bargaining chip. 

 

His Foreign Policy Team 

 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, how did you come to settle on your foreign policy team? I know that 

it’s still in formation and you’ve said – 
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TRUMP: Recommended by people. And we’re going to have new people put in. In fact, we have 

additional people too. You’ve got the one list, I think, but we have – we actually have – I only 

gave certain names. 

 

HABERMAN: But did you meet with them? 

 

TRUMP: We have some others that I really like a lot and we’re going to put them in. Maj. Gen. 

Gary Harrell. Maj. Gen. Bert Mizuwawa. (Ed. note: It’s Mizusawa.) 

 

HABERMAN: These are the additional ones? 

 

TRUMP: Rear Adm. Chuck Kubic. Yeah. He’s Navy, retired. Very good, nice, supposedly. 

 

HABERMAN: Interesting. Interesting. 

 

TRUMP: These are people recommended – people that I respect recommended them. People – 

I’ve heard very good things about them. In addition, we’re going to be adding some additional 

names that I’ve liked over the years. 

 

HABERMAN: Ah, O.K. 

 

TRUMP: I have very strong – as you’ve probably noticed – I’ve had very strong feelings on foreign 

policy and I’ve had very strong feelings on defense and offense. And I’ve been right about a lot 

of the things I’ve been saying. I’ve been right about a lot. And The New York Times criticized me 

very badly with a very major article when I said Brussels is a hellhole, and I talked about Brussels 

in a very negative way because of what they’re doing over there. And yesterday all over Twitter, 

as you probably saw, everybody said that Trump is right, The New York Times – You know, The 

New York Times really hit me hard on Brussels when I said recently that it’s a hellhole, and 

waiting to explode. And I didn’t even realize it, and then yesterday all over the place, Twitter 

was crazy that Trump was right, again, this time about Brussels. 

 

HABERMAN: You mean after the attacks? 
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TRUMP: I’ve been right – Yeah, after the attack. I’ve been right about a lot of different things. 

So. Anyway. You know, in my book I mention Osama bin Laden, and I wrote the book in 2000, 

prior to the World Trade Center coming down and the reason I did is that I saw this guy and I 

read about this terrorist who was a very aggressive, bad dude. And I wrote about it in “The 

America We Deserve.” I wrote about Osama bin Laden. You know, not a lot, but a couple 

paragraphs – about Osama bin Laden. Look at him. You better take a look at him. And a year and 

a half later the World Trade Center came down. And your friend Joe Scarborough, interestingly, 

in one of his – you know, somebody had mentioned that, and Joe said, ‘No way. There’s no way 

he wrote about it before the fact.’ And they said no, no, and they sent out for the book, and they 

put it before him and he said, ‘Wow, you’re right. Trump wrote about Osama bin Laden before 

the World Trade Center came down. That’s amazing.’ So look, I’ve said a lot. I don’t get a lot of 

credit. I do from the people. I don’t from a lot of the media. But that’s O.K. I’d rather keep it that 

way. Hey David, I’d rather have it that way, I guess, right? 

 

(Laughter.) 

 

The Iran Deal 

 

SANGER: You have told us a lot about what your leverage would be over China in trade. Tell us 

on Iran: I know that you’ve said that you think that the Iran deal was an extremely bad deal. I’d 

be interested to know what your goals would be in renegotiating it. What your leverage would 

be and what you would renegotiate, what parts of the agreement. 

 

TRUMP: Sure. It’s not just that it’s a bad deal, David. It’s a deal that could’ve been so much better 

just if they’d walked a couple of times. They negotiated so badly. They were being mocked, they 

were being scorned, they were being harassed, our negotiators, including Kerry, back in Iran, by 

the various representatives and the leaders of Iran at the highest level. And they never walked. 

They should’ve walked, doubled up the sanctions, and made a good deal. Gotten the prisoners 

out long before, not just after they gave the $150 billion. They should’ve never given the money 

back. There were so many things that were done, they were so, the negotiation was, and I think 

deals are fine, I think they’re good, not bad. But, you gotta make good deals, not bad deals. This 

deal was a disaster. 

 

SANGER: So, it’s a deal you would inherit if you were elected, so what I’m trying to get at is, what 

would you insist on. Are the restrictions on nuclear not long enough, are the missile restrictions 

not strong enough? 
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TRUMP: Certainly the deal is not long enough. Because at the end of the deal they’re going to 

have great nuclear capability. So certainly the deal isn’t long enough. I would never have given 

them back the $150 billion under any circumstances. I would’ve never allowed that to happen. 

They are, they are now rich, and did you notice they’re buying from everybody but the United 

States? They’re buying planes, they’re buying everything, they’re buying from everybody but 

the United States. I would never have made the deal. 

 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling to them, sir. 

 

TRUMP: Uh, excuse me? 

 

SANGER: Our law prevents us from selling any planes or, we still have sanctions in the U.S. that 

would prevent the U.S. from being able to sell that equipment. 

 

TRUMP: So, how stupid is that? We give them the money, and we now say, “Go buy Airbus 

instead of Boeing,” right? So how stupid is that? In itself, what you just said, which is correct by 

the way, but would they now go and buy, you know, they bought 118 approximately, 118 Airbus 

planes. They didn’t buy Boeing planes, O.K.? We give them the money, and we say you can’t 

spend it in the United States, and create wealth and jobs in the United States. And on top of it, 

they didn’t, they in theory, I guess, cannot do that, you know, based on what I’ve understood. 

They can’t do that. It’s hard to believe. We gave them $150 billion and they can’t spend it in our 

country. 

 

SANGER: So you would lift the domestic sanctions so they could buy American goods? 

 

TRUMP: Well, I wouldn’t have given them back the money. So I wouldn’t be in that position. I 

would never have given them back the – that would never be a part of the negotiation. I would 

have never, ever given it to them, and I would’ve made a better deal than they made, without 

the money, and I would’ve made a better deal. 

 

SANGER: And to stop the missile launches they’ve been doing? 

 

TRUMP: Well, it’s ridiculous, I mean, now they’re doing missile launches, and they’re buying 

missiles from Russia, and they’re doing things that nobody thought were, you know, even 

permissible or in the deal, and they’re doing them. 
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HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, one thing you didn’t talk about – 

 

TRUMP: That deal was one of the most incompetent deals of any kind I’ve ever seen. 

 

HABERMAN: One thing you talked about at Aipac – 

 

TRUMP: Right, David, so I wouldn’t talk in terms of not buying because I would’ve never, ever 

given them the money. Go ahead. 

 

HABERMAN: Sorry, sir, one thing that didn’t come up at Aipac, I think in actually anyone’s 

speeches, but in yours also, I’m curious, in terms of Israel, and in terms of the peace process, do 

you think it should result in a two-state solution, or in a single state? 

 

“I wouldn’t want 

them to know what 

my real thinking is.” 

DONALD J. TRUMP, who told us his thinking on foreign policy — up to a point. Read the highlights. 

TRUMP: Well, I think a lot of people are saying it’s going to result in a two-state solution. What 

I would love to do is to, a lot of people are saying that. I’m not saying anything. What I’m going 

to do is, you know, I specifically don’t want to address the issue because I would love to see if a 

deal could be made. If a deal could be made. Now, I’m not sure it can be made, there’s such 

unbelievable hatred, there’s such, it’s ingrained, it’s in the blood, the hatred and the distrust, 

and the horror. But I would love to see if a real deal could be made. Not a deal that you know, 

lasts for three months, and then everybody starts shooting again. And a big part of that deal, 

you know, has to be to end terror, we have to end terror. But I would say this, in order to 

negotiate a deal, I’d want to go in there as evenly as possible and we’ll see if we can negotiate a 

deal. But I would absolutely give that a very hard try to do. You know, a lot of people think that’s 

the hardest of all deals to negotiate. A lot of people think that. So, but I would say that I would 

have a better chance than anybody of making a deal. I’ll tell you one thing, people that I know 

from Israel, many people, many, many people, and almost everybody would love to see a deal 

on the side of Israel. Everybody would, now with that being said, most people don’t think a deal 

can be made. But from the Israeli side, they would love to see a deal. And I’ve been a little bit 

surprised here. Now that I’m really into it, I’ve been a little bit surprised to hear that. I would’ve 

said, I would’ve said that maybe, maybe you know, maybe Israel never really wanted to make a 
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deal or doesn’t really want to make a deal. They really want to make a deal, they want to make 

a good deal, they want to make a fair deal, but they do want to make a deal. And, almost 

everybody, and I’m talking to people off the record, and off the record, they really would like to 

see a deal. I’m not so sure that the other side can mentally, you know, get their heads around 

the deal, because the hatred is so incredible. Folks, I have to go. 

 

Developing Views on Foreign Affairs 

 

Second interview begins: 

 

TRUMP: So go ahead, start off wherever you want. 

 

SANGER: One place that might be a good place to start is where we ended up on the foreign 

policy advisers. Because we’re trying to figure out how much time you’re cutting out now for 

foreign policy as you said — it’s not an area you focused on in your business career as much. 

 

TRUMP: Well I enjoyed it, I enjoyed reading about it. But it wasn’t something that came into play 

as a business person. But I had an aptitude for it I think, and I enjoyed reading about and I would 

read about it. 

 

SANGER: One question we had for you is, first of all, since you enjoyed reading about it, is there 

any particular book or set of articles that you found influential in developing your own foreign 

policy views? 

 

TRUMP: More than anything else would be various newspapers including your own, you really 

get a vast array and, you know a big menu of different people and different ideas. You know you 

get a very big array of things from reading the media, from seeing the media, the papers, 

including yours. And it’s something that I’ve always found interesting and I think I’ve adapted to 

it pretty well. I will tell you my whole stance on NATO, David, has been — I just got back and I’m 

watching television and that’s all they’re talking about. And you know when I first said it, they 

sort of were scoffing. And now they’re really saying, well wait, do you know it’s really right? And 

maybe NATO — you know, it doesn’t talk about terror. Terror is a big thing right now. That wasn’t 

the big thing when it originated and people are starting to talk about the cost. 
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SANGER: Well it’s geared toward state actors and you’re discussing gearing something toward 

nonstate actors. Is it possible that we need a new institution that is not burdened by the military 

structure of NATO in order to deal with nonstate actors and terrorists? 

 

TRUMP: I actually think in terms of terror you may be better off with a new institution, an 

institution that would be more fairly based, an institution that would be more fairly taken care 

of from an economic standpoint. You have many wealthy states over there that are not going to 

be there if it’s not for us, and they’re not going to be there if it is for terror. Whether it’s Saudi 

Arabia or others. I actually do think, while I’d like to adapt it, I think you have a different set of 

players, frankly. You have more of a Middle Eastern player and others but you would have in 

addition, Middle Eastern players. 

 

SANGER: Who are not currently members of NATO. You think the membership of NATO is not 

set up right for combating terror. 

 

TRUMP: No, it was set up to talk about the Soviet Union. Now of course the Soviet Union doesn’t 

exist now it’s Russia, which is not the same size, in theory not the same power, but who knows 

about that because of weaponry, but it’s not the same size and this was set up for numerous 

things but for the Soviet Union. The point is the world is a much different place right now. And 

today all you have to do is read and see the world is, the big threat would seem to be based on 

terror and based on what’s going on in 90 percent, 95 percent of the horror stories. I think, 

probably a new institution maybe would be better for that than using NATO which was not 

meant for that. And it’s become very bureaucratic, extremely expensive and maybe is not 

flexible enough to go after terror. Terror is very much different than what NATO was set up for. 

 

SANGER: And requires a different kind of force. 

 

TRUMP: I think it requires a different flexibility, it requires a different speed maybe, watching 

nations or a nation or nations. I think it requires flexibility and speed. 

 

SANGER: So Maggie and I were at the end of our conversation this morning we were talking with 

you a little bit about your foreign policy advisers. There’s been a little bit of a sense that you’ve 

had a hard time attracting some of the bigger names of your party. There were a lot of former 

deputy secretaries of state, of defense, others were out there. And the list of advisers you’ve 

released so far has been very strong on having military backgrounds but not many with 

diplomatic backgrounds. We were wondering whether or not you are looking for a different mix 

or whether you’re having trouble attracting some of the big names. 
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TRUMP: It’s interesting, it’s not trouble attracting. Many of them that I actually like a lot and 

that like me a lot and that want to do 100 percent, many of them are tied up with contracts 

working for various networks, you understand? I mean, I’ve had some that are — I currently 

have some that are thinking about getting out of their contract ‘cause they’re so excited about 

it. I’ve had a lot of excitement but there are some that are tied up where they have a contract 

with, as an example, they might have a contract with Fox, they may have a contract with CNN 

and they can’t do it. They have contracts with the various networks and maybe the media too. I 

don’t know about The Times but it’s possible — I think less likely, I’m not sure how that structure 

works with the actual newspapers. But there are some that I’ve spoken to that want to do it but 

they’re tied up with contracts that are with somebody else. There are some that were with 

campaigns that have now imploded, and I think they’re going to be free agents very shortly. Hey, 

a lot of campaigns have imploded in the last couple of months, which you people perhaps have 

seen just as vividly as I have. Right? Not as happily as I have, but nevertheless just as vividly. So 

you know there are actually, there are a lot of people available, there are a lot of good people 

available. But some of the good people are currently under contract. Does that make sense to 

you, David? 

 

SANGER: Yup, Maggie, did you having anything more on that before we wanted to turn back to 

Israel? 

 

HABERMAN: Yeah, Mr. Trump, if you could just say how much time are you devoting a week at 

this point either to briefings to studying, you know, and if there’s no major change now what it 

might look like in the future? 

 

TRUMP: I think that you know, what I’ve really had to do is get through 17, cause it was really 

18 total when we started. So I had to get through 17 people. I’ve gotten through almost all of 

the 17 people. But I’m down to two, from 17 to two. And you know many of them were front-

runners, and they weren’t front-runners for very long. You can go through the list, you know the 

list as well as I do. And my primary focus was that. 

 

But during the period I’ve been, I think very well versed on matters as we’re discussing and many 

more than just what we’re just discussing. Now as it gets — as we get you know closer to the 

end of the process it‘ll take place more and more. I’m setting up a council, I’m setting up — and 

I have other people coming in, I gave you the other few names I think that we added, we have a 

few more coming in. But I have a few more that are going to come in. I just don’t want to I just 

don’t want to mention them unless they give me approval, meaning they’re on board. 
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And we’re going to have a very substantial council of very good people. And some of them are 

military. Look, the military is going to be very important because we have to do something with 

ISIS, David, and you know we do want the military. And I think that over the next few weeks I’ll 

be able to give you some more names. People that are going to be coming in. 

 

SANGER: Do you fear that if you have too many military on your council, they tend to search for 

the military solution first instead of the diplomatic or economic sanction solution first? 

 

TRUMP: Yeah but I’d like to know the military solution and I’m working on the military solution. 

Because there’s not huge negotiation involved with ISS, because there’s an irrationality that is 

pretty — this is not something, ‘Oh let’s make a deal.’ I don’t see deals being made with ISIS. 

Nobody knows what ISIS is, nobody knows who is leading it, who is alive, who is not alive, I mean 

we’re really not talking about too many diplomatic solutions. We’re not talking about diplomatic 

solutions with ISIS, let me put it that way. 

 

U.S. Influence in East Asia 

 

SANGER: I wasn’t referring to that in the ISIS context, I was referring more in the realm of dealing 

with our allies, dealing with China, dealing with Japan, the other places that we’ve discussed. 

 

TRUMP: So ISIS I think you’d agree with me on that and the rest will come. I have really strong 

feelings on China. I like China very much I like Chinese people. I respect the Chinese leaders, but 

you know China’s been taking advantage of us for many, many years and we can’t allow it to go 

on. And at the same time we’ll be able to keep a good relationship with China. And same with 

Japan and same with — you have to see the trade imbalance between Japan and the United 

States, it’s unbelievable. They sell to us and we practically give them back nothing by comparison. 

It’s a very unfair situation. 

 

SANGER: They also pay more for troop support than any other country in the world. 

 

TRUMP: They do but still far less than it costs us. 

 

HABERMAN: Would you be willing — 

 



45 
 

TRUMP: You’re right about that David, but it’s — and they do pay somewhat more, but they pay 

more because of the tremendous amount of business that they do with us, uneconomic business 

from our standpoint. 

 

HABERMAN: Would you be willing to withdraw U.S. forces from places like Japan and South 

Korea if they don’t increase their contribution significantly? 

 

TRUMP: Yes, I would. I would not do so happily, but I would be willing to do it. Not happily. David 

actually asked me that question before, this morning before we sort of finalized out. The answer 

is not happily but the answer is yes. We cannot afford to be losing vast amounts of billions of 

dollars on all of this. We just can’t do it anymore. Now there was a time when we could have 

done it. When we started doing it. But we can’t do it anymore. And I have a feeling that they’d 

up the ante very much. I think they would, and if they wouldn’t I would really have to say yes. 

 

SANGER: So we talked a little this morning about Japan and South Korea, whether or not they 

would move to an independent nuclear capability. Just last week the United States removed 

from Japan, after a long negotiation, many bombs worth, probably 40 or more bombs worth of 

plutonium or highly enriched uranium that we provided them over the years. And that’s part of 

a very bipartisan effort to keep them from going nuclear. So I was a little surprised this morning 

when you said you would be open to them having their own nuclear deterrent. Certainly if you 

pull back one of the risks is that they would go nuclear. 

 

TRUMP: You know you’re more right except for the fact that you have North Korea which is 

acting extremely aggressively, very close to Japan. And had you not had that, I would have felt 

much, I would have felt differently. You have North Korea, and we are very far away and we are 

protecting a lot of different people and I don’t know that we are necessarily equipped to protect 

them. And if we didn’t have the North Korea threat, I think I’d feel a lot differently, David. 

 

SANGER: But with the North Korea threat you think maybe Japan does need its own nuclear… 

 

TRUMP: Well I think maybe it’s not so bad to have Japan — if Japan had that nuclear threat, I’m 

not sure that would be a bad thing for us. 

 

SANGER: You mean if Japan had a nuclear weapon it wouldn’t be so bad for us? 
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TRUMP: Well, because of North Korea. Because of North Korea. Because we don’t know what 

he’s going to do. We don’t know if he’s all bluster or is he a serious maniac that would be willing 

to use it. I was talking about before, the deterrent in some people’s minds was that the 

consequence is so great that nobody would ever use it. Well that may have been true at one 

point but you have many people that would use it right now in this world. 

 

SANGER: For that reason, they may well need their own and not be able to just depend on us… 

 

TRUMP: I really believe that’s true. Especially because of the threat of North Korea. And they 

are very aggressive toward Japan. Well I mean look, he’s aggressive toward everybody. Except 

for China and Iran. 

 

See we should use our economic power to have them disarm — now then it becomes different, 

then it becomes purely economic, but then it becomes different. China has great power over 

North Korea even though they don’t necessarily say that. Now, Iran, we had a great opportunity 

during this negotiation when we gave them the 150 billion and many other things. Iran is the No. 

1 trading partner of North Korea. Now we could have put something in our agreement that they 

would have led the charge if we had people with substance and with brainpower and with some 

negotiating ability. But the No. 1 trading partner with North Korea is Iran. And we did a deal with 

them, and we just did a deal with them, and we don’t even mention North Korea in the deal. 

That was a great opportunity to put another five pages in the deal, or less, and they do have a 

great influence over North Korea. Same thing with China, China has great influence over North 

Korea but they don’t say they do because they’re tweaking us. I have this from Chinese. I have 

many Chinese friends, I have people of vast wealth, some of the most important people in China 

have purchased apartments from me for tens of millions of dollars and frankly I know them very 

well. And I ask them about their relationship to North Korea, these are top people. And they say 

we have tremendous power over North Korea. I know they do. I think you know they do. 

 

SANGER: They signed on to the most recent sanctions, more aggressive sanctions than we 

thought the Chinese would agree to. 

 

TRUMP: Well that’s good, but, I mean I know they did, but I think that they have power beyond 

the sanctions. 

 

SANGER: So you would advocate that they have to turn off the oil to North Korea basically. 
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TRUMP: So much of their lifeblood comes through China, that’s the way it comes through. They 

have tremendous power over North Korea, but China doesn’t say that. China says well we’ll try. 

I can see them saying, “We’ll try, we’ll try.” And I can see them laughing in the room next door 

when they’re together. So China should be talking to North Korea. But China’s tweaking us. 

China’s toying with us. They are when they’re building in the South China Sea. They should not 

be doing that but they have no respect for our country and they have no respect for our 

president. So, and the other one, and this is an opportunity passed because why would Iran go 

back and renegotiate it having to do with North Korea?But Iran is the No. 1 trading partner, but 

we should have had something in that document that was signed having to do with North Korea 

as the No. 1 trading partner and as somebody with a certain power because of that. A very 

substantial power over North Korea. 

 

SANGER: Mr. Trump with all due respect, I think it’s China that’s the No. 1 trading partner with 

North Korea. 

 

TRUMP: I’ve heard that certainly, but I’ve also heard from other sources that it’s Iran. 

 

SANGER: Iran is a major arms exchanger with... 

 

TRUMP: Well that is true but I’ve heard it both ways. They are certainly major arms exchangers, 

which in itself is terrible that we would make a deal with somebody that’s a major arms 

exchanger with North Korea. But had that deal not been done and they were desperate to do it, 

and they wanted to do it much more so than we know in my opinion, meaning Iran wanted to 

make the deal much more than we know. We should have backed off that deal, doubled the 

sanctions and made a real deal. And part of that deal should have been that Iran would help us 

with North Korea. So, the bottom line is, I think that frankly, as long as North Korea’s there, I 

think that Japan having a capability is something that maybe is going to happen whether we like 

it or not. 

 

Boots on the Ground 

 

SANGER: O.K.. We wanted to ask you a little bit, and Maggie maybe you may have something on 

this as well, about what standards you would use for using American troops abroad. You’ve said 

you wouldn’t want to send them in against ISIS, that that should be the neighbors. But you did 

say this morning that if we have a treaty obligation under NATO to protect the Baltics, you would 

do that. When you think of your standards under which you would put American lives… 
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TRUMP: Well I think, I do think I’d want to renegotiate some of those treaties. I think those 

treaties are very unfair, and they’re very one-sided and I do think that some of those treaties, 

just like the Iran deal. But I think that some of those treaties would — will be — renegotiated. 

 

SANGER: Such as the U.S.-Japan defense treaty? 

 

TRUMP: Well, like Japan as an example. I mean that’s not a fair deal. 

 

SANGER: Do you have general standards in mind? And, we’re trying to understand your 

hierarchy of threats. 

 

TRUMP: Are you talking about for… 

 

SANGER: For when you would commit American troops abroad? 

 

TRUMP: O.K. You absol — I know you’ll criticize me for this, but you cannot just have a standard. 

You cannot just say that we have a blanket standard all over the world because each instance is 

totally different, David. I mean, each instance is so different that you can’t have a blanket 

standard. You may say… it sounds nice to say, “I have a blanket standard; here’s what it is.” 

Number one is the protection of our country, O.K.? That’s always going to be number one, by 

far. That’s by a factor of a hundred. But you know, then there will be standards for other places 

but it won’t be a blanket standard. 

 

SANGER: Humanitarian intervention: Are you in favor of that or not? 

 

TRUMP: Humanitarian? Yes, I would be. You know, to help I would be, depending on where and 

who and what. And, you know, again — generally speaking — I’d have to see the country; I’d 

have to see what’s going on in the region and you just cannot have a blanket. The one blanket 

you could say is, “protection of our country.” That’s the one blanket. After that it depends on 

the country, the region, how friendly they’ve been toward us. You have countries that haven’t 

been friendly to us that we’re protecting. So it’s how good they’ve been toward us, et cetera, et 

cetera. So you can’t say a blanket. You could say standards for different areas, different regions, 

and different countries. 
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Israel and the Palestinians 

 

HABERMAN: You had said earlier, I think, when you called David that you had wanted to 

elaborate on your answer about Israel and a two-state solution. I just wanted to... 

 

TRUMP: Well, not elaborate. I just put it off because I was running out of time and I didn’t want 

to get into it too much because it’s actually not that. So should we talk about Israel for a little 

while? 

 

SANGER: Sure. 

 

TRUMP: I have gotten some of the reviews of my speech at Aipac and, really, they’ve been very 

nice. They were very nice. Were you there? Were either of you at that speech? 

 

HABERMAN: I was. 

 

SANGER: I saw it on TV. 

 

TRUMP: You saw the response Maggie, then, from the crowd? 

 

HABERMAN: I did. I did. 

 

TRUMP: Many, many standing ovations and they agreed with what I said. Basically I support a 

two-state solution on Israel. But the Palestinian Authority has to recognize Israel’s right to exist 

as a Jewish state. Have to do that. And they have to stop the terror, stop the attacks, stop the 

teaching of hatred, you know? The children, I sort of talked about it pretty much in the speech, 

but the children are aspiring to grow up to be terrorists. They are taught to grow up to be 

terrorists. And they have to stop. They have to stop the terror. They have to stop the stabbings 

and all of the things going on. And they have to recognize that Israel’s right to exist as a Jewish 

state. And they have to be able to do that. And if they can’t, you’re never going to make a deal. 

One state, two states, it doesn’t matter: you’re never going to be able to make a deal. Because 

Israel would have to have that. They have to stop the terror. They have to stop the teaching of 

children to aspire to grow up as terrorists, which is a real problem. So with that you’d go two 
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states, but in order to go there, before you, you know, prior to getting there, you have to get 

those basic things done. 

 

Now whether or not the Palestinians can live with that? You would think they could. It shouldn’t 

be hard except that the ingrained hatred is tremendous. 

 

Countering Extremism 

 

HABERMAN: You had talked, and you’ve talked a lot recently, about wanting to expand laws 

regarding torture. 

 

TRUMP: Yes. 

 

HABERMAN: Much of that is governed by international law. 

 

TRUMP: Yes. 

 

HABERMAN: How would you go about bringing changes to…? 

 

TRUMP: O.K., when you see a thing like an attack in Brussels, when you see as an example they 

have somebody that they’ve wanted very much, and they got him three, four days before 

Brussels, right? Before the bombing. Had they immediately subjected him to very serious 

interrogation — very, very serious — you might have stopped the bombing. He knew about the 

bombing. Just like the people, just like all of that people in the area where he grew up — where 

he was housed a couple of houses down the road — they all knew he was there. And they never 

turned him in. This is what I’m saying: there’s something going on and it’s not good. He was the 

No. 1 wanted fugitive in the world and he’s living in his neighborhood, and I believe I saw a 

picture of him shopping in his neighborhood, right? In a grocery store? You know: shopping! 

Buying food! I mean, it’s ridiculous they don’t turn him in. Just like in California, the two people, 

where she probably radicalized him but they don’t know, but the two — the married couple — 

that killed the 14 people: they had bombs all over the floor of their apartment and nobody said 

anything. And many people saw that apartment and many people saw bombs. You know, if you 

walk into an apartment, Maggie or David, you’re going to say, “Oh, this is a little strange.” 
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SANGER: So would you invest in programs, or help the Europeans invest in programs, for 

counter-radicalization? For finding jobs and so forth for the refugees who come in so that their 

temptation to go to become radicalized in Europe would be lower? In other words do you have 

a program in mind to stop the radicalization? 

 

TRUMP: The one thing I’d do, David, is build safe zones in Syria. You know this whole concept of 

us accepting, you know, tens of thousands of people, and you see I was originally right when I 

said, many more people, you know he was talking about 10,000, you know it’s many more 

people than 10,000 are coming in. And will come in. 

SANGER: And who would protect those safe zones, you know as soon as you build one…? 

TRUMP: O.K., what I would do is this: We could lead it, but I would get the Gulf states and others 

to put up the money. I mean Germany should put up money. Look what’s happened to Germany. 

Germany’s being destroyed and I have friends, I just left people from Germany and they don’t 

even want to go back. Germany’s being destroyed by Merkel’s naiveté or worse. But Germany 

is a whole different place and you’re going to have a problem in Germany. The German people 

are not going to take it. The German people are not going to take what’s going on there. You 

have people leaving the country, permanently leaving the country. You have tremendous crime, 

you have tremendous, you know, you read the same stories that I do. You write them, actually, 

it’s even better. So you have tremendous problems over there but I do believe in building a safe 

zone, a number of safe zones, in sections of Syria and that when this war, this horrible war, is 

over people can go back and rebuild if they want to and I would have the Gulf states finance it 

because they have the money and they should finance it. So far, they’ve put up very little money 

and they taken nobody in, essentially nobody in. I would be very strong with them because they 

have tremendous, they have unlimited amounts of money, and I would ask them to finance it. 

We can lead it but I don’t want to spend the money on it, because we don’t have any money. 

Our country doesn’t have money. 

A Strong China 

SANGER: I wanted to take you back to something you said on China earlier because your 

arguments about China so far have really been, over the years, very much about how to deal 

with a strong and rising China. But what we’ve seen in the past six months to a year has been a 

China that is economically weakening. I’m sure you see it in your own businesses there. So do 

you have a sense... 

TRUMP: Well, they’re down to G.D.P. of 7 percent. 

SANGER: If you believe their numbers. 

TRUMP: Yeah, if we ever hit 7 percent we’d have the most successful country. We’d be in a 

boom, the likes of which we’ve rarely seen before, right? 



52 
 

SANGER: What I’m getting at is a weakening China may have different effects on the world and 

on the United States than a strengthening China. Do you fear a weaker China or a weakening 

China more than a strong China? 

TRUMP: No. I want a strong United States and I hope China does well, but before I worry about 

China I have to worry about the United States and we’re not doing well. 

SANGER: You’ve given us a lot of your impressions of Vladimir Putin. We haven’t heard you very 

much on Xi Jinping. 

TRUMP: Well I haven’t said anything. By the way, I’ve been really misquoted. Vladimir Putin said, 

“Donald Trump is brilliant and Donald Trump is a real leader. And Donald Trump will be the real 

leader.” O.K.? I didn’t say anything about him other than to say… I said, we were on “60 Minutes” 

the same night, remember? That was six months ago. But I never said good, bad, or indifferent. 

I said he is a strong leader, he is a strong leader. But I didn’t say that, and I’m not saying that 

positively or negatively, I’m just saying he’s a strong leader. That’s pretty obvious that he’s a 

strong leader. 

SANGER: What’s your impression of Xi Jinping? 

TRUMP: I think they are in a very interesting position. The economy is going to be, I think actually 

very strong but the economy, I think they’re doing better than people understand. Nobody has 

manipulated economic conditions better than they have. And I think they’re doing just fine and 

I think they will continue to do just fine. But a lot of it’s being taken out of the hide of our country 

and we can’t allow that to happen. You know if you look at the number of jobs that we’ve lost, 

it’s millions of jobs. It’s not a little bit, it’s millions. And if you look at our phony numbers of 5 

percent unemployment, even opponents would say that, and would agree to that fact that the 

jobs that we have are bad jobs. They’re not good jobs, they’re bad jobs. We’re losing, you know, 

when you see a Carrier move into Mexico, those are good jobs. We’re losing the good jobs. We 

now have a lot of bad jobs, we have a lot of part-time jobs. It’s not the same country. We’re 

losing our companies. I mean when we lose Pfizer to Ireland, when we lose Ford and Carrier and 

many others to, Nabisco as an example from Chicago to Mexico, when we lose all of these 

companies going to Mexico and to many other places, we’re going to end up having no comp— 

we’re going to have nothing left. And it has to be stopped, and it has to be stopped fast and I 

know how to stop it. Nobody else, the politicians don’t know how to stop it. And besides that 

the politicians are all taken care of by the special interests and the lobbyists. Lobbyists for hire. 

And somebody will get to them and they will pay them a lot of money and the politicians will 

not do what they have to do, which is keep companies in this country. Those companies that 

want to leave will get to the lobbyists and the special interests and those politicians will do what 

they want t 

Lessons Learned From Iraq 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, I have heard you say for years now, including at your CPAC speech back 

in 2011, “Take the oil.” That America should have taken the oil from Iraq. 

TRUMP: I’ve said it for years. 
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HABERMAN: Why should the American…? 

TRUMP: Originally I didn’t say it. Originally I said, “Don’t go into Iraq.” 

HABERMAN: Right. 

TRUMP: Now, we went in, we destroyed a military base that was equal to, if not greater than, 

Iran. And we’ve destroyed that military, and they were holding each other off for many, you 

know for decades, decades, and we destroyed one of those military powers. And I said don’t go 

in because if you dest — now, I didn’t know that they didn’t have weapons of mass destruction. 

But on top of everything else they had no weapons of mass destruction. 

HABERMAN: Well, but sir, why should the American approach to rebuilding Iraq, or other 

countries where we have shed blood, why should that differ from how we rebuilt postwar Japan 

and Germany in the Marshall Plan? 

TRUMP: Well it was much different. We rebuild Iraq and it gets blown up. We build a school? 

Gets blown up. Build it again? Gets blown up. You know, it’s a mess. I mean you have 

government that’s totally corrupt. The country is totally, totally corrupt and corruptible. The 

leader, I mean one of the big decisions that was made putting the people in charge of Iraq that 

were in charge of Iraq, and they were exclusionary. They excluded people that ultimately, you 

know large groups of people, that ultimately became ISIS. Became stronger than them. And the 

sad thing is, I always talk about the bad deal that we made with Iran as being one of the worst 

deals, actually the worst deal is what we’ve done again involving Iran, we’ve destroyed the 

military capability of Iraq and destroyed Iraq, period, and Iran is now going to take over Iraq, 

they’ve essentially already done that in my opinion, but they’re going to officially take over Iraq 

in the very near future.And I mean Iraqis were already reporting to Iran, but Iran is going to take 

over Iraq, they’ve wanted to do it for decades. They’re going to take over Iraq, they’re going to 

take the oil reserves which are the second biggest in the world, extremely high quality oil under 

the ground, extremely high quality, they’re going to take all of that over because of us. Because 

we destroyed — 

SANGER: But Mr. Trump you’ve argued many times that you don’t want to have ground troops, 

but”We take the oil” implies you’re going to have to go in there and take it by force, defend it 

— 

TRUMP: Well what I said is, I said when we left that we should have taken the oil. 

SANGER: If you want to take the oil today you’re going to have to go into a country that is now 

an ally, Iraq, even if it’s a dysfunctional one, put your troops on the ground. 

TRUMP: Yeah, yeah, O.K.. Ready? I said take the oil. I’ve been saying that for years. And many 

very smart scholars and military scholars said that’d be a great thing to do, but people didn’t do 

it. So, but I have been saying that for years, I’m glad you know that. At least four or five years. 

When we left I said take the oil. We shouldn’t have been there, we shouldn’t have destroyed 

the country, and Saddam Hussein was a bad guy but he was good at one thing: Killing terrorists. 

He killed terrorists like nobody, all right? Now it’s Harvard of terrorism. You want to be a terrorist 

you go to Iraq. But he killed terrorists. O.K., so we destroyed that. By the way, bad guy, just so 



54 
 

you know, officially, I want to say that, bad guy, but it was a lot better of situation than we have 

right now. And he did not knock down the World Trade Center, O.K.? So officially speaking, he 

did not, Iraq did not knock down the World Trade center. We went in there after the World 

Trade Center, well he didn’t knock down the World Trade Center, so you could say why are we 

doing this, all right, that was another thing. I never felt that he did it, and it turned out that he 

didn’t. And it’ll be very interesting when those documents are opened up and released in the 

future, I think maybe they should be opened up and released sooner rather than later. 

HABERMAN: You mean the House, the House and Senate report? 

TRUMP: Yes, yes, exactly. It’d be very interesting to see because they must know. They must 

know, if they’re anything, they must know what happened in terms of who were the people. But 

it wasn’t Iraq, O.K.? You’re not going to find that it was Iraq. So it was very faulty, but I was, I 

was talking about, I was talking about taking the oil, now we have a different situation because 

now we have to go in again and start fighting, you know, at that time we had it and we should’ve 

kept it. Now I would say knock the hell out of the oil and do it because it’s a primary source of 

money for ISIS. 

SANGER: So in other words you don’t want to take the oil right now, you want to just destroy 

the oil fields. 

TRUMP: Well now, we have to destroy the oil. We should’ve taken it and we would’ve have it. 

Now we have to destroy the oil. We don’t do it, I just can’t believe we don’t do it. 

SANGER: So you know Mr. Trump, from listening and enjoying these two conversations we’ve 

had today which have been extremely interesting, I’ve been trying to sort of fit where your 

worldview and your philosophy here, your doctrine fits in with sort of the previous Republican 

mainlines of inquiry. And so if you think back to George H. W. Bush, the most recent President 

Bush’s father, he was an internationalist who was in the realist school, he wanted to sort of 

change the foreign policy of other nations but you didn’t see him messing inside those countries 

and then you had a group of people around — 

TRUMP: Well he did the right thing, David, he did the right thing. He went in, he knocked the 

hell out of Iraq and then he let it go, O.K.? He didn’t go in. Now I don’t know was that 

Schwarzkopf, was that, was that — 

SANGER: It was George W. Bush himself. 

TRUMP: Or maybe it was him, but he didn’t go in, he didn’t get into the quicksand, right? He 

didn’t get into the quicksand and I mean, history will show that he was right. And with that 

Saddam Hussein overplayed his card more than any human being I think I’ve ever seen. Instead 

of saying “Wow, I got lucky” that they didn’t come in and take this all away from me. He 

should’ve just relaxed a little bit, O.K.? And instead he taunted Bush Sr. He taunted him. And 

Bush Jr. loves his father and didn’t like what was happening, but I remember very vividly how 

Saddam Hussein was taunting, absolutely taunting, saying we have beaten the Americans, you 

know, meaning they didn’t come in so he would tell everybody he beat them. Do you remember 

that, right? 
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SANGER: I do indeed. 

TRUMP: And he was taunting to them, he was saying, and even I used to say “Wow” because I 

knew that we could’ve gone further. We went in for a short period of time and just knocked the 

hell out of them and then went back, sort of gave them a lesson, but we didn’t destroy the 

country, we didn’t destroy the grid, we didn’t, you know, there was something left. There was a 

lot left. And instead of just sort of saying he got lucky and to himself, just going about, he was 

taunting the Bushes. And Junior said, “Well I’m not going to take it” and he went in. And you 

know, look that was — 

‘America First’ 

SANGER: There was something else to George W. Bush, Bush 43’s philosophy. If we believed 

that his father was an internationalist, I think it’s fair to say, at least a lot of the people around 

George W. Bush were transformational, they actually wanted to change the nature of regime. 

You heard this in George W. Bush’s second inaugural address. 

TRUMP: Yeah. 

SANGER: What you are describing to us, I think is something of a third category, but tell me if I 

have this right, which is much more of a, if not isolationist, then at least something of “America 

First” kind of approach, a mistrust of many foreigners, both our adversaries and some of our 

allies, a sense that they’ve been freeloading off of us for many years. 

TRUMP: Correct. O.K.? That’s fine. 

SANGER: O.K.? Am I describing this correctly here? 
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TRUMP: I’ll tell you — you’re getting close. Not isolationist, I’m not isolationist, but I am 

“America First.” So I like the expression. I’m “America First.” We have been disrespected, 

mocked, and ripped off for many many years by people that were smarter, shrewder, tougher. 

We were the big bully, but we were not smartly led. And we were the big bully who was — the 

big stupid bully and we were systematically ripped off by everybody. From China to Japan to 

South Korea to the Middle East, many states in the Middle East, for instance, protecting Saudi 

Arabia and not being properly reimbursed for every penny that we spend, when they’re sitting 

with trillions of dollars, I mean they were making a billion dollars a day before the oil went down, 

now they’re still making a fortune, you know, their oil is very high and very easy to get it, very 

inexpensive, but they’re still making a lot of money, but they were making a billion dollars a day 

and we were paying leases for bases? We’re paying leases, we’re paying rent? O.K.? To have 

bases over there? The whole thing is preposterous. So we had, so America first, yes, we will not 

be ripped off anymore. We’re going to be friendly with everybody, but we’re not going to be 

taken advantage of by anybody. We won’t be isolationists — I don’t want to go there because I 

don’t believe in that. I think we’ll be very worldview, but we’re not going to be ripped off 
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anymore by all of these countries. I mean think of it.We have $21 trillion, essentially, very shortly, 

we’ll be up to $21 trillion in debt. O.K.? A lot of that is just all of these horrible, horrible decisions. 

You know, I’ll give you another one, I talked about NATO and we fund disproportionately, the 

United Nations, we get nothing out of the United Nations other than good real estate prices. We 

get nothing out of the United Nations. They don’t respect us, they don’t do what we want, and 

yet we fund them disproportionately again. Why are we always the ones that funds everybody 

disproportionately, you know? So everything is like that. There’s nothing that’s not like that. 

That’s why if I win and if I go in, it’s always never sounds — I have a woman who came up to me, 

I tell this story, she said “Mr. Trump, I think you’re great, I think you’re going to be a great 

president, but I don’t like what you say I got to make America rich again.” But you can’t make 

America great again unless you make it rich again, in other words, we’re a poor nation, we’re a 

debtor nation, we don’t have the money to do, we don’t have the money to fix our military and 

the reason we don’t is because of the fact that because of all of the things we’ve been talking 

about for the last 25 min and other things. 

When America Was ‘Great’ 

HABERMAN: Mr. Trump, you — I was looking back at your speech in New Hampshire back in 

1987 when you were releasing “The Art of the Deal” and a lot of your concerns are very similar 

to the ones you’re voicing now. 

TRUMP: Right, even similar countries. 

HABERMAN: Right, and I’m just wondering what is the era when you think the United States last 

had the right balance, either in terms of defense footprint or in terms of trade? 

TRUMP: Well sometime long before that. Because one of the presidents that I really liked was 

Ronald Reagan but I never felt on trade we did great. O.K.? So it was actually, it would be long 

before that. 

SANGER: So was it Eisenhower, was it Truman, was it F.D.R.? 

TRUMP: No if you really look at it, it was the turn of the century, that’s when we were a great, 

when we were really starting to go robust. But if you look back, it really was, there was a period 

of time when we were developing at the turn of the century which was a pretty wild time for 

this country and pretty wild in terms of building that machine, that machine was really based on 

entrepreneurship etc, etc. And then I would say, yeah, prior to, I would say during the 1940s and 

the late ‘40s and ‘50s we started getting, we were not pushed around, we were respected by 

everybody, we had just won a war, we were pretty much doing what we had to do, yeah around 

that period. 

SANGER: So basically Truman, Eisenhower, the beginning of the 1947 national security reviews, 

that’s the period? 

TRUMP: Yes, yes. Because as much as I liked Ronald Reagan, he started Nafta, now Clinton really 

was the one that — Nafta has been a disaster for our country, O.K., and Clinton is the one as you 

know that got it done, but it was conceived even before Clinton, but you could say that maybe 
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those people didn’t want done what was ultimately signed because it was changed a lot by the 

time it got finalized. But Nafta has been a disaster for our country. 

SANGER: But you think of that period time that you most admire: late ‘40s, early ‘50s, it was also 

the most terrifying time with the build up of the Cold War, it’s when the Russians got nuclear 

weapons, we got into an arms race, we were — 

TRUMP: But David, a lot of that was just pure technology. The technology was really coming in 

at that time. And so a lot of that was just timing of technology. 

 

SANGER: It was also a period of time when we were threatening to use nuclear weapons against 

the North Koreans and the Chinese in the war. Was that approach you saw of Douglas 

MacArthur’s approach at that time, so forth, is that what you’re admiring? 

TRUMP: Well I was a fan as you probably know, I was a fan of Douglas MacArthur. I was a fan of 

George Patton. If we had Douglas MacArthur today or if we had George Patton today and if we 

had a president that would let them do their thing you wouldn’t have ISIS, O.K.? You wouldn’t 

be talking about ISIS right now, we’d be talking about something else, but you wouldn’t be 

talking about ISIS right now. So I was a fan of Douglas MacArthur, I was a fan of — as generals 

— I was a fan of George Patton. We don’t have, we don’t have seemingly those people today, 

now I know they exist, I know we have some very, I know the Air Force Academy and West Point 

and Annapolis, I know that great people come out of those schools. A lot of times the people 

that get to the top aren’t necessarily those people anymore because they’re politically correct. 

George Patton was not a politically correct person. 

SANGER: Yeah I think we can all agree on that. 

TRUMP: He was a great general and his soldiers would do anything for him. 

 

SANGER: But the other day, I’m sorry, this morning, you suggested to us you would only use 

nuclear weapons as a last resort. 

 

TRUMP: Totally last resort. 

 

SANGER: And what did Douglas MacArthur advocate? 

 

TRUMP: I would hate, I would hate — 
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SANGER: General MacArthur wanted to go use them against the Chinese and the North Koreans, 

not as a last resort. 

 

TRUMP: That’s right. He did. Yes, well you don’t know if he wanted to use them but he certainly 

said that at least. 

SANGER: He certainly asked Harry Truman if he could. 

TRUMP: Yeah, well, O.K.. He certainly talked it and was he doing that to negotiate, was he doing 

that to win? Perhaps. Perhaps. Was he doing that for what reason? I mean, I think he played, he 

did play the nuclear card but he didn’t use it, he played the nuclear card. He talked the nuclear 

card, did he do that to win? Maybe, maybe, you know, maybe that’s what got him victory. But 

in the meantime he didn’t use them. So, you know. So, we need a different mind set. So you 

talked about torture before, well what did it say — well I guess you had enough and I hope 

you’re going to treat me fairly and if you’re not it’ll be forgotten in three or four days and that’ll 

be the story. It is a crazy world out there, I’ve never seen anything like it, the volume of press 

that I’m getting is just crazy. It’s just absolutely crazy, but hopefully you’ll treat me fairly, I do 

know my subject and I do know that our country cannot continue to do what it’s doing. See, I 

know many people from China, I know many people from other countries, I deal at a very high 

level with people from various countries because I’ve become very international. I’m all over the 

world with deals and people and they can’t believe what their countries get away with. I can tell 

you people from China cannot believe what their country’s, what their country’s getting away 

with. At let’s say free trade, where, you know, it’s free there but it’s not free here. In other words, 

we try sell — it’s very hard for us to do business in China, it’s very easy for China to do business 

with us. Plus with us there’s a tremendous tax that we pay when we go into China, where’s when 

China sells to us there’s no tax. I mean, it’s a whole double standard, it’s so crazy, and they 

cannot believe they get away with it, David. They cannot believe they get away with it. They are 

shocked, and I’m talking about people at the highest level, people at — the richest people, 

people with great influence over, you know, together with the leaders and they cannot believe 

it. Mexico can’t believe what they get away with. When I talked about Mexico and I talked about 

they will build a wall, when you look at the trade deficit we have with Mexico it’s very easy, it’s 

a tiny fraction of what the cost of the wall is. The wall is a tiny fraction of what the cost of the 

deficit is. When people hear that they say “Oh now I get it.” They don’t get it. But Mexico will 

pay for the wall. But they can’t believe what they get away with. There’s such a double standard. 

With many countries. It’s almost, we do well with almost nobody anymore and a lot of that is 

because of politics as we know it, political hacks get appointed to negotiate with the smartest 

people in China, when we negotiate deals with China, China is putting the smartest people in all 

of China on that negotiation, we’re not doing that. So anyway, I hope you guys are happy. 

SANGER: Thank you, you’ve been very generous with your time. 
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