











of culture, values, and religion in shaping human behavior; media trends and influences
on audiences, information technologies, the implications of all source intelligence
assessments, and non-departmental, non-political advice that will sharpen their judgment

and provide a basis for informed choices.

(2) Develop mandated and self-initiated plans, themes, products and programs for the
creation and implementation of U.S. communications strategies that embrace diplomatic

opportunities and respond to national security threats.

(3) Support government strategic communications through services provided on a cost-
recovery basis that mobilize non-governmental initiatives, foster cross-cultural
exchanges of ideas, people, and information; maintain knowledge management systems,
language and skills inventories, and procedures to recruit private sector experts for short
term assignments, deploy temporary communications teams, augment planning,

recruitment, and training; and continually monitor and evaluate effectiveness.

4.4 Department of State — Public Diplomacy

Public diplomacy in the Department of State is carried out by the Secretary of State, the
Deputy Secretary, officials and diplomats throughout the Department, American

ambassadors, and officers in U.S. embassies around the world. In today’s world, public
diplomacy is not only the core function of a few specialists. It should be in the position

description of every Department of State officer engaged in the conduct of diplomacy.

Organizationally, public diplomacy is the responsibility of the Under Secretary of State
for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs; the Bureaus of International Information
Programs, Educational and Cultural Affairs, and Public Affairs; public diplomacy offices
in State’s regional and functional burcaus, the Office of Foreign Opinion Research in the
Burcau of Intelligence and Research; and all U.S. missions abroad. In 1999, the U.S.
Information Agency was abolished. Its functions, other than international broadcasting,

were distributed among these State Department clements.
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U.S. international broadcasting services including the Voice of America, Radio Free
Europe/Radio Liberty, Radio Free Asia, and Radio/TV Marti were placed under an
independent federal entity, the Broadcasting Board of Governors (BBG). The BBG also
directs Radio Sawa and the Al Hurra satellite TV channel, two new U.S. Arabic language

services, and Radio Farda, a Persian language scrvice broadcasting primarily to Iran.

Together the Department of State and the Broadcasting Board of Governors spend
approximately $1.2 billion annually on public diplomacy programs. The State
Department’s public diplomacy budget totaled an estimated $628 million in fiscal year
2004. About 51 percent, $320 million, is spent on Fulbright Scholarships and other
educational and cultural exchange programs. Of the remaining 49 percent, approximately
$240 million is spent on cmbassy public diplomacy activities managed by the
Department’s regional bureaus and approximately $70 million funds the Bureau of
International Information Programs and related activities including opinion and media
research ($6 million). The Broadeasting Board of Goverors budget for fiscal year 2004
is somewhat in excess of $600 million with recent funding initiatives for Radio Sawa, Al

Hurra, and Radio F arda.”

More than fifteen studies since 9/1 1 have proposed major changes in the State
Department’s conduct of public diplomacy. In addition to these studies and this Task
Force report, the Department’s Inspector General has drafted reports recommending
changes in the Department’s Bureaus of International Information Programs and
Education and Cultural Affairs. The General Accountability Office is conducting a study
of interagency coordination of public diplomacy. Recommendations in the 9/11
Commission’s report address public diplomacy, U.S. international broadcasting, and “the

struggle of ideas” in the conflict against Islamist terrorism,

* U.S. Public Diplomacy: State Department and Broadcasting Board of Governors Expand Efforts in the
Middle East but Fact Significant Chailenges, Statement of Jess T, Ford, Director of International A ffairs
and Trade, U.S. General Accountability Office before the Subcommittee on National Security, Emerging
Threats, and International Relations, Committee on Government Reform; House of Representatives,
February 10, 2004, pp. 5-6.
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Public diplomacy clearly falls far short of its potential usctuincss and needs to be
strengthened, The Task Force has identified five areas in which re-evaluation and action

is needed in the Department of State’s conduct of public diplomacy.

Redefine the role and responsibilities of the Under Secretary of State for Public

Diplomacy and Public Affairs. The role of the Under Secretary must reflect the reality

that public diplomacy is a function of both policy formulation and policy implementation.

Today, neither function is adequately served. The Under Secretary must have a mandate

to act as:

s Advisor to the Secretary of State, the Department, and Chiefs of Mission on the
public diplomacy implications of foreign policy,

¢ Manager for public diplomacy within the Department of State, and

o The Secretary’s principal representative on the U.S. government’s highest level

interagency strategic communication direction and planning body.

To fulfill this mandate, the Under Secretary must have adequate staff and resources for
policy advice, program direction, and evaluation. Unlike other Under Secretary positions
in the Department of State, the unique advisory and program characteristics of public
diplomacy require that the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs have
the capability to manage and oversee worldwide public diplomacy programs and

operations.

The Department’s decision in the summer of 2004 to create a strategic communication
planning and resource management staff within the Office of the Undersecretary is an
overdue step in the right direction. This staff should be strengthened to ensure the Under
Secretary is equipped to give timely policy advice, effective program direction, and
comprehensive program evaluation. Currently this staff can provide support for the
NSC’s Muslim outreach coordinating committee and the fusion teams that act as a
clearinghouse for military and other sources of information for the public diplomacy
community and a point of contact for resources for all public diplomacy products. This

stafl 1s well positioned also to assist the Under Secretary in developing task orders for
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information, analysis, and services in support of public diplomacy from the Center for

Strategic Communication rccommended in Section 4.3 above.

The Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Pubic Affairs should serve as the
Department’s principal representative on the NSC Strategic Communication Committee
recommended m Section 4.2 above. The Under Secretary could advise on the
implications of foreign public opinion for policymaking by the NSC and its regional and
functional bureaus; influence development of strategic communication goals, priorities,
themes, and messages; help to create centers of action on key policy issucs; and assist the
NSC Deputy Advisor for Strategic Communication in providing program and project

direction to a ncw Center for Strategic Communication.

The Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs should direct the State
Department’s forcign opinion and media research activities. These activities, previously
carried out by the U.S. Information Agency, are intended primarily to contribute to
understanding foreign public and media opinion for policymaking and public diplomacy
purposes. The Office of Foreign Opinion and Media Research, now located in the
Department’s Bureau of Intclligence and Research, is valued principally for its
contribution to all source intelligence products. It should be located in the office of the
Under Secretary. This would strengthen the Under Secretary’s representations on the
NSC’s Strategic Communication Committee, as well as their ability to foster mutually
reinforcing opinion and media research activities with the private sector and other
government agencies including the Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS), the
BBG, and th¢ DOD. Funds for the State Department’s foreign opinion and media

research activities should be tripled.

Congress and the Department of State should strengthen the status, functions, and
funding of the Bureau of International Information Programs. Congress should provide
legal authority for the Burcau to be directed by a Presidentially-appointed Assistant
Secretary of State, This would constitute overdue recognition of the Burcau’s

increasingly important public diplomacy functions and give it standing equivalent to the
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other Bureaus reporting to the Under Secretary — the Bureaus of Public Affairs and
Educational and Cultural Affairs. The Department should modernize and consolidate its
intcrnational information functions — e.g., website management, radio and TV
broadcasting, library managemcnt and reference services. It has been a decadg since this
experimental ““I Bureau” was created in the former USIA. It is time for a thorough
recxamination of how the Bureau can best serve U.S. interests in a rapidly changing
information environment. The Under Secretary should reinforce its effectiveness through
a top-down review of its functions, technologies, methods, management structures, and

program cvaluation capabilities.

Ensure that all foreign policy initiatives have a public diplomacy component. All major
foreign policy directives should have a public diplomacy component approved by the
Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. A principal goal in merging
USIA into the Department was integrating public diplomacy into policy making and
policy implementation processes. Some progress has been made. However, substantial
changes in the Department’s organizational culture are still necessary. Policymakers
should be much more conscious of public diplomacy’s value to effective policies. In
turn, public diplomacy officers should be much more informed about policies and the

rclevance of policy priorities to successful public diplomacy programs.

Public diplomacy considerations in the formulation of all major policies should include:

¢ Shaping themes and messages and choosing means of delivery to ensure that
priorities are clear, overall themes are established, messages are consistent, and
resources are used cffectively;

¢ Identifying communication tools that will most effectively reach intended targets with
the specific messages indicated by the policy;

¢ Mapping the results of public opinion polling and media analyses to specific policies
and issues;

¢ Analyzing the potential impact of policics on public attitudes, strongly held personal

convictions, and divergent interests;
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* Understanding what constitutes “message authority,” the implications of cross-
cultural communication, and how messages are “heard” in different cultural
environments;

e Determining the nature, extent, and limitations of public influence on official
decision-making in a given cnvironment; and

o Evaluating results and providing short term and long term feedback to policymakers

and public diplomacy program officers.

Redefine the Under Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs’ relationships
within the Department of State to improve public diplomacy planning and
implementation. Changes in human resource policies are required to strengthen public
diplomacy. The Under Secretary should concur in all senior public diplomacy
assignments and review the performance ratings of all public diplomacy office directors
in the Department’s geographic burcaus, public affairs officers in majof embassies, and
the Department’s public affairs advisors assigned to other agencies, combatant

commands, and international organizations.

Performance ratings for all Chicfs of Mission and Foreign Service officers in political
and cconomic carcer paths should include mandatory comment on public diplomacy
skills. Within a reasonable period of time, officers promoted to the Chief of Mission and
Senior Foreign Service level should have served in a public diplomacy or relevant
interagency assignment. Public diplomacy officers should be assigned to responsible
positions in the Secretary and Deputy Secretary’s offices, and offices of each of the

Under Secretarics. This can begin immediately.

The Department should strengthen the public diplomacy offices in its geographic bureaus
and their role in managing public diplomacy operations at U.S. embassies and consulatcs.
Within the Department’s hierarchy, they would be more effective as Deputy Assistant
Sccretaries or senior advisors reporting directly to Assistant sccretaries. These changes
would raisc the profile of public diplomacy in the geographic bureaus and increase public

diplomacy’s influence on policy initiatives management in the ficld.
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Triple resources (personnel and funding) for the Department of State’s public diplomacy
activities (information programs, educational and cultural exchanges, embassy activities,
and opinion research) and place them under the direction of the Under Secretary of State
Jor Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs. The Department’s current funding for public
diplomacy (approximately $600 million), 1s substantially less in real terms than public
diplomacy budgets during the Cold War. When combined with the BBG’s international
broadcasting budget (also approximately $600 million) the public diplomacy budget
totals $1.2 billion. The Task Force recommends the Department’s public diplomacy
funding be increased to $1.8 billion resulting in a total public diplomacy budget of $2.4
billion. In addition the BBG has requested increases in funding. The Task Force also
supports increased BBG funding for web based broadcasting services and those radio and
television services where research and program reviews demonstrates significant

audiences for news and public affairs programming.

The 9/11 Commission, senior political leaders in both partics, and the findings of recent
public diplomacy studies are in agreement on two fundamental assumptions. America is
cngaged in a “struggle of ideas.” Existing levels of investment in public diplomacy are
not commensurate with current threats and opportunities. Funds allocated for strategic
communications are anemic in contrast to what is spent by corporations and political
campaigns. Public diplomacy resources (staff and funding) have eroded by more than 30
percent since 1989. More than 60 percent of the Department’s overseas missions today
have only one public diplomacy officer. The Department of State should request and
Congress should appropriate significant increases in public diplomacy budgets. Within
the Department all public diplomacy resources should be under the control of the Under

Secretary for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs.

Core funding for the Center for Strategic Communication should be appropriated within
the budget of the Department of State. As a nonprofit tax-exempt corporation, most of
the Center’s project and program funds will flow from cost recovery contracts and task

orders from the U.S. government agencies who are members of the Strategic
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Communication Committee. However, the Congress should appropriate funding to the
Department of State to enable the Department to provide an annual grant to the Center for

_its core operations.

There are existing models for this in public diplomacy. Funding for the National
Endowment for Democracy, a nonprofit corporation, derives from an annual grant bascd
on appropriations to the Department of State. Similarly, funding for U.S. international
broadcasting’s nonprofit corporations - Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty, Radio Free
Asia, and Al Hurra — comes in the form of gra'nts based on appropriations to the

Broadcasting Board of Governors.

Based on these findings, the Task Force makes two recommendations. The first
addresses the roles and responsibilities of the Under Secretary of State for Public
Diplomacy and Public Affairs. The second calls for changes in the Department of State’s

culture, structure, and human resources policies in support for public diplomacy.

Recommendation 4

The Task Force recommends that the Secretary of State redefine the role and
responsibility of the Under Secretary of State for Public Diplomacy and Public Affairs 1o
be both policy advisor and manager for public diplomacy. The Under Secretary should
serve as the Department’s principal on the NSC'’s Strategic Communication Commitiee;
have adegquate staff for policy advice, program direction, and evaluation; direct the
Department's foreign opinion and media research activities, approve senior public
diplomacy assignments; and review the performance ratings of public diplomacy office
director and embassy public affairs officers. All foreign policy initiatives and directives
should have a public diplomacy component approved by the Under Secretary. The
Department’s current resources (personnel & funding) for public diplomacy should be
tripled from current levels and placed under the control of the Under Secretary. The
Department should provide a core funding grant to the Center for Strategic

Communication in the amount of an annual appropriation in the Department’s budget.
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Recommendation 5

The Task Force recommends that public diplomacy office directors in the Department of
State should be at the level of deputy assistant secretary or senior advisor (o the Assistant
Secretary. Officers promoted to Chief of Mission positions or the Senior Foreign Service
should have served at least one tour in a public diplomacy assignment in the Department
or in an interagency assignment relevant to public diplomacy. The Bureau of

International Information Programs should be directed by an Assistant Secretary.

4.5 Department of Defense Strategic Communication Responsibilities

The creation of the Office of Strategic Influence (OSI) in October of 2001, and its
subsequent implosion four months later, produced a bow wave of effects in the strategic
communication arena. The renewed emphasis by the White House and DOD for the need
to maintain a firewal! between operational and tactical influence efforts (PSYOP) and
broader influence efforts like Public Diplomacy (PD}, produced a bifurcated interagency
process. Two NSC Policy Coordination Committees on information strategy and a new
White House Office of Global Communication have proven ineffective thus far in

producing an NSC-approved strategic information campaign for the War on Terror.

The Secretary of Defense approved an Information Operations (I0) roadmap in October
2003 aimed at addressing perceived organizational shortfalls within the Department.
Among the assigned tasks was to define “lanes in the road” regarding Public Affairs,
Public Diplomacy and PSYOP. Work is under way to implement the Secretary’s
guidance, but final solutions aimed at assigning responsibilities for what are often

overlapping functions have not been established.

Major military interventions in Afghanistan and Traq—followed in each case by a very
difficult post-conflict phasc—produced unprecedented demands on already undermanned

and under equipped PSYOP forces.”” Smaller scale PSYOP programs in support of

37 1n both cases, the national radio broadcasting network had been taken down; there was virtually no TV in
Afghanistan and limited TV coverage in a few large cities in Iraq. The security environment in both
countries prohibited rapid re-establishment of regional or national broadcasting grids, and U.S. PSYOP
assets were asked to provide the bulk of Coalition capabilities for several months.
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humanitarian crises in Liberia and Haiti have been carried out successfully within current

resource constraints.

The Office of the Secretary of Defense (OSD) Public Affairs’ embedded journalist
program in Iraq proved to be highly successful; and the Sccretary of Defense’s frequent
press confercnces on Afghanistan and Iraq operations served to define the U.S.

Government’s policies in those regions.

The desire within DOD for a coherent and dynamic interagency process is stronger than

cver and progress has been made in important areas over the last year.

U.S. Special Operations Command (SOCOM) received a significant plus-up in fiscal year
2004 (FY04) for PSYOP and Civil Affairs; $205 million for the next five years for
PSYOP forces and equipment—including a trans-regionally focused PSYOP unit—and
significant increases in both reserve and active duty force authorizations for Civil Affairs.
A $45 million Advanced Concept Technology Demonstration (ACTD) is underway,
focused on developing better ways to disseminate information, particularly into denied or

remote arcas.

Two trans-regional PSYOP initiatives have been approved and are in the initial phascs of
execution. These initiatives are aimed at reinforcing U.S. country teams’ ability to assist
selected host nations in their struggle to identify terrorists in their region and to exercise
better control over territory that is being used, or will incvitably be used, by terrorists as

safe havens.
Regional web sites aimed at providing open source information supporting the U.S.
Government and Coalition policies have been proposed by U.S. European Command

(EUCOM) and U.S. Central Command (CENTCOM).

A process has been developed by the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and the Joint

Staff to monitor and analyze Arab broadcast media in near real time bascd on open
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sources and using sophisticated translation, storage and retrieval techniques. A
cooperative working relationship with the Defense Intelligence Agency (DIA), the
Foreign Broadcast Information Service (FBIS) and State Bureau of Intelligence and
Research (INR) in this arca provides the Deputy Secretary, Combatant Commanders, and
the Department of State with a better picturc of how the U.S. and its coalition partners are

viewed in the Arab world.

The Information Operations (10) Roadmap

The DOD has developed an Information Operations (1O) roadmap that identifies roles
and responsibilities within the DoD. The roadmap designates PSYOP as one of five core
elements of 10 (which also includes military deception, computer network operations,
electronic warfare and operational security). Parallel changes in DOD regulations and
the Unified Command Plan (UCP) responsibilities have also occurred. The Under
Secretary of Defense for Intelligence (USD(I)) has been designated by DOD regulation as
the “Principal Advisor to the Secretary of Defense for Information Operations”; the
Under Secretary of Defense for Policy (USD(P)) has been designated as the Icad for 10

interagency coordination.

U.S. STRATCOM has been designated in the UCP as the primary supporting command
for 10; U.S. SOCOM has been given the responsibility for integrating and coordinating
its PSYOP assets—primanly resourced by the U.S. Army—with those of the Services to

provide more effective support to the regional combatant commands.

Within USD(P), the Assistant Secretary of Defense for Special Operations and Low-
Intensity Conflict (ASD SO/LIC) has retained oversight within OSD Policy for
operational and tactical PSYOP planning and execution, and the Assistant Secretary of
Defense for Intcrnational Security Affairs (ASD ISA) has assumed responsibility for
DoD support to public diplomacy in addition to primary responsibilities for policy
coordination and planning for regional arcas of the globe involved in countering

ideological support for terrorism. These activities are led by Deputy Assistant Secretaries
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(DASDs) who work with the Joint Staff (J3/J5) and the Combatant Commanders to
insure that public diplomacy plans and policy oversight are consistent and arc
coordinated globally. A new functionally oriented DASD should be established to
provide the necessary public diplomacy and PSYOP expertise 1o these activities and to

support the ASD/ISA in representing DOD in the interagency.

The Secretary of Defense recently approved for NSC consideration a strategy for
reinvigorating the Global War on Terror. That strategy includes as a significant
component countering ideological support for terrorists, with emphasis on Islamic
extremists. This proposal advocates increasing senior DOD level representation at key
embassies and missions, and increasing senior DOS representation to combatant
comimands. A principal task for both would be to cnsure that a Strategic Communication
_plan for each region is developed and incorporated into theater security cooperation
guidance and made a part of theater contingency planning. Supporting commands (U.S.
STRATCOM, U.S. SOCOM) would develop mechanisms to assist in such planning.

[nitial actions to develop trans-regional PSYOP and other informational programs should
be expanded and institutionalized at regional combatant commands and at key embassies
and missions. Informal arrangements such as the Joint Staff J-3/J-5 strategic
communication working group and the interagency counterpropaganda coordination
panel should be combined. DOS representatives should work with combatant commands
to incorporate strategic communication annexes in applicable plans, U.S. STRATCOM
and U.S. SOCOM should build on capabilities represcnted by the Joint Information
Operation Center (JIOC) and the Joint PSYOP Support Element (JPSE) to coordinate and

support regional web sites and trans-regional PSYOP planning.

The Department’s current funding for PSYOP is approximately $45 million annually.
The level of funding by Combatant Commanders for military-to-military exchanges and
public diplomacy programs and coordination activitics within the regions of
responsibility are hard to estimate. An educated estimate would put the funding level at

no more than $75 million for the aggregate across all Combatant Commanders. The Task
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Force believes that funding for public diplomacy programs and military cxchanges
should be tripled. There are plans to increase funding for PSYOP activities and the Task
Force supports incrcased funding to cxpand activities associated with web based

interactive services that are targeted to specific audiences.

The Department should become over time a primary user of the proposed independent
Center for Strategic Communication. DOD would bring valuable expertise to its work;
and important support for combatant commands n areas such as media mapping,
sophisticated measurements of message effectiveness and prototype products for testing

and distribution in key geographic regions could result.

In sum, there is much to be gained by the Department preparing, on a priority basis, to act
as a full and essential partner in the reconstruction of a capable and effective U.S.

Government process for re-capturing the strategic information high ground.

Recommendations

The following recommendations are aimed at furthering internal DOD efforts at
organizing for more effective support to both the interagency and combatant

commanders.

Recommendation 6

The Task Force recommends that the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy should act as
the DOD focal point for strategic communication and serve as the Department’s
principal on the NSC's Strategic Communication Coordinating Committee. The Under
Secretary for Policy should coordinate strategic communication activities with the
Assistant Secretary of Defense for Public Affairs and the Under Secretary of Defense for
Intelligence. The Under Secretary of Defense for Policy should extend the role and
responsibility of the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs to
act as the Department’s focal point for DoD support of public diplomacy and create a

new Deputy Assistant Secretary (o coordinate all activities associated with support for
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public diplomacy, and provide adequate staff for policy advice, program direction, and

evaluation.

Recommendation 7

The Task Force recommends that the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy and the Joint
Chiefs of Staff ensure that all military plans and operations have appropriate strategic
communication components, ensure collaboration with the Department of State’s
diplomatic missions and with theater security cooperation plans; and extend U.S.
STRATCOM's and U.S. SOCOM'’s Information Operations responsibilities to include
DoD support for public diplomacy. The Department should triple current resources
(personnel & funding) available to combatant commanders for DoD support to public
diplomacy and reallocate Information Operations funding within U.S. STRATCOM for

expanded support for strategic communication programs.

4.6 Recommendations Impact

If we adopt the recommendations of this Task Force and those of the 9/11 Commission
and other study groups, will they make a significant difference? No one can say for sure.
But we cannot succeed if we tinker at the margins. Given the enormous challenges we

tace, we can succeed only if we use all the instruments of national power.

America's response in the early days of the Cold War is instructive for 21st century
stiategic communication. There are of course substantial diffcrences. Conflict between
two superpower states with large armies and nuclear weapons -- and competing
ideological claims within a shared Enlightenment tradition -- is vastly different from
conflict in which terrorism by extremist networks, proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction, and fissurcs within societies are critical threats in a globalizing world.
Disseminating scarce information to closed societies was central during the Cold War.
Today, there are few closcd societies. Satellite TV, the Internet, computers, and cell

phones mean political struggles are about gaining attention and maintaining credibility.

But there are similarities and lessons.
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First, the challenges and what we must do about them are comparable in scale. Until now
Americans could build information instruments in wartime and allow them to rust when
the war was over. We did so after WWI and WWII, and again after the Cold War. Fifty
years ago, we developed imaginative new approaches to embassy and military
information services, to cross cultural exchanges of pcople and ideas, and to international
broadcasting. Today on a scale not seen since the 1940s we arc shaping new approaches
to intelligence, military force structures, nation-building, and homeland security. We
must devote comparable creativity and energy to strategic communication. The 9/11
Commission and other voices agree. We can't get the job done with intelligence and

military force alone.

Second, we understood then that actions are the most credible form of communication.
The Marshall Plan sparked imaginations around the world. The Berlin airlift brought
supplies to the citizens of West Berlin and hope to millions. Ditto aid to Greece and
Turkey. U.S. civilian and military information agencies were needed to draw worldwide
attention to these efforts. But their messages were persuasive because they were
associated with actions and values that were attractive. What we were doing was seen as

legitimate and having moral authority. This is just as important today.

Third, those who shaped overseas information and cultural activitics believed the
challenges required an American response, not just a government response. It was nota
task for diplomats and military commanders only. Writers, film directors, scholars,
journalists, poets, playwrights, librarians, scientists, foundation executives, business
leaders, and labor leaders became involved directly through temporary service in
government and indirectly through exchanges and other means. Organizational
arrangements in the 21st century will be different; the need for robust public-private

partnership is the same.

Tensions and turf struggles were a reality among lawmakers, policymakers, and

bureaucrats then, as they are today. Yet the nation developed the political will for cfforts
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that over two gencrations played a critical role in ending the Cold War. We cannot

succeed again without comparable vision and commitment.
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