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 Who’s Winning the Battle for Narrative?

  Al-Qaida versus the United States and its Allies  

 Sebastian Gorka  and    David Kilcullen 

           The confrontation that we are calling for with the apostate regimes does not 
know Socratic debates, Platonic ideals, nor Aristotelian diplomacy. But it knows 
the dialogue of bullets, the ideals of assassination, bombing, and destruction, 
and the diplomacy of the canon and machine-gun.    

—Al-Qaida Training Manual   1      

 THE MODERN MASTER of strategy, Carl von Clausewitz, is a notoriously diffi cult author to 
read and understand. The fact that his most famous work,  On War,  remained unfi nished 
on his death and was published posthumously by his widow, only adds to the problems 
of interpretation. Even his most famous dictum, which sees war as the continuation of 
politics by others means, can be understood in several ways. Nevertheless, whatever the 
fi nal interpretation, the saying clearly underscores the function of will within confl ict. 
For von Clausewitz, politics was but one method for a nation to realize its will. He 
understood that at times one can only reach such goals through the use of force. In such 
cases, a government employs violence to impose its will on the enemy after other tools 
have proven inadequate. In the endeavor to force our will and our version of future real-
ity on our foe, communication plays an absolutely vital role. On the one hand it helps 
our population and our forces maintain the will to fi ght and to win. Strategic communi-
cations can also be very effective in undermining the will to fi ght of our adversary.   2    
Unfortunately, in the seven-year global confl ict between the United States and al-Qaida, 
it is the enemy that is winning the war of strategic communications. 

 This chapter examines the message that al-Qaida has been broadcasting, what the 
message from the United States and its allies has been, and the contextual reality behind 
both. We also explore why al-Qaida has been much more successful in communicating 
its ideology and the justifi cations for its actions than the United States and its allies have 
been. And fi nally, based on this analysis we will recommend a simple format and pre-
liminary content for a doctrine of strategic communication to undermine the current 
enemy and strengthen U.S. national interests.  
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230 INFLUENCE WARFARE

 AL-QAIDA’S MESSAGE 

 Although al-Qaida operates in secret and is very unlike the nation-state foes the United 
States and its allies have faced in the past, Osama bin Laden and his ideological adviser 
Ayman al-Zawahiri are not shy individuals who shun the limelight. Long before the 
attacks of September 11, 2001 (9/11), the leaders of this salafi st terrorist organization 
openly telegraphed the justifi cations for the violence perpetrated by their operatives to 
the whole world and broadcast in detail what end-state they envisaged as a result of their 
global campaign of terror. In fact, three years before the attacks which killed nearly 
3,000 innocent civilians in New York, Washington, and Pennsylvania, bin Laden openly 
declared war against the United States and the West in his 1996 fatwa.   3    Today, numerous 
offi cial and commercial publications are available which collect all similar al-Qaida 
pronouncements, interviews, and video and audio transcripts, and therefore it is rela-
tively simple to summarize the content of bin Laden’s strategic communications.  

 The Al-Qaida Narrative 
 The nations of the Arab and Muslim world have all fallen from the path of truth Islam. 
They exist in a state of pagan heresy or ignorance similar to that which existed on the 
Arabian Peninsula at the time of Islam’s birth, a state of jahalia. The leaders of these 
nations either behave in ways that are not true to the example of Mohammad and the 
Khoran and/or maintain relations with the West that contravene the core tenets of the 
Muslim faith. As a result, just as the Salafi  and Wahabi schools of Islam decree, true 
fi delity is to be found in following the example of the fi rst generations of leaders that 
followed the Prophet, the age of the Four Righteous Caliphs. The true believer must 
return to a lifestyle that emulates the values and behavior of 7th century Islam. All 
those who do not do so are our enemies. Our enemies include therefore not only the 
apostate leaders of the Arab and Muslim world and all Christians and Jews but even 
all those who call themselves Muslims but who do not follow the fundamentalist ways 
of the Salafi  and Wahabi creed. Following the doctrine of takfi r, these people are not 
in fact Muslims but kafi r and should be treated as enemies just as much as the Crusad-
ers. Our goal is to return the ummah, the global community of true Islam, to its former 
glory and reinstate the Caliphate that was unjustly dissolved by Kemal Ataturk after 
World War I. We are not fi ghting for self-determination or national independence, for 
the nation-state is itself a heretical construct of the Christian Crusaders. In this global 
war True Islam is under attack by the West and subsequently we must all live the life 
of defensive Jihad. The current situation of American and Western dominance can 
only be reversed if Holy War is raised to be the sixth pillar of Islam. It is now the duty of 
all Muslims to fi ght the Near Enemy—the leaders of the apostate regimes in the Middle 
East—and the Far Enemy—America and its allies. In fact, it is the duty of all who seek 
the global establishment of Dar al-Islam to acquire Weapons of Mass Destruction and to 
deploy them against the infi del. The West is decadent and fundamentally weak morally. 
Its citizens love life as much as we love death, therefore we will win.  

 Note that bin Laden’s narrative is coherent and comprehensive: join our jihad (“live the 
life of defensive Jihad . . . fi ght the Near Enemy”), for we are certain to win, and when 
we do justice will prevail.   
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 AMERICA’S MESSAGE 

 As we fi nalized this chapter, the confl ict is in its seventh year and the campaign globally 
dispersed from Central Asia to the Middle East, Southeast Asia, Africa, and beyond. And 
yet, the strategic communications aspect of the Global War on Terror (GWOT), or Long 
War as it has now been dubbed, has developed in a haphazard fashion without unitary 
direction or meaningful substance. The mere fact that several years into the confl ict, the 
Department of Defense felt it was necessary to change the name of the campaign from 
GWOT to the Long War, speaks to a level of confusion at the very highest level. 

 As a nation America is not even clear as to whom it is at war with. At various times 
the U.S. government has stated that we are at war with the organization al-Qaida; other 
times, offi cials have stated that we are war with all terrorist groups with global reach; 
and then on still other occasions government leaders have stated that we are at war with 
terrorism and not with a distinct group that employs terrorism as a tactic. 

 On the other side of the communication effort, the government has stated that its post-
9/11 campaign is about global liberty and democracy, that all the peoples of the world 
would rather live with political choice and that the creation of a democratic Iraq is the fi rst 
step in the spread of representative government in the Middle East and across the Arab and 
Muslim world. Throughout all this, without much effect, the offi cial communications 
strategy has attempted to stress that the United States (and the West) is not at war with the 
Muslim world and that the likes of bin Laden only represent a tiny fraction of extremists. 

 On the very fi rst page of the  U.S. National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Stra-
tegic Communication  (NSPDSC),   4    President Bush is quoted: “We will lead the cause of 
freedom, justice, and hope, because both our values and our interests demand it.” The 
quote continues: “We also know that nations with free, healthy, prosperous people will 
be sources of stability, not breeding grounds for extremists and hate and terror. By mak-
ing the world more hopeful, we make the world more peaceful.” According to the docu-
ment, released in 2007, the national communications strategy must fl ow from the eight 
objectives articulated in the overarching  U.S. National Security Strategy :    

Championing human dignity,    • 
Strengthening alliances against terrorism,    • 
Defusing regional confl icts,• 
    Preventing the threat of weapons of mass destruction,    • 
Encouraging global economic growth,• 
    Expanding the “circle of development,”  • 
  Cooperating with other centers of global power,    • 
Transforming America’s national security institutions to meet the challenges and • 
opportunities of the twenty-fi rst century.   

 Specifi cally, the NSPDSC states that all communications and public diplomacy activi-
ties should:

    Underscore America’s commitment to freedom, human rights, and the dignity and • 
equality of every human being;    

12_Forest_Ch11_p229-p240.indd   23112_Forest_Ch11_p229-p240.indd   231 2/5/2009   5:00:53 PM2/5/2009   5:00:53 PM



232 INFLUENCE WARFARE

Reach out to those who share our ideals; • 
   Support those who struggle for freedom and democracy; and    • 
Counter those who espouse ideologies of hate and oppression.   • 

 Just as with bin Laden and al-Qaida, the U.S. government has also stated the justifi ca-
tions for its actions and the vision of the future its policies are there to serve. The 
NSPDSC calls these “core messages.” These represent the U.S. narrative.  

 The U.S.-GWOT Narrative 
 As a diverse, multicultural nation founded by immigrants, America includes and respects 
peoples of different nations, cultures and faiths. America seeks to be a partner for 
progress, prosperity and peace. The American government wants to work in partner-
ship with others nations and peoples of the world in ways that effect a better life “for 
all the world’s citizens.” We believe that all people wish to live in societies that are 
just, governed by the rule-of-law, and not corrupt. We do not expect every country to 
shape its government like that of the United States, but we believe that citizens should 
be able to participate in choosing their governments and that these governments should 
be accountable to their citizens. With its exclusive ideology of hatred and violence, 
al-Qaida represents the greatest current threat to global peace and prosperity. The likes 
of bin Laden cannot be reasoned with and must be stopped before there acquire Weap-
ons of Mass Destruction. It is in the interest of all reasonable peoples and legitimate 
governments of the world to cooperate in the fi ght against global terrorism.  

 Note that this is the narrative as best depicted by the NSPDSC and other offi cial state-
ments, but the message is far less coherent across the departments of government than 
is al-Qaida’s.   

 WHAT IS STRATEGIC COMMUNICATIONS AND WHY CAN’T 
WE DO IT? 

 According to the editor of the journal  Military Review,  Colonel William M. Darley—
who happens to be the director of Strategic Communications at the Combined Arms 
Center, Fort Leavenworth—although we may now have the NSPDSC, that does not 
mean that it works. According to Darley,  

 Shockingly, almost 6 years after the attacks against the Twin Towers and Pentagon, a 
national-level process for organizing and conducting an effective, synchronized pro-
gram aimed at countering enemy ideas is still not in place. Therefore, many observers 
both in and out of government are now expressing deep concern that the United States 
is losing both the global war of ideas against Islamic extremists and the war on terror 
itself.   5     

 While we have become accustomed to members of the community of talking heads 
lambasting the administration for failing in its communications strategy, it is now clear 
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that even inside the U.S. government and the armed forces there is open recognition of 
the lack of both substance and effective process in communicating the whys and where-
fores of the Long War. There are therefore two obvious questions which follow: what is 
strategic communications, and why does the United States seem incapable of doing it in 
the current threat environment? 

 From our perspective, “strategic communications” is a catch-all phrase that has 
been overused, is little understood, and has lost essential meaning. In this regard it is 
closely related to public diplomacy, information operations, and psychological warfare.   6    
All of the above, to a lesser or greater extent, are phrases that were invented to circum-
vent the opprobrium that became associated with the word propaganda in twentieth 
century, especially after World War I. Today, it is hard to identify exactly what each term 
refers to, which agency has the lead responsibly to execute particularly functions, how 
they differ from one another and how these concepts all differ from the classic, nonpe-
jorative sense of propaganda and the related Cold War concept of political warfare. 

 According to U.S. Army offi cer Melanie Reeder, “communication is the link between 
what an organization intends to do and the understanding and support needed from par-
ticular groups and the general public to ensure the ultimate achievement of its program 
goals.”   7    Additionally, she notes, “A strategic communication plan is a long term compre-
hensive plan to successfully communicate themes, messages, goals, and objectives of an 
overarching vision.  It is the means by which the strategy is articulated .”   8    

 This would seem to be a reasonable defi nition. If a strategy is the plan by which a 
nation’s goals are related to the means at its disposal to achieve those goals, then strate-
gic communications are the tools we use to garner support for that plan and the vision 
behind it, and the tools used to undermine an enemy’s ability to obstruct us in achieving 
that vision. Subsequently, in order for the United States to have a workable strategic 
communications plan, it must be able to:    

Defi ne the end-state it wishes to achieve,    1. 
Defi ne the enemy it wishes to defeat,    2. 
Identify the audiences for its strategic communication,    3. 
Identify realistic tools to communicate its goals to those audiences, and    4. 
Undermine the enemy’s own strategic communications.   5. 

 Let us take these fi rst two requirements in turn. What is the end-state which the United 
States wishes to achieve? The fi rst question is the easiest one to answer. Clearly, Amer-
ica wishes to destroy al-Qaida, or at the very least make it irrelevant, no longer a threat 
to its national security. But the second is seemingly more problematic. 

 The U.S. government has yet to clearly tell the world who it is fi ghting. Initially, 
with post-9/11 operations being launched against al-Qaida in Afghanistan and the fun-
damentalist Taliban regime, the enemy was understood as being the organization that 
had perpetrated the 9/11 attacks and the government that had provided it with safe haven. 
But then came the Iraqi invasion and the removal of Saddam Hussein. With this step, 
America communicated that the enemy included not just al-Qaida and those that har-
bored it but also any nations inimical to the United States which possessed (or were 
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suspected of possessing) weapons of mass destruction (WMDs), and which could con-
ceivably pass those weapons on to groups such as al-Qaida. Additionally, after the inva-
sion resulted in sectarian violence within Iraq, America has identifi ed Iraqi insurgents and 
foreign fi ghters as also part of the enemy kaleidoscope. On top of that, the administration 
has made it clear that any group which shares al-Qaida’s extremist religiously fueled 
ideology is also to be counted with the enemy, as is any terrorist groups with global 
capabilities. Last, with its more recent joint activities in Africa, especially in the south-
ern Sahel region, the government has targeted ungoverned areas which can be exploited 
by terrorist or insurgent groups. 

 Subsequently, through its actions and what it has said, the United States has defi ned 
its enemy as:    

al-Qaida,   • 
 Groups that share al-Qaida’s ideology,  • 
  Insurgent groups and foreign fi ghters in Iraq,    • 
States that aid al-Qaida,    • 
States that could provide WMD capabilities to al-Qaida,    • 
Any terrorist group with a global network and capabilities,    • 
Ungoverned areas.   • 

 Sun Tzu, the ancient Asian strategist, advises that one must know one’s enemy if one is 
to have a chance of defeating him. In this case the United States has described for itself 
a rather heterogeneous set of actors and conditions under the moniker of enemy. More 
problematic than the breadth of defi nition are the actors it omits, yet which by rights 
should be included given the original parameters. 

 It is now a matter of public record that Iran has been assisting insurgent fi ghters in 
Iraq. Saudi Arabia, founded as it was on the Wahhabi school of Islam, has been interna-
tionally propagating ideological materiel, especially in the form of the so-called Noble 
Qur’an that is used by fundamentalist imams the world over.   9    Similarly, the role of 
Pakistan in the further survival of al-Qaida, in particular with reference to the federally 
administered tribal areas bordering Afghanistan, cannot be dismissed. If the potential 
supply of WMD capability to al-Qaida and similar terror groups is part of the defi nition 
of the enemy, one cannot discount Pakistan, given the sentiments of certain members of 
its armed forces, intelligence services, and WMD scientists, nor can one exclude North 
Korea. Last, if extremist groups of global reach are all to be considered enemies, then 
one can reasonably ask when the United States will begin operations against Hizballah, 
Jemaah Islamiya, or even Hizb ut Tahrir, to name just three. 

 Even if one ignores all these secondary targets and stays purely with the top of the 
list, al-Qaida, then there remain defi nitional problems. Offi cial guidance is confusing 
and often unclear. Is al-Qaida just an organization? Is it a network of like-minded 
groups? It is a franchise of unconnected but similar extremist organizations? Or has it 
become a global ideology, or even an insurgency on a global scale?   10    

 It is clear that al-Qaida has been evolving over time. Started under another name, 
the Arab Service Bureau, a coordinating body and clearinghouse for Arab mujahideen 
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fi ghting in Soviet-occupied Afghanistan, only after the fi rst Gulf War did it become the 
globally dispersed terror group that would be responsible for the fi rst Twin Towers attack 
of 1993, the East African embassy bombings, the USS  Cole  attack, and eventually 9/11. 
Nevertheless, we must be able to understand more deeply how al-Qaida has developed 
and changed over time—especially after the U.S. invasion of Afghanistan forced it into 
a new form of existence—if we are to stand a case of defeating it and in the process 
communicating to all observers why we are at war and what we wish to achieve. 

 It is not the purpose of this chapter to discuss at length what exactly post-9/11 al-
Qaida is,   11    but it is important in relationship to the question of counter-strategies to 
know what al-Qaida is not. Al-Qaida is no longer a unitary organization; it is not—
despite what the media would have us believe—a simple global network; and it is not an 
ideology in the sense of ideology that we are used to, since it is largely informed by 
religion; and last, it is misleading to portray it (as some commentators have) as some 
sort of franchise organization akin to a McDonalds (to truly be such a franchise it would 
need a functioning headquarters, a universally accepted end-state for all its members, 
and each unit would have to have exactly the same skill sets). 

 Al-Qaida proper is a tiny minority of a minority which has connected to it several 
groups around the world who self-associate with the image and rhetoric of al-Qaida but 
do so most often as a result of some local and far more limited goal they wish to achieve. 
This heterogeneous aspect of what we today misleadingly term al-Qaida is important. 

 The multifaceted nature of al-Qaida and its popularity can be illustrated with an 
anecdote. Several years into the GWOT, a colonel from Pakistani military counterintel-
ligence commented to one of us that the most popular boys’ name in his country in the 
previous 12 months was Osama. To this astonishing fact the author responded by asking, 
“Does this mean that bin Laden enjoys the popular support of most Pakistanis?” The 
colonel replied of course not, there is hardly anyone in his country who would in their 
right mind wish to live in a caliphate under the leadership of Osama bin Laden. Yet while 
the strategic aims that he espouses and the tools he uses are anathema to them, when bin 
Laden refers to issues such as the freedom of Palestine or the sanctity of Mecca and 
Medina, the colonel went on to say that many, many Pakistanis fi nd these sentiments to 
be sympathetic. This is by far not an unusual attitude outside of Pakistan in other Mus-
lim nations and communities. It is this form of cognitive dissonance that makes our 
understanding of al-Qaida so diffi cult and which differentiates it in a distinct fashion 
from the unifi ed and centralized ideologies of the past such as Nazism, fascism, and 
communism. 

 What then is the model which will help us understand and then defeat al-Qaida? 
Fred Kagan of the American Enterprise Institute advises us to compare the al-Qaida of 
today with the Bolsheviks of the early 1900s prior to the Russian Revolution of 1917.   12    
The analogy is a useful one given the fact that we can reasonably portray communism as 
a secular religion instigated by a tiny minority without the support of the millions of 
people the Bolsheviks said they were acting on behalf of. But instead of comparing al-
Qaida with the prerevolutionary Bolsheviks, it may be more informative to understand 
our enemy as the equivalent of that tiny group of Bolshevik extremists at a point after 
1917, after a failed attempt at revolution. In this way we can understand the original 
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members of al-Qaida as totalitarian merchants of political violence who are now in hid-
ing, who enjoy the permissive yet uninformed support of many, and whose signifi cance or 
apparent size seems to increase as more and more local actors and groups self-associate 
with some of their ideas or beliefs. 

 At this point it may be useful to summarize the strategic communications of both 
sides in this confl ict and compare what is being communicated with actual reality (see 
  Table 11.1  ).   

 In both cases there are discrepancies. We cannot allow the discrepancies to persist 
on our side of this confrontation. Every instance in which we communicate a stance that 

Table 11.1 A Comparison of Messages and Reality

The Message of Osama bin Laden 
and al-Qaida The Reality Behind the Message

Only the Islam we follow is true
The caliphate must be reestablished under 

Shari’a law
Islam is under attack 
The West must be destroyed. There are no 

innocents.
Those who profess to be Muslim but dis-

agree with us are kafi r

There are numerous schools of Islam
The vast majority of Muslims/Arabs do not wish 

to live in a fundamentalist caliphate modeled on 
the Taliban regime 

There is no concerted effort by the nations of the 
developed Judeo-Christian world to destroy 
Islam 

Al-Qaida cannot match the United States let alone 
destroy the West. There are no international 
norms or laws that permit the killing of 
unarmed civilians 

Bin Laden has no political or clerical credentials 
to make fatwas or 
exercise takfi r

The Message of the United States 
and its Allies The Reality Behind the Message

Al-Qaida is the threat to global peace and 
stability

We wish to cooperate will all nations that 
denounce terrorism

We stand for democracy and liberty
Regime change in Central Asia and Iraq will 

bring broader peace and stability

Very few nations agree with the U.S. threat 
assessments, even within NATO

Following 9/11 and to this day, the United States 
has taken a deciding unilateral approach to its 
national security agenda

Several policy decisions and specifi c GWOT 
tactics have undermined rule of law, due pro-
cess and international human rights norms

It is at least unclear at the moment whether 
Afghanistan and Iraq can survive as function-
ing democracies, let alone whether this model 
will spread further in the respective regions
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is not refl ected in reality represents a small victory for the enemy. Therefore we must 
rethink how our strategic communications are done and what their content should be.   

 HOW TO COMMUNICATE STRATEGICALLY (OR, IT’S HARD 
TO STRATEGICALLY COMMUNICATE WITHOUT A STRATEGY) 

 One of the more important reasons for the lack of an effective communications strategy 
on behalf of the United States is the lack of a clear and overarching strategy for the post-
9/11 era. While we have been given fi rst the GWOT and now the Long War, we are still 
looking for our generation’s George Kennan who will write the new version of the Long 
Telegram, a document which can be used to formulate a doctrine on the strategic level 
of the Cold War’s containment policy.   13    Without a strategic level doctrine it is very dif-
fi cult to execute effective strategic communications. 

 At the same time we can learn much about how not to formulate a strategic com-
munications plan by examining what has been provided already in the offi cial docu-
ments despite the doctrinal vacuum. If we return to NSDPSC, we can see that a com-
munications plan citing “America’s commitment to freedom, human rights and the 
dignity and equality of every human being” is at odds with suspension of habeas corpus, 
extraordinary renditions, and the use of special detention facilities and interrogation 
techniques. Likewise stressing the fundamental need to “reach out to those who share 
our ideals” remains a useless core statement of communications policy if we cannot say 
what this means in real life. The same is true when we express our commitment to 
“counter those who espouse ideologies of hate and oppression.” Do we mean this sin-
cerely to apply to all people, even heads of state? And then, what does our intent to 
“support those who struggle for freedom and democracy” actually mean? Are we pre-
pared to do this everywhere, from North Korea to Belarussia? If not, then we must either 
rephrase our strategic communications plan or risk it losing credibility immediately. 

 After World War II, our ability to effectively communicate what the stakes of the 
confrontation were, why America had to act and what we wished to achieve were much 
easier. This was due to several reasons. Communication is best when it clearly demon-
strates values. After four years of engagement in a global war against a totalitarian 
enemy, America’s values were clear. Likewise after 30 years of the Soviet Union, the 
values of the enemy were not obtuse or diffi cult to grasp. With the Berlin Blockade, the 
launch of  Sputnik,  and the fi rst Soviet atomic test, it was clear that the game was one of 
survival, of Them or Us. The enemy was clearly an enemy; the United States knew what 
the enemy was capable of and what they wanted and, most important of all, the previous 
four years had shown the United Stateswho we were. September 11 was different. 

 In the hazy days of post–Cold War peace dividends, since our enemy had been van-
quished (or rather had become our “friend”), it was hard to remember what America and 
the West stood for. The attack itself came as a huge surprise. Despite the 1993 World 
Trade Center bombing, the USS  Cole,  attack and the embassy bombings, we did not 
appreciate the scale of the threat, the intention of the enemy or his true capabilities. Even 
after 9/11 we have been obstructed in our understanding of our foe by the fact that his 
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motivation is not simply political or rational but is religiously informed and has nothing to 
do with the logic of nation-state behavior. It is thanks to this confusion that today when you 
ask someone anywhere in the world whom they associate with the word  caliphate  they will 
more often as not give the name of Osama bin Laden. If you ask the same person which 
person or country they associate with the words  democracy  or  liberty , it is unlikely to be 
the United States. Not so long ago, neither statement would have been true. 

 How then to proceed? According to the aforementioned study by Lieutenant Colo-
nel Reeder, a strategic communication plan must be designed to:  

  Defi ne the threat,    • 
Inform and educate,• 
    Promote support for policies, programs, and actions,    • 
Counter myths, misconceptions, rumors, and misinformation,    • 
Persuade or call to action,    • 
Serve as a tool to identify and allocate resources, • 
   Provide personnel within the organization a reference guide of coherent and consis-• 
tent messages.   14      

 Above all, it must do this in a way that clearly demonstrates to the audience the positive 
values that are the foundation for our system of government and which inform and guide 
our actions both domestically and abroad. Our policies cannot contravene these core 
values. 

 To simplify matters, and given the urgency of the task, we can boil the above down 
into three fundamental questions the United States and its allies must answer if they are 
to have any chance of building a coherent strategic communications platform which can 
delegitimize al-Qaida. These are:

    Who is the enemy? The answer to this question should be short and simple.1. 
    Who are we? What do we believe in and what do we stand for as a nation and what 2. 
we require of others nations that hold themselves to be part of the community of 
peace-loving and freedom-loving countries?    
What are the core values which inform our behavior and our policies and which are 3. 
not negotiable?   

 Given the weakness of communications to date, we would suggest one additional 
twist. At the moment it would be a waste to spend signifi cantly more money on trying to 
make the United States or the “West” look good in the eyes of non-Western audiences. 
This will most likely come when we are judged by our actions. Instead we should focus 
on making the enemy look bad. For example, how is it that a man without any clerical 
qualifi cations issues fatwas and why is it that since 9/11 al-Qaida has been responsible 
for the death of far more Muslims than Westerners? This is how one can delegitimize 
and marginalize bin Laden. 

 There is, however, one last point which all the discussion of strategic communica-
tions in the past seven years has omitted. While it is true that we were much better at 
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strategic communications (or rather propaganda and political warfare) during the Cold 
War, there is a very important reason for his. When America established tools such as 
Voice of America, Radio Liberty, and Radio Free Europe, it was targeting a completely 
different audience. For the most part, the citizens of the captive nations behind the Iron 
Curtain were not staunch communists who had to be converted through these broad-
casts. The people of Hungary, Poland, East Germany, the Baltic states, and so on believed 
in democracy and longed to be free. They did not tune into our federally funded stations 
because they wanted to be converted to our value system. They were already on our side 
and simply wanted access to information denied them by their illegitimate masters. This 
is not the case today. Yesterday the audience was with us but captive. Today the audience 
may be suffering under a less than democratic regime or an authoritarian government, 
but that does not mean they are necessarily on our side. In the Cold War is may have 
been about winning “hearts and minds” but today we are in the era of having to win 
“hearts and souls.”  
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 1.    Military Studies in the Jihad Against the Tyrants/The Al-Qaeda Training Manual,  edited by 
Jerrold M. Post with a preface by Amb. Paul Bremer, USAF Counterproliferation Center, Max-
well Air Force Base, Alabama, 2004, p. 13.   

 2.   The early land campaign of the fi rst Gulf War provides a perfect example of U.S. will 
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 4.    U.S. National Strategy for Public Diplomacy and Strategic Communication, Strategic 

Communication and Public Diplomacy,  Policy Coordinating Committee (PCC), June 2007, p. 1.   
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Quarterly,  Issue 47, 4th quarter, 2007, National Defense University Press.   
 6.   Please see the introduction to this volume for defi nitions of these and other related terms.   
 7.   Lt. Col. Melanie Reeder,  The Strategic Communications Plan: Effective Communication for 

Strategic Leaders,  Strategy Research Project, U.S. Army War College, Carlisle, PA, 1998, p. iii.   
 8.   Ibid, p. 3; emphasis added. Compare this defi nition to defi nitions for “public diplomacy” and 

“psychological warfare.” A phrase supposedly fi rst coined by U.S. diplomat Edmund Gullion, 
according to the State Department, “Public Diplomacy seeks to promote the national interest of the 
United States through understanding, informing and infl uencing foreign audiences.” While psycho-
logical warfare consists of “activities, other than physical combat, which communicate ideas and 
information intended to affect the mind, emotions, and actions of the enemy, for the purpose of dis-
rupting his morale and his will to fi ght.” Both quoted in N. J. Cull et al,.  Propaganda and Mass 
Persuasion, a Historical Encyclopedia, 1500 to the Present , ABC-CLIO, Santa Barbara, 2003.   
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 9.   Offi cially distributed during the annual Hajj to English-speaking pilgrims visiting Mecca. 
The Noble Qur’an, aka the Hilali-Khan translation, King Fahd Publishers, Saudi Arabia.   

 10.   For a discussion of the question of what al-Qaida is, see S. L. v. Gorka, “Al Qaeda and 
von Clausewitz—Rediscovering the Art of War,” presentation to the First Annual Symposium: 
Countering Global Insurgency, US Joint Special Operations University, Hurlburt Field, Florida, 
May 5, 2006, available at   http://www.itdis.org.   For a discussion of al-Qaida as global insurgency, 
see David Kilcullen, “Countering Global Insurgency,”  Journal of Strategic Studies,  28, no. 4, 
August 2005, and “Three Pillars of Counterinsurgency,” remarks delivered at the U.S. Govern-
ment Counterinsurgency Conference, September 28, 2006, Washington,   http://www.usgcoin.org/
docs1/3PillarsOfCounterinsurgency.pdf.     

 11.   For more details, see S. L. v. Gorka, “Al Qaeda’s Next Generation,” Jamestown Founda-
tion,  Terrorism Monitor,  Vol. 2, Issue 15, June 29, 2004,   http://chechnya.jamestown.org/images/
pdf/ter_002_015.pdf.     

 12.   See Fred Kagan,  The New Bolsheviks: Understanding Al Qaeda, National Security Out-
look,  American Enterprise Institute, November 16, 2005,   www.aei.org/publications/pubID.23460/
pub_detail.asp.     

 13.   The Council for Emerging National Security Affairs recently compiled a survey of 
national security practitioners and academics judging the various potential doctrines that have 
already been penned but have not yet won universal adoption by the administration. For details see 
“The Search for Mr. X” at   http://www.censa.net.     

 14.   Reeder,  The Strategic Communications Plan , pp. 5–6.         
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