TEACHING AMERICAN HISTORY PROJECT
Lesson Title: "Exit Strategy”
From Nina Skarvelas
Grade: 9-12
Length of class period: 45 minute period
Inquiry:
In this lesson the students will analyze two primary sources. The students will compare
and contrast two presidential speeches on exit strategies for the Vietnam War and the
War in Afghanistan. The focus for this lesson will be: What can we learn from the past?
& Are the strategies/plans for concluding wars similar or different?
Objectives:
• Students will be able to analyze primary sources.
• Students will be able to compare and contrast the exit strategies for the Vietnam
War and the War in Afghanistan by examining speeches by President Nixon and
President Obama.
Materials:
Student packet that includes:
• President Nixon’s speech- “Address to the Nation on the War in Vietnam”
Sourcehttp://www.pbs.org/wgbh/amex/presidents/37_nixon/psources/ps_vietnam.html
This is the full text.
• President Obama’s speech- “Remarks by the President in Address to the Nation
on the Way Forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan”
Sourcehttp://www.whitehouse.gov/the-press-office/remarks-president-address-nationway-forward-afghanistan-and-pakistan
This is the full text.
• Venn diagram chart and/or table and questions
These are links you can use for your students to hear the speeches.
President Nixon’s speechhttp://www.youtube.com/watch?v=TpCWHQ30Do8&feature=related
President Obama’s speechhttp://www.whitehouse.gov/photos-and-video/video/president-obama-wayforward-afghanistan-and-pakistan
Activities:
Initiation:

Class Discussion- Teacher poses question: How can we learn from events in the past? If
teacher notices the students are struggling with answering the question, then the teacher
will provide examples or rephrase the question to incorporate examples. The first
example should be an event that the students have some personal experience with and can
relate to. The teacher could potentially say that if a student has not studied for a
test/practiced for a sport, then the student will not perform at his/her best. The student
will know to study and practice for the next test and/or game. The proceeding examples
should be historical events that have been covered in class where students have
background knowledge.
Teacher will inform the students that they will be analyzing two presidential speeches,
which discuss plans for ending war - President Nixon’s plan to end Vietnam War and
President Obama’s plan to conclude U.S. involvement in Afghanistan.
Teacher will pass out the student packet to all the students.
Partner work- The students will begin to read the two presidential speeches filling in the
Venn diagram and answering the questions related to the speeches.
Class discussion- The students will share their ideas about the similarities and differences
and their responses to the questions for both speeches.
Closure: Teacher will ask students whether or not U.S. foreign policy from different time
periods has changed. This can lead to the following question: Has the U.S. government
learned from the past with its involvement in war? If there is not enough time, then the
teacher can assign the last two questions of the packet as homework to be discussed the
next class period.
How will you assess what student learned during this lesson?
Informal: Participation in classroom discussion and partner work
Formal: Completion of Venn diagram and/or chart and the questions related to
the speeches
Additional Information:
The students should have some prior knowledge about the Vietnam War and U.S.
involvement in Afghanistan before starting this lesson.
If you are interested in using other portions of the speeches to draw specific connections,
refer to the full texts of both speeches.
Connecticut Framework Performance Standards:
Source- http://www.eastconn.org/tah/socialstudiesfrmwk_10-6-09-3.pdf
Standard 1: Content Knowledge
1.1 Students will be able to: Demonstrate an understanding of significant events and

themes in United States history.
6. Compare and contrast various American beliefs, values, and political ideologies.
Standard 2: History/ Social Studies Literacy
2.2. Students will be able to: Interpret information from a variety of primary and
secondary sources, including electronic media.
2. Choose valid sources and provide evidence to answer a history/social studies question.

Excerpts from President Nixon’s “Address to the Nation on the War in Vietnam”
Tonight, therefore, I would like to answer some of the questions that I know are on the
minds of many of you listening to me.
How and why did America get involved in Vietnam in the first place? How has this
administration changed the policy of the previous administration? What has really
happened in the negotiations in Paris and on the battlefront in Vietnam? What choices do
we have if we are to end the war? What are the prospects for peace? Now, let me begin
by describing the situation I found when I was inaugurated on January 20.
--The war had been going on for 4 years.
--31,000 Americans had been killed in action.
--The training program for the South Vietnamese was behind schedule.
--540,000 Americans were in Vietnam with no plans to reduce the
number.
--No progress had been made at the negotiations in Paris and the United
States had not put forth a comprehensive peace proposal.
--The war was causing deep division at home and criticism from many of
our friends as well as our enemies abroad.
In view of these circumstances there were some who urged that I end the war at once by
ordering the immediate withdrawal of all American forces.
But the question facing us today is: Now that we are in the war, what is the best way to
end it?
In January I could only conclude that the precipitate withdrawal of American forces from
Vietnam would be a disaster not only for South Vietnam but for the United States and for
the cause of peace.
For these reasons, I rejected the recommendation that I should end the war by
immediately withdrawing all of our forces. I chose instead to change American policy on
both the negotiating front and battlefront.
--We have offered the complete withdrawal of all outside forces within 1 year.
--We have proposed a cease-fire under international supervision.
--We have offered free elections under international supervision with the Communists
participating in the organization and conduct of the elections as an organized political
force. And the Saigon Government has pledged to accept the result of the elections.
At the time we launched our search for peace I recognized we might not succeed in
bringing an end to the war through negotiation. I, therefore, put into effect another plan to
bring peace-a plan which will bring the war to an end regardless of what happens on the
negotiating front.

Let me briefly explain what has been described as the Nixon Doctrine-a policy which not
only will help end the war in Vietnam, but which is an essential element of our program
to prevent future Vietnams.
In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United States furnished most of the money, most of
the arms, and most of the men to help the people of those countries defend their freedom
against Communist aggression.
Before any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a leader of another Asian
country expressed this opinion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a private citizen. He
said: "When you are trying to assist another nation defend its freedom, U.S. policy should
be to help them fight the war but not to fight the war for them."
Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down in Guam three principles as
guidelines for future American policy toward Asia:
--First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments.
--Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a nation
allied with us or of a nation whose survival we consider vital to our security.
--Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we shall furnish military and
economic assistance when requested in accordance with our treaty commitments. But we
shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary responsibility of
providing the manpower for its defense.
After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders of the Philippines, Thailand,
Vietnam, South Korea, and other nations which might be threatened by Communist
aggression, welcomed this new direction in American foreign policy.
The defense of freedom is everybody's business-not just America’s business. And it is
particularly the responsibility of the people whose freedom is threatened. In the previous
administration, we Americanized the war in Vietnam. In this administration, we are
Vietnamizing the search for peace.
We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in cooperation with the South
Vietnamese for the complete withdrawal of all U.S. combat ground forces, and their
replacement by South Vietnamese forces on an orderly scheduled timetable. This
withdrawal will be made from strength and not from weakness. As South Vietnamese
forces become stronger, the rate of American withdrawal can become greater.
I have not and do not intend to announce the timetable for our program. And there are
obvious reasons for this decision which I am sure you will understand. As I have
indicated on several occasions, the rate of withdrawal will depend on developments on
three fronts.
We must retain the flexibility to base each withdrawal decision on the situation as it is at
that time rather than on estimates that are no longer valid.

My fellow Americans, I am sure you can recognize from what I have said that we really
only have two choices open to us if we want to end this war.
--I can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal of all Americans from Vietnam
without regard to the effects of that action.
--Or we can persist in our search for a just peace through a negotiated settlement if
possible, or through continued implementation of our plan for Vietnamization if
necessary-a plan in which we will withdraw all of our forces from Vietnam on a schedule
in accordance with our program, as the South Vietnamese become strong enough to
defend their own freedom.
I have chosen this second course.
It is not the easy way.
It is the right way.
It is a plan which will end the war and serve the cause of peace-not just in Vietnam but in
the Pacific and in the world.
And so tonight-to you, the great silent majority of my fellow Americans-I ask for your
support.
I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end the war in a way that we could win
the peace. I have initiated a plan of action which will enable me to keep that pledge.

President Nixon’s Speech (Full text)

Address to the Nation on the War in Vietnam
November 3, 1969
Good evening, my fellow Americans.
Tonight I want to talk to you on a subject of deep concern to all Americans and to
many people in all parts of the world -- the war in Vietnam.
I believe that one of the reasons for the deep division about Vietnam is that many
Americans have lost confidence in what their Government has told them about our
policy. The American people cannot and should not be asked to support a policy which
involves the overriding issues of war and peace unless they know the truth about that
policy.
Tonight, therefore, I would like to answer some of the questions that I know are on the
minds of many of you listening to me.
How and why did America get involved in Vietnam in the first place? How has this
administration changed the policy of the previous administration? What has really
happened in the negotiations in Paris and on the battlefront in Vietnam? What choices
do we have if we are to end the war? What are the prospects for peace? Now, let me
begin by describing the situation I found when I was inaugurated on January 20:
- The war had been going on for 4 years. 1,000 Americans had been killed in action.
- The training program for the South Vietnamese was behind schedule. 540,000
Americans were in Vietnam with no plans to reduce the number.
- No progress had been made at the negotiations in Paris and the United States had not
put forth a comprehensive peace proposal.
- The war was causing deep division at home and criticism from many of our friends
as well as our enemies abroad.
In view of these circumstances there were some who urged that I end the war at once
by ordering the immediate withdrawal of all American forces.
From a political standpoint this would have been a popular and easy course to follow.
After all, we became involved in the war while my predecessor was in office. I could
blame the defeat which would be the result of my action on him and come out as the
peacemaker. Some put it to me quite bluntly: This was the only way to avoid allowing
Johnson's war to become Nixon's war.
But I had a greater obligation than to think only of the years of my administration and
of the next election. I had to think of the effect of my decision on the next generation
and on the future of peace and freedom in America and in the world.

Let us all understand that the question before us is not whether some Americans are
for peace and some Americans are against peace. The question at issue is not whether
Johnson's war becomes Nixon's war.
The great question is: How can we win America's peace?
Well, let us turn now to the fundamental issue. Why and how did the United States
become involved in Vietnam in the first place? Fifteen years ago North Vietnam, with
the logistical support of Communist China and the Soviet Union, launched a campaign
to impose a Communist government on South Vietnam by instigating and supporting a
revolution.
In response to the request of the Government of South Vietnam, President Eisenhower
sent economic aid and military equipment to assist the people of South Vietnam in
their efforts to prevent a Communist takeover. Seven years ago, President Kennedy
sent 16,000 military personnel to Vietnam as combat advisers. Four years ago,
President Johnson sent American combat forces to South Vietnam.
Now, many believe that President Johnson's decision to send American combat forces
to South Vietnam was wrong. And many others -- I among them -- have been strongly
critical of the way the war has been conducted.
But the question facing us today is: Now that we are in the war, what is the best way to
end it?
In January I could only conclude that the precipitate withdrawal of American forces
from Vietnam would be a disaster not only for South Vietnam but for the United States
and for the cause of peace.
For the South Vietnamese, our precipitate withdrawal would inevitably allow the
Communists to repeat the massacres which followed their takeover in the North 15
years before; They then murdered more than 50,000 people and hundreds of thousands
more died in slave labor camps.
We saw a prelude of what would happen in South Vietnam when the Communists
entered the city of Hue last year. During their brief rule there, there was a bloody reign
of terror in which 3,000 civilians were clubbed, shot to death, and buried in mass
graves.
With the sudden collapse of our support, these atrocities of Hue would become the
nightmare of the entire nation -- and particularly for the million and a half Catholic
refugees who fled to South Vietnam when the Communists took over in the North.
For the United States, this first defeat in our Nation's history would result in a collapse
of confidence in American leadership, not only in Asia but throughout the world.

Three American Presidents have recognized the great stakes involved in Vietnam and
understood what had to be done.
In 1963, President Kennedy, with his characteristic eloquence and clarity, said:
... we want to see a stable government there, carrying on a struggle to maintain its
national independence. We believe strongly in that. We are not going to withdraw
from that effort. In my opinion, for us to withdraw from that effort would mean a
collapse not only of South VietNam, but Southeast Asia. So we are going to stay there.
President Eisenhower and President Johnson expressed the same conclusion during
their terms of office.
For the future of peace, precipitate withdrawal would thus be a disaster of immense
magnitude.
A nation cannot remain great if it betrays its allies and lets down its friends.
Our defeat and humiliation in South Vietnam without question would promote
recklessness in the councils of those great powers who have not yet abandoned their
goals of world conquest.
This would spark violence wherever our commitments help maintain the peace -- in
the Middle East, in Berlin, eventually even in the Western Hemisphere.
Ultimately, this would cost more lives.
It would not bring peace; it would bring more war.
For these reasons, I rejected the recommendation that I should end the war by
immediately withdrawing all of our forces. I chose instead to change American policy
on both the negotiating front and battlefront. In order to end a war fought on many
fronts, I initiated a pursuit for peace on many fronts. In a television speech on May 14,
in a speech before the United Nations, and on a number of other occasions I set forth
our peace proposals in great detail.
We have offered the complete withdrawal of all outside forces within 1 year.
We have proposed a cease-fire under international supervision.
We have offered free elections under international supervision with the Communists
participating in the organization and conduct of the elections as an organized political
force. And the Saigon Government has pledged to accept the result of the elections.
We have not put forth our proposals on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. We have indicated
that we are willing to discuss the proposals that have been put forth by the other side.
We have declared that anything is negotiable except the right of the people of South

Vietnam to determine their own future. At the Paris peace conference, Ambassador
Lodge has demonstrated our flexibility and good faith in 40 public meetings.
Hanoi has refused even to discuss our proposals. They demand our unconditional
acceptance of their terms, which are that we withdraw all American forces
immediately and unconditionally and that we overthrow the Government of South
Vietnam as we leave.
We have not limited our peace initiatives to public forums and public statements. I
recognized, in January, that a long and bitter war like this usually cannot be settled in a
public forum. That is why in addition to the public statements and negotiation I have
explored every possible private avenue that might lead to a settlement.
Tonight I am taking the unprecedented step of disclosing to you some of our other
initiatives for peace -- initiatives we undertook privately and secretly because we
thought we thereby might open a door which publicly would be closed.
I did not wait for my inauguration to begin my quest for peace.
Soon after my election, through an individual who is directly in contact on a personal
basis with the leaders of North Vietnam, I made two private offers for a rapid,
comprehensive settlement. Hanoi's replies called in effect for our surrender before
negotiations.
Since the Soviet Union furnishes most of the military equipment for North Vietnam,
Secretary of State Rogers, my Assistant for National Security Affairs, Dr. Kissinger,
Ambassador Lodge, and I, personally, have met on a number of occasions with
representatives of the Soviet Government to enlist their assistance in getting
meaningful negotiations started. In addition, we have had extended discussions
directed toward that same end with representatives of other governments which have
diplomatic relations with North Vietnam. None of these initiatives have to date
produced results.
In mid-July, I became convinced that it was necessary to make a major move to break
the deadlock in the Paris talks. I spoke directly in this office, where I am now sitting,
with an individual who had known Ho Chi Minh on a personal basis for 25 years.
Through him I sent a letter to Ho Chi Minh. I did this outside of the usual diplomatic
channels with the hope that with the necessity of making statements for propaganda
removed, there might be constructive progress toward bringing the war to an end. Let
me read from this letter to you now:
Dear Mr. President:
I realize that it is difficult to communicate meaningfully across the gulf of four years
of war. But precisely because of this gulf, I wanted to take this opportunity to reaffirm
in all solemnity my desire to work for a just peace. I deeply believe that the war in

Vietnam has gone on too long and delay in bringing it to an end can benefit no one -least of all the people of Vietnam.
The time has come to move forward at the conference table toward an early resolution
of this tragic war. You will find us forthcoming and open-minded in a common effort
to bring the blessings of peace to the brave people of Vietnam. Let history record that
at this critical juncture, both sides turned their face toward peace rather than toward
conflict and war.
I received Ho Chi Minh's reply on August 30, 3 days before his death. It simply
reiterated the public position North Vietnam had taken at Paris and flatly rejected my
initiative.
The full text of both letters is being released to the press.
In addition to the public meetings that I have referred to, Ambassador Lodge has met
with Vietnam's chief negotiator in Paris in 11 private sessions.
We have taken other significant initiatives which must remain secret to keep open
some channels of communication which may still prove to be productive.
But the effect of all the public, private, and secret negotiations which have been
undertaken since the bombing halt a year ago and since this administration came into
office on January 20, can be summed up in one sentence: No progress whatever has
been made except agreement on the shape of the bargaining table.
Well now, who is at fault?
It has become clear that the obstacle in negotiating an end to the war is not the
President of the United States. It is not the South Vietnamese Government.
The obstacle is the other side's absolute refusal to show the least willingness to join us
in seeking a just peace. And it will not do so while it is convinced that all it has to do
is to wait for our next concession, and our next concession after that one, until it gets
everything it wants.
There can now be no longer any question that progress in negotiation depends only on
Hanoi's deciding to negotiate, to negotiate seriously.
I realize that this report on our efforts on the diplomatic front is discouraging to the
American people, but the American people are entitled to know the truth -- the bad
news as well as the good news -- where the lives of our young men are involved.
Now let me turn, however, to a more encouraging report on another front.
At the time we launched our search for peace I recognized we might not succeed in
bringing an end to the war through negotiation. I, therefore, put into effect another

plan to bring peace -- a plan which will bring the war to an end regardless of what
happens on the negotiating front.
It is in line with a major shift in U.S. foreign policy which I described in my press
conference at Guam on July 25. Let me briefly explain what has been described as the
Nixon Doctrine -- a policy which not only will help end the war in Vietnam, but which
is an essential element of our program to prevent future Vietnams.
We Americans are a do-it-yourself people. We are an impatient people. Instead of
teaching someone else to do a job, we like to do it ourselves. And this trait has been
carried over into our foreign policy In Korea and again in Vietnam, the United States
furnished most of the money, most of the arms, and most of the men to help the people
of those countries defend their freedom against Communist aggression.
Before any American troops were committed to Vietnam, a leader of another Asian
country expressed this opinion to me when I was traveling in Asia as a private citizen.
He said: "When you are trying to assist another nation defend its freedom, U.S. policy
should be to help them fight the war but not to fight the war for them."
Well, in accordance with this wise counsel, I laid down in Guam three principles as
guidelines for future American policy toward Asia:
- First, the United States will keep all of its treaty commitments.
- Second, we shall provide a shield if a nuclear power threatens the freedom of a
nation allied with US or of a nation whose survival we consider vital to our security.
- Third, in cases involving other types of aggression, we shall furnish military and
economic assistance when requested in accordance with our treaty commitments. But
we shall look to the nation directly threatened to assume the primary responsibility of
providing the manpower for its defense.
After I announced this policy, I found that the leaders of the Philippines, Thailand,
Vietnam, South Korea, and other nations which might be threatened by Communist
aggression, welcomed this new direction in American foreign policy.
The defense of freedom is everybody's business -- not just America's business. And it
is particularly the responsibility of the people whose freedom is threatened. In the
previous administration, we Americanized the war in Vietnam. In this administration,
we are Vietnamizing the search for peace.
The policy of the previous administration not only resulted in our assuming the
primary responsibility for fighting the war, but even more significantly did not
adequately stress the goal of strengthening the South Vietnamese so that they could
defend themselves when we left.

The Vietnamization plan was launched following Secretary Laird's visit to Vietnam in
March. Under the plan, I ordered first a substantial increase in the training and
equipment of South Vietnamese forces.
In July, on my visit to Vietnam, I changed General Abrams' orders so that they were
consistent with the objectives of our new l policies. Under the new orders, the primary
mission of our troops is to enable the South Vietnamese forces to assume the full l
responsibility for the security of South Vietnam.
Our air operations have been reduced by over 20 percent.
And now we have begun to see the results of this long overdue change in American
policy in Vietnam.
After 5 years of Americans going into Vietnam, we are finally bringing American men
home. By December 15, over 60,000 men will have been withdrawn from South
Vietnam, including 20 percent of all of our combat forces.
The South Vietnamese have continued to gain in strength. As a result they have been
able to take over combat responsibilities from our American troops.
Two other significant developments have occurred since this administration took
office.
- Enemy infiltration, infiltration which is essential if they are to launch a major attack,
over the last 3 months is less than 20 percent of what it was over the same period last
year.
- Most important -- United States casualties have declined during the last 2 months to
the lowest point in 3 years.
Let me now turn to our program for the future.
We have adopted a plan which we have worked out in cooperation with the South
Vietnamese for the complete withdrawal of all U.S. combat ground forces, and their
replacement by South Vietnamese forces on an orderly scheduled timetable. This
withdrawal will be made from strength and not from weakness. As South Vietnamese
forces become stronger, the rate of American withdrawal can become greater.
I have not and do not intend to announce the timetable for our program. And there are
obvious reasons for this decision which I am sure you will understand. As I have
indicated on several occasions, the rate of withdrawal will depend on developments on
three fronts.
One of these is the progress which can be or might be made in a Paris talks. An
announcement of a fixed timetable for our withdrawal would completely remove any

incentive for the enemy to negotiate an agreement. They would simply wait until our
forces had withdrawn and then move in.
The other two factors on which we will base our withdrawal decisions are the level of
enemy activity and the progress of the training programs of the South Vietnamese
forces. And I am glad to able to report tonight progress on both of these fronts has
been greater than we anticipated when we started the program in June for withdrawal.
As a result, our timetable for withdrawal is more optimistic now than when we made
our first estimates in June. Now, this clearly demonstrates why it is not wise to be
frozen in on a fixed timetable.
We must retain the flexibility to base each withdrawal decision on the situation as it is
at that time rather than on estimates that are no longer valid.
Along with this optimistic estimate, I must -- in all candor -- leave one note of caution.
If the level of enemy activity significantly increases we might have to adjust our
timetable accordingly.
However, I want the record to be completely clear on one point.
At the time of the bombing halt just a year ago, there was some confusion as to
whether there was an understanding on the part of the enemy that if we stopped the
bombing of North Vietnam they would stop the shelling of cities in South Vietnam. I
want to be sure that there is no misunderstanding on the part of the enemy with regard
to our withdrawal program.
We have noted the reduced level of infiltration, the reduction of our casualties, and are
basing our withdrawal decisions partially on those factors. If the level of infiltration or
our casualties increase while we are trying to scale down the fighting, it will be the
result of a conscious decision by the enemy.
Hanoi could make no greater mistake than to assume that an increase in violence will
be to its advantage. If I conclude that increased enemy action jeopardizes our
remaining forces in Vietnam, I shall not hesitate to take strong and effective measures
to deal with that situation.
This is not a threat. This is a statement of policy, which as Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces, I am making in meeting my responsibility for the protection of
American fighting men wherever they may be.
My fellow Americans, I am sure you can recognize from what I have said that we
really only have two choices open to us if we want to end this war.
- I can order an immediate, precipitate withdrawal of all Americans from Vietnam
without regard to the effects of that action.

- Or we can persist in our search for a just peace through a negotiated settlement if
possible, or through continued implementation of our plan for Vietnamization if
necessary, a plan in which we will withdraw all of our forces from Vietnam on a
schedule in accordance with our program, as the South Vietnamese become strong
enough to defend their own freedom.
I have chosen this second course. It is not the easy way. It is the right way.
It is a plan which will end the war and serve the cause of peace -- not just in Vietnam
but in the Pacific and in the world.
In speaking of the consequences of a precipitate withdrawal, I mentioned that our
allies would lose confidence in America.
Far more dangerous, we would lose confidence in ourselves. Oh, the immediate
reaction would be a sense of relief that our men were coming home. But as we saw the
consequences of what we had done, inevitable remorse and divisive recrimination
would scar our spirit as a people.
We have faced other crises in our history and have become stronger by rejecting the
easy way out and taking the right way in meeting our challenges. Our greatness as a
nation has been our capacity to do what had to be done when we knew our course was
right.
I recognize that some of my fellow citizens disagree with the plan for peace I have
chosen. Honest and patriotic Americans have reached different conclusions as to how
peace should be achieved.
In San Francisco a few weeks ago, I saw demonstrators carrying signs reading: "Lose
in Vietnam, bring the boys home."
Well, one of the strengths of our free society is that any American has a right to reach
that conclusion and to advocate that point of view. But as President of the United
States, I would be untrue to my oath of office if I allowed the policy of this Nation to
be dictated by the minority who hold that point of view and who try to impose it on the
Nation by mounting demonstrations in the street.
For almost 200 years, the policy of this Nation has been made under our Constitution
by those leaders in the Congress and the White House elected by all of the people. If a
vocal minority, however fervent its cause, prevails over reason and the will of the
majority, this Nation has no future as a free society.
And now I would like to address a word, if I may, to the young people of this Nation
who are particularly concerned, and I understand why they are concerned, about this
war.

I respect your idealism. I share your concern for peace. I want peace as much as you
do. There are powerful personal reasons I want to end this war. This week I will have
to sign 83 letters to mothers, fathers, wives, and loved ones of men who have given
their lives for America in Vietnam. It is very little satisfaction to me that this is only
one-third as many letters as I signed the first week in office. There is nothing I want
more than to see the day come when I do not have to write any of those letters.
I want to end the war to save the lives of those brave young men in Vietnam.
But I want to end it in a way which will increase the chance that their younger brothers
and their sons will not have to fight in some future Vietnam someplace in the world.
And I want to end the war for another reason. I want to end it so that the energy and
dedication of you, our young people, now too often directed into bitter hatred against
those responsible for the war, can be turned to the great challenges of peace, a better
life for all Americans, a better life for all people on this earth.
I have chosen a plan for peace. I believe it will succeed.
If it does succeed, what the critics say now won't matter. If it does not succeed,
anything I say then won't matter.
I know it may not be fashionable to speak of patriotism or national destiny these days.
But I feel it is appropriate to do so on this occasion.
Two hundred years ago this Nation was weak and poor. But even then, America was
the hope of millions in the world. Today we have become the strongest and richest
nation in the world. And the wheel of destiny has turned so that any hope the world
has for the survival of peace and freedom will be determined by whether the American
people have the moral stamina and the courage to meet the challenge of free world
leadership.
Let historians not record that when America was the most powerful nation in the world
we passed on the other side of the road and allowed the last hopes for peace and
freedom of millions of people to be suffocated by the forces of totalitarianism.
And so tonight -- to you, the great silent majority of my fellow Americans -- I ask for
your support.
I pledged in my campaign for the Presidency to end the war in a way that we could
win the peace. I have initiated a plan of action which will enable me to keep that
pledge.
The more support I can have from the American people, the sooner that pledge can be
redeemed; for the more divided we are at home, the less likely the enemy is to
negotiate at Paris.

Let us be united for peace. Let us also be united against defeat. Because let us
understand: North Vietnam cannot defeat or humiliate the United States. Only
Americans can do that.
Fifty years ago, in this room and at this very desk, President Woodrow Wilson spoke
words which caught the imagination of a war-weary world. He said: "This is the war to
end war." His dream for peace after World War I was shattered on the hard realities of
great power politics and Woodrow Wilson died a broken man.
Tonight I do not tell you that the war in Vietnam is the war to end wars. But I do say
this: I have initiated a plan which will end this war in a way that will bring us closer to
that great goal to which Woodrow Wilson and every American President in our history
has been dedicated -- the goal of a just and lasting peace.
As President I hold the responsibility for choosing the best path to that goal and then
leading the Nation along it. I pledge to you tonight that I shall meet this responsibility
with all of the strength and wisdom I can command in accordance with our hopes,
mindful of your concerns, sustained by your prayers.
Thank you and goodnight.

Excerpts from President Obama’s “Remarks by the President in Address to the
Nation on the Way Forward in Afghanistan and Pakistan”
I want to speak to you tonight about our effort in Afghanistan -- the nature of our
commitment there, the scope of our interests, and the strategy that my administration will
pursue to bring this war to a successful conclusion. It's an extraordinary honor for me to
do so here at West Point -- where so many men and women have prepared to stand up for
our security, and to represent what is finest about our country.
But while we've achieved hard-earned milestones in Iraq, the situation in Afghanistan has
deteriorated. After escaping across the border into Pakistan in 2001 and 2002, al Qaeda’s
leadership established a safe haven there. Although a legitimate government was elected
by the Afghan people, it's been hampered by corruption, the drug trade, an underdeveloped economy, and insufficient security forces.
Now, throughout this period, our troop levels in Afghanistan remained a fraction of what
they were in Iraq. When I took office, we had just over 32,000 Americans serving in
Afghanistan, compared to 160,000 in Iraq at the peak of the war. Commanders in
Afghanistan repeatedly asked for support to deal with the reemergence of the Taliban, but
these reinforcements did not arrive. And that's why, shortly after taking office, I
approved a longstanding request for more troops. After consultations with our allies, I
then announced a strategy recognizing the fundamental connection between our war
effort in Afghanistan and the extremist safe havens in Pakistan. I set a goal that was
narrowly defined as disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda and its extremist
allies, and pledged to better coordinate our military and civilian efforts.
Since then, we've made progress on some important objectives. High-ranking al Qaeda
and Taliban leaders have been killed, and we've stepped up the pressure on al Qaeda
worldwide. In Pakistan, that nation's army has gone on its largest offensive in years. In
Afghanistan, we and our allies prevented the Taliban from stopping a presidential
election, and -- although it was marred by fraud -- that election produced a government
that is consistent with Afghanistan's laws and constitution.
I have determined that it is in our vital national interest to send an additional 30,000 U.S.
troops to Afghanistan. After 18 months, our troops will begin to come home. These are
the resources that we need to seize the initiative, while building the Afghan capacity that
can allow for a responsible transition of our forces out of Afghanistan.
These facts compel us to act along with our friends and allies. Our overarching goal
remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan and
Pakistan, and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the future.
To meet that goal, we will pursue the following objectives within Afghanistan. We must
deny al Qaeda a safe haven. We must reverse the Taliban's momentum and deny it the
ability to overthrow the government. And we must strengthen the capacity of
Afghanistan's security forces and government so that they can take lead responsibility for
Afghanistan's future.

We will meet these objectives in three ways. First, we will pursue a military strategy that
will break the Taliban's momentum and increase Afghanistan's capacity over the next 18
months.
Second, we will work with our partners, the United Nations, and the Afghan people to
pursue a more effective civilian strategy, so that the government can take advantage of
improved security.
Third, we will act with the full recognition that our success in Afghanistan is inextricably
linked to our partnership with Pakistan.
I recognize there are a range of concerns about our approach. So let me briefly address a
few of the more prominent arguments that I've heard, and which I take very seriously.
First, there are those who suggest that Afghanistan is another Vietnam. They argue that it
cannot be stabilized, and we're better off cutting our losses and rapidly withdrawing. I
believe this argument depends on a false reading of history. Unlike Vietnam, we are
joined by a broad coalition of 43 nations that recognizes the legitimacy of our action.
Unlike Vietnam, we are not facing a broad-based popular insurgency. And most
importantly, unlike Vietnam, the American people were viciously attacked from
Afghanistan, and remain a target for those same extremists who are plotting along its
border. To abandon this area now -- and to rely only on efforts against al Qaeda from a
distance -- would significantly hamper our ability to keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and
create an unacceptable risk of additional attacks on our homeland and our allies.
Second, there are those who acknowledge that we can't leave Afghanistan in its current
state, but suggest that we go forward with the troops that we already have. But this
would simply maintain a status quo in which we muddle through, and permit a slow
deterioration of conditions there. It would ultimately prove more costly and prolong our
stay in Afghanistan, because we would never be able to generate the conditions needed to
train Afghan security forces and give them the space to take over.
Finally, there are those who oppose identifying a time frame for our transition to Afghan
responsibility. Indeed, some call for a more dramatic and open-ended escalation of our
war effort -- one that would commit us to a nation-building project of up to a decade. I
reject this course because it sets goals that are beyond what can be achieved at a
reasonable cost, and what we need to achieve to secure our interests. Furthermore, the
absence of a time frame for transition would deny us any sense of urgency in working
with the Afghan government. It must be clear that Afghans will have to take
responsibility for their security, and that America has no interest in fighting an endless
war in Afghanistan.
Now, let me be clear: None of this will be easy. The struggle against violent extremism
will not be finished quickly, and it extends well beyond Afghanistan and Pakistan. It will
be an enduring test of our free society, and our leadership in the world. And unlike the
great power conflicts and clear lines of division that defined the 20th century, our effort
will involve disorderly regions, failed states, diffuse enemies.

We'll have to use diplomacy, because no one nation can meet the challenges of an
interconnected world acting alone. I've spent this year renewing our alliances and
forging new partnerships. And we have forged a new beginning between America and
the Muslim world -- one that recognizes our mutual interest in breaking a cycle of
conflict, and that promises a future in which those who kill innocents are isolated by
those who stand up for peace and prosperity and human dignity.
America -- we are passing through a time of great trial. And the message that we send in
the midst of these storms must be clear: that our cause is just, our resolve unwavering.
We will go forward with the confidence that right makes might, and with the
commitment to forge an America that is safer, a world that is more secure, and a future
that represents not the deepest of fears but the highest of hopes.

President Obama’s Speech (Full text)
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8:01 P.M. EST
THE PRESIDENT: Good evening. To the United States Corps of Cadets, to the men and
women of our Armed Services, and to my fellow Americans: I want to speak to you
tonight about our effort in Afghanistan -- the nature of our commitment there, the scope
of our interests, and the strategy that my administration will pursue to bring this war to a
successful conclusion. It's an extraordinary honor for me to do so here at West Point -where so many men and women have prepared to stand up for our security, and to
represent what is finest about our country.
To address these important issues, it's important to recall why America and our allies
were compelled to fight a war in Afghanistan in the first place. We did not ask for this
fight. On September 11, 2001, 19 men hijacked four airplanes and used them to murder
nearly 3,000 people. They struck at our military and economic nerve centers. They took
the lives of innocent men, women, and children without regard to their faith or race or
station. Were it not for the heroic actions of passengers onboard one of those flights, they
could have also struck at one of the great symbols of our democracy in Washington, and
killed many more.
As we know, these men belonged to al Qaeda -- a group of extremists who have distorted
and defiled Islam, one of the world’s great religions, to justify the slaughter of innocents.
Al Qaeda’s base of operations was in Afghanistan, where they were harbored by the
Taliban -- a ruthless, repressive and radical movement that seized control of that country
after it was ravaged by years of Soviet occupation and civil war, and after the attention of
America and our friends had turned elsewhere.
Just days after 9/11, Congress authorized the use of force against al Qaeda and those who
harbored them -- an authorization that continues to this day. The vote in the Senate was
98 to nothing. The vote in the House was 420 to 1. For the first time in its history, the
North Atlantic Treaty Organization invoked Article 5 -- the commitment that says an
attack on one member nation is an attack on all. And the United Nations Security Council
endorsed the use of all necessary steps to respond to the 9/11 attacks. America, our allies
and the world were acting as one to destroy al Qaeda’s terrorist network and to protect
our common security.
Under the banner of this domestic unity and international legitimacy -- and only after the
Taliban refused to turn over Osama bin Laden -- we sent our troops into Afghanistan.
Within a matter of months, al Qaeda was scattered and many of its operatives were killed.

The Taliban was driven from power and pushed back on its heels. A place that had
known decades of fear now had reason to hope. At a conference convened by the U.N., a
provisional government was established under President Hamid Karzai. And an
International Security Assistance Force was established to help bring a lasting peace to a
war-torn country.
Then, in early 2003, the decision was made to wage a second war, in Iraq. The wrenching
debate over the Iraq war is well-known and need not be repeated here. It's enough to say
that for the next six years, the Iraq war drew the dominant share of our troops, our
resources, our diplomacy, and our national attention -- and that the decision to go into
Iraq caused substantial rifts between America and much of the world.
Today, after extraordinary costs, we are bringing the Iraq war to a responsible end. We
will remove our combat brigades from Iraq by the end of next summer, and all of our
troops by the end of 2011. That we are doing so is a testament to the character of the men
and women in uniform. (Applause.) Thanks to their courage, grit and perseverance, we
have given Iraqis a chance to shape their future, and we are successfully leaving Iraq to
its people.
But while we've achieved hard-earned milestones in Iraq, the situation in Afghanistan has
deteriorated. After escaping across the border into Pakistan in 2001 and 2002, al Qaeda’s
leadership established a safe haven there. Although a legitimate government was elected
by the Afghan people, it's been hampered by corruption, the drug trade, an underdeveloped economy, and insufficient security forces.
Over the last several years, the Taliban has maintained common cause with al Qaeda, as
they both seek an overthrow of the Afghan government. Gradually, the Taliban has begun
to control additional swaths of territory in Afghanistan, while engaging in increasingly
brazen and devastating attacks of terrorism against the Pakistani people.
Now, throughout this period, our troop levels in Afghanistan remained a fraction of what
they were in Iraq. When I took office, we had just over 32,000 Americans serving in
Afghanistan, compared to 160,000 in Iraq at the peak of the war. Commanders in
Afghanistan repeatedly asked for support to deal with the reemergence of the Taliban, but
these reinforcements did not arrive. And that's why, shortly after taking office, I approved
a longstanding request for more troops. After consultations with our allies, I then
announced a strategy recognizing the fundamental connection between our war effort in
Afghanistan and the extremist safe havens in Pakistan. I set a goal that was narrowly
defined as disrupting, dismantling, and defeating al Qaeda and its extremist allies, and
pledged to better coordinate our military and civilian efforts.
Since then, we've made progress on some important objectives. High-ranking al Qaeda
and Taliban leaders have been killed, and we've stepped up the pressure on al Qaeda
worldwide. In Pakistan, that nation's army has gone on its largest offensive in years. In
Afghanistan, we and our allies prevented the Taliban from stopping a presidential

election, and -- although it was marred by fraud -- that election produced a government
that is consistent with Afghanistan's laws and constitution.
Yet huge challenges remain. Afghanistan is not lost, but for several years it has moved
backwards. There's no imminent threat of the government being overthrown, but the
Taliban has gained momentum. Al Qaeda has not reemerged in Afghanistan in the same
numbers as before 9/11, but they retain their safe havens along the border. And our forces
lack the full support they need to effectively train and partner with Afghan security forces
and better secure the population. Our new commander in Afghanistan -- General
McChrystal -- has reported that the security situation is more serious than he anticipated.
In short: The status quo is not sustainable.
As cadets, you volunteered for service during this time of danger. Some of you fought in
Afghanistan. Some of you will deploy there. As your Commander-in-Chief, I owe you a
mission that is clearly defined, and worthy of your service. And that's why, after the
Afghan voting was completed, I insisted on a thorough review of our strategy. Now, let
me be clear: There has never been an option before me that called for troop deployments
before 2010, so there has been no delay or denial of resources necessary for the conduct
of the war during this review period. Instead, the review has allowed me to ask the hard
questions, and to explore all the different options, along with my national security team,
our military and civilian leadership in Afghanistan, and our key partners. And given the
stakes involved, I owed the American people -- and our troops -- no less.
This review is now complete. And as Commander-in-Chief, I have determined that it is in
our vital national interest to send an additional 30,000 U.S. troops to Afghanistan. After
18 months, our troops will begin to come home. These are the resources that we need to
seize the initiative, while building the Afghan capacity that can allow for a responsible
transition of our forces out of Afghanistan.
I do not make this decision lightly. I opposed the war in Iraq precisely because I believe
that we must exercise restraint in the use of military force, and always consider the longterm consequences of our actions. We have been at war now for eight years, at enormous
cost in lives and resources. Years of debate over Iraq and terrorism have left our unity on
national security issues in tatters, and created a highly polarized and partisan backdrop
for this effort. And having just experienced the worst economic crisis since the Great
Depression, the American people are understandably focused on rebuilding our economy
and putting people to work here at home.
Most of all, I know that this decision asks even more of you -- a military that, along with
your families, has already borne the heaviest of all burdens. As President, I have signed a
letter of condolence to the family of each American who gives their life in these wars. I
have read the letters from the parents and spouses of those who deployed. I visited our
courageous wounded warriors at Walter Reed. I've traveled to Dover to meet the flagdraped caskets of 18 Americans returning home to their final resting place. I see firsthand
the terrible wages of war. If I did not think that the security of the United States and the
safety of the American people were at stake in Afghanistan, I would gladly order every

single one of our troops home tomorrow.
So, no, I do not make this decision lightly. I make this decision because I am convinced
that our security is at stake in Afghanistan and Pakistan. This is the epicenter of violent
extremism practiced by al Qaeda. It is from here that we were attacked on 9/11, and it is
from here that new attacks are being plotted as I speak. This is no idle danger; no
hypothetical threat. In the last few months alone, we have apprehended extremists within
our borders who were sent here from the border region of Afghanistan and Pakistan to
commit new acts of terror. And this danger will only grow if the region slides backwards,
and al Qaeda can operate with impunity. We must keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and to
do that, we must increase the stability and capacity of our partners in the region.
Of course, this burden is not ours alone to bear. This is not just America's war. Since
9/11, al Qaeda’s safe havens have been the source of attacks against London and Amman
and Bali. The people and governments of both Afghanistan and Pakistan are endangered.
And the stakes are even higher within a nuclear-armed Pakistan, because we know that al
Qaeda and other extremists seek nuclear weapons, and we have every reason to believe
that they would use them.
These facts compel us to act along with our friends and allies. Our overarching goal
remains the same: to disrupt, dismantle, and defeat al Qaeda in Afghanistan and Pakistan,
and to prevent its capacity to threaten America and our allies in the future.
To meet that goal, we will pursue the following objectives within Afghanistan. We must
deny al Qaeda a safe haven. We must reverse the Taliban's momentum and deny it the
ability to overthrow the government. And we must strengthen the capacity of
Afghanistan's security forces and government so that they can take lead responsibility for
Afghanistan's future.
We will meet these objectives in three ways. First, we will pursue a military strategy that
will break the Taliban's momentum and increase Afghanistan's capacity over the next 18
months.
The 30,000 additional troops that I'm announcing tonight will deploy in the first part of
2010 -- the fastest possible pace -- so that they can target the insurgency and secure key
population centers. They'll increase our ability to train competent Afghan security forces,
and to partner with them so that more Afghans can get into the fight. And they will help
create the conditions for the United States to transfer responsibility to the Afghans.
Because this is an international effort, I've asked that our commitment be joined by
contributions from our allies. Some have already provided additional troops, and we're
confident that there will be further contributions in the days and weeks ahead. Our friends
have fought and bled and died alongside us in Afghanistan. And now, we must come
together to end this war successfully. For what's at stake is not simply a test of NATO's
credibility -- what's at stake is the security of our allies, and the common security of the
world.

But taken together, these additional American and international troops will allow us to
accelerate handing over responsibility to Afghan forces, and allow us to begin the transfer
of our forces out of Afghanistan in July of 2011. Just as we have done in Iraq, we will
execute this transition responsibly, taking into account conditions on the ground. We'll
continue to advise and assist Afghanistan's security forces to ensure that they can succeed
over the long haul. But it will be clear to the Afghan government -- and, more
importantly, to the Afghan people -- that they will ultimately be responsible for their own
country.
Second, we will work with our partners, the United Nations, and the Afghan people to
pursue a more effective civilian strategy, so that the government can take advantage of
improved security.
This effort must be based on performance. The days of providing a blank check are over.
President Karzai's inauguration speech sent the right message about moving in a new
direction. And going forward, we will be clear about what we expect from those who
receive our assistance. We'll support Afghan ministries, governors, and local leaders that
combat corruption and deliver for the people. We expect those who are ineffective or
corrupt to be held accountable. And we will also focus our assistance in areas -- such as
agriculture -- that can make an immediate impact in the lives of the Afghan people.
The people of Afghanistan have endured violence for decades. They've been confronted
with occupation -- by the Soviet Union, and then by foreign al Qaeda fighters who used
Afghan land for their own purposes. So tonight, I want the Afghan people to understand - America seeks an end to this era of war and suffering. We have no interest in occupying
your country. We will support efforts by the Afghan government to open the door to
those Taliban who abandon violence and respect the human rights of their fellow citizens.
And we will seek a partnership with Afghanistan grounded in mutual respect -- to isolate
those who destroy; to strengthen those who build; to hasten the day when our troops will
leave; and to forge a lasting friendship in which America is your partner, and never your
patron.
Third, we will act with the full recognition that our success in Afghanistan is inextricably
linked to our partnership with Pakistan.
We're in Afghanistan to prevent a cancer from once again spreading through that country.
But this same cancer has also taken root in the border region of Pakistan. That's why we
need a strategy that works on both sides of the border.
In the past, there have been those in Pakistan who've argued that the struggle against
extremism is not their fight, and that Pakistan is better off doing little or seeking
accommodation with those who use violence. But in recent years, as innocents have been
killed from Karachi to Islamabad, it has become clear that it is the Pakistani people who
are the most endangered by extremism. Public opinion has turned. The Pakistani army
has waged an offensive in Swat and South Waziristan. And there is no doubt that the
United States and Pakistan share a common enemy.

In the past, we too often defined our relationship with Pakistan narrowly. Those days are
over. Moving forward, we are committed to a partnership with Pakistan that is built on a
foundation of mutual interest, mutual respect, and mutual trust. We will strengthen
Pakistan’s capacity to target those groups that threaten our countries, and have made it
clear that we cannot tolerate a safe haven for terrorists whose location is known and
whose intentions are clear. America is also providing substantial resources to support
Pakistan’s democracy and development. We are the largest international supporter for
those Pakistanis displaced by the fighting. And going forward, the Pakistan people must
know America will remain a strong supporter of Pakistan’s security and prosperity long
after the guns have fallen silent, so that the great potential of its people can be unleashed.
These are the three core elements of our strategy: a military effort to create the conditions
for a transition; a civilian surge that reinforces positive action; and an effective
partnership with Pakistan.
I recognize there are a range of concerns about our approach. So let me briefly address a
few of the more prominent arguments that I've heard, and which I take very seriously.
First, there are those who suggest that Afghanistan is another Vietnam. They argue that it
cannot be stabilized, and we're better off cutting our losses and rapidly withdrawing. I
believe this argument depends on a false reading of history. Unlike Vietnam, we are
joined by a broad coalition of 43 nations that recognizes the legitimacy of our action.
Unlike Vietnam, we are not facing a broad-based popular insurgency. And most
importantly, unlike Vietnam, the American people were viciously attacked from
Afghanistan, and remain a target for those same extremists who are plotting along its
border. To abandon this area now -- and to rely only on efforts against al Qaeda from a
distance -- would significantly hamper our ability to keep the pressure on al Qaeda, and
create an unacceptable risk of additional attacks on our homeland and our allies.
Second, there are those who acknowledge that we can't leave Afghanistan in its current
state, but suggest that we go forward with the troops that we already have. But this would
simply maintain a status quo in which we muddle through, and permit a slow
deterioration of conditions there. It would ultimately prove more costly and prolong our
stay in Afghanistan, because we would never be able to generate the conditions needed to
train Afghan security forces and give them the space to take over.
Finally, there are those who oppose identifying a time frame for our transition to Afghan
responsibility. Indeed, some call for a more dramatic and open-ended escalation of our
war effort -- one that would commit us to a nation-building project of up to a decade. I
reject this course because it sets goals that are beyond what can be achieved at a
reasonable cost, and what we need to achieve to secure our interests. Furthermore, the
absence of a time frame for transition would deny us any sense of urgency in working
with the Afghan government. It must be clear that Afghans will have to take
responsibility for their security, and that America has no interest in fighting an endless
war in Afghanistan.

As President, I refuse to set goals that go beyond our responsibility, our means, or our
interests. And I must weigh all of the challenges that our nation faces. I don't have the
luxury of committing to just one. Indeed, I'm mindful of the words of President
Eisenhower, who -- in discussing our national security -- said, "Each proposal must be
weighed in the light of a broader consideration: the need to maintain balance in and
among national programs."
Over the past several years, we have lost that balance. We've failed to appreciate the
connection between our national security and our economy. In the wake of an economic
crisis, too many of our neighbors and friends are out of work and struggle to pay the bills.
Too many Americans are worried about the future facing our children. Meanwhile,
competition within the global economy has grown more fierce. So we can't simply afford
to ignore the price of these wars.
All told, by the time I took office the cost of the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan approached
a trillion dollars. Going forward, I am committed to addressing these costs openly and
honestly. Our new approach in Afghanistan is likely to cost us roughly $30 billion for the
military this year, and I'll work closely with Congress to address these costs as we work
to bring down our deficit.
But as we end the war in Iraq and transition to Afghan responsibility, we must rebuild our
strength here at home. Our prosperity provides a foundation for our power. It pays for our
military. It underwrites our diplomacy. It taps the potential of our people, and allows
investment in new industry. And it will allow us to compete in this century as
successfully as we did in the last. That's why our troop commitment in Afghanistan
cannot be open-ended -- because the nation that I'm most interested in building is our
own.
Now, let me be clear: None of this will be easy. The struggle against violent extremism
will not be finished quickly, and it extends well beyond Afghanistan and Pakistan. It will
be an enduring test of our free society, and our leadership in the world. And unlike the
great power conflicts and clear lines of division that defined the 20th century, our effort
will involve disorderly regions, failed states, diffuse enemies.
So as a result, America will have to show our strength in the way that we end wars and
prevent conflict -- not just how we wage wars. We'll have to be nimble and precise in our
use of military power. Where al Qaeda and its allies attempt to establish a foothold -whether in Somalia or Yemen or elsewhere -- they must be confronted by growing
pressure and strong partnerships.
And we can't count on military might alone. We have to invest in our homeland security,
because we can't capture or kill every violent extremist abroad. We have to improve and
better coordinate our intelligence, so that we stay one step ahead of shadowy networks.
We will have to take away the tools of mass destruction. And that's why I've made it a
central pillar of my foreign policy to secure loose nuclear materials from terrorists, to

stop the spread of nuclear weapons, and to pursue the goal of a world without them -because every nation must understand that true security will never come from an endless
race for ever more destructive weapons; true security will come for those who reject
them.
We'll have to use diplomacy, because no one nation can meet the challenges of an
interconnected world acting alone. I've spent this year renewing our alliances and forging
new partnerships. And we have forged a new beginning between America and the
Muslim world -- one that recognizes our mutual interest in breaking a cycle of conflict,
and that promises a future in which those who kill innocents are isolated by those who
stand up for peace and prosperity and human dignity.
And finally, we must draw on the strength of our values -- for the challenges that we face
may have changed, but the things that we believe in must not. That's why we must
promote our values by living them at home -- which is why I have prohibited torture and
will close the prison at Guantanamo Bay. And we must make it clear to every man,
woman and child around the world who lives under the dark cloud of tyranny that
America will speak out on behalf of their human rights, and tend to the light of freedom
and justice and opportunity and respect for the dignity of all peoples. That is who we are.
That is the source, the moral source, of America’s authority.
Since the days of Franklin Roosevelt, and the service and sacrifice of our grandparents
and great-grandparents, our country has borne a special burden in global affairs. We have
spilled American blood in many countries on multiple continents. We have spent our
revenue to help others rebuild from rubble and develop their own economies. We have
joined with others to develop an architecture of institutions -- from the United Nations to
NATO to the World Bank -- that provide for the common security and prosperity of
human beings.
We have not always been thanked for these efforts, and we have at times made mistakes.
But more than any other nation, the United States of America has underwritten global
security for over six decades -- a time that, for all its problems, has seen walls come
down, and markets open, and billions lifted from poverty, unparalleled scientific progress
and advancing frontiers of human liberty.
For unlike the great powers of old, we have not sought world domination. Our union was
founded in resistance to oppression. We do not seek to occupy other nations. We will not
claim another nation’s resources or target other peoples because their faith or ethnicity is
different from ours. What we have fought for -- what we continue to fight for -- is a better
future for our children and grandchildren. And we believe that their lives will be better if
other peoples’ children and grandchildren can live in freedom and access opportunity.
(Applause.)
As a country, we're not as young -- and perhaps not as innocent -- as we were when
Roosevelt was President. Yet we are still heirs to a noble struggle for freedom. And now
we must summon all of our might and moral suasion to meet the challenges of a new age.

In the end, our security and leadership does not come solely from the strength of our
arms. It derives from our people -- from the workers and businesses who will rebuild our
economy; from the entrepreneurs and researchers who will pioneer new industries; from
the teachers that will educate our children, and the service of those who work in our
communities at home; from the diplomats and Peace Corps volunteers who spread hope
abroad; and from the men and women in uniform who are part of an unbroken line of
sacrifice that has made government of the people, by the people, and for the people a
reality on this Earth. (Applause.)
This vast and diverse citizenry will not always agree on every issue -- nor should we. But
I also know that we, as a country, cannot sustain our leadership, nor navigate the
momentous challenges of our time, if we allow ourselves to be split asunder by the same
rancor and cynicism and partisanship that has in recent times poisoned our national
discourse.
It's easy to forget that when this war began, we were united -- bound together by the fresh
memory of a horrific attack, and by the determination to defend our homeland and the
values we hold dear. I refuse to accept the notion that we cannot summon that unity
again. (Applause.) I believe with every fiber of my being that we -- as Americans -- can
still come together behind a common purpose. For our values are not simply words
written into parchment -- they are a creed that calls us together, and that has carried us
through the darkest of storms as one nation, as one people.
America -- we are passing through a time of great trial. And the message that we send in
the midst of these storms must be clear: that our cause is just, our resolve unwavering.
We will go forward with the confidence that right makes might, and with the
commitment to forge an America that is safer, a world that is more secure, and a future
that represents not the deepest of fears but the highest of hopes. (Applause.)
Thank you. God bless you. May God bless the United States of America. (Applause.)
Thank you very much. Thank you. (Applause.)

