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THE PRESIDENT’S BUDGET FOR FOREIGN
AFFAIRS

WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 15, 2006

U.S. SENATE,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:45 a.m., in room
SH-216, Hart Senate Office Building, Hon. Richard G. Lugar
(chairman of the committee) presiding.

Present: Senators Lugar, Hagel, Chafee, Allen, Coleman, Alex-
ander, Murkowski, Martinez, Biden, Sarbanes, Dodd, Kerry, Boxer,
Nelson, and Obama.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD G. LUGAR, U.S.
SENATOR FROM INDIANA

The CHAIRMAN. This hearing of the Foreign Relations Committee
is called to order.

Secretary Rice will be with us in a few moments. She is en route
presently. Because we have a very restricted time period today,
from 9:45 to 11:45, we're going to try to utilize each minute so that
we will have maximum fairness to each one of our members who
may have questions and dialog with the Secretary.

Let me mention that, at a point in which a quorum of the com-
mittee is present—that is, 10 members—at a convenient point, and
with the cooperation of the distinguished ranking member, Senator
Biden, we will pause for a short business meeting of the committee.
We have a substantial list of Foreign Service officers. We have a
number of ambassadors who have been heard in subcommittee or
full committee meetings, as well as State Department persons. We
will try to gain confirmation of those, at least in the committee,
and send those to the floor.

In the interest of attempting to expedite the hearing, I have a
substantial opening statement, which greets the Secretary, points
out the difficulties that both the Secretary and Congress have had
in getting the support that we need for our State Department for
foreign assistance, and for our other foreign policy objectives. It is
important that we formulate strategies to work effectively together
in those endeavors. I will submit that statement for the record and
may refer to it in my time of questioning.

[The prepared statement of Senator Lugar follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF RICHARD G. LUGAR, U.S. SENATOR FROM INDIANA

Today the Foreign Relations Committee welcomes Secretary of State Condoleezza
Rice. We greet her as the President’s spokesperson on world affairs and the chief

(D

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00005 Fmt6633 Sfmt6621 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



2

architect of U.S. foreign policy. We have many questions for her pertaining to a wide
variety of foreign policy issues, including the Bush administration’s plans for mak-
ing further progress in Iraq and Afghanistan; the status of negotiations pertaining
to Iran, North Korea, and the Arab-Israeli peace process; and her assessment of the
State Department’s budget.

This is the first international affairs budget that has been developed under Sec-
retary Rice’s guiding hand. This budget should be seen as the civilian counterpart
to our military budget. The missions and objectives funded by the international af-
fairs budget must be strengthened if we are to secure America’s future. Secretary
Rice’s call for “transformational diplomacy” is evidence that she agrees. This budget
includes a welcome increase, but recent history suggests that the full request may
not survive the congressional budget process without vigorous and ongoing dialog
between the executive and congressional branches.

Last year, Congress slashed the President’s international affairs request by $2.1
billion—or about 6 percent. The year before that, Congress cut the request by a com-
parable amount. Thus, for two consecutive years, Congress has refused to give the
President what he says he needs to address global challenges through nonmilitary
means. Much criticism of administration policy in the war on terrorism is leveled
on the Senate floor and in various congressional committees, but the Congress itself
is limiting the number of people and programs that could be activated to address
terrorism, weapons proliferation, energy dependence, avian flu, religious extremism,
and innumerable other threats. None of these national security challenges can be
overcome purely through unilateral policy choices or through military action. We are
dependent on other nations to help us respond to these threats so that individual
Americans can enjoy the security they need to get an education, build a career, raise
families, save a nest egg, and live fulfilling lives. We cannot fully succeed in this
fundamental mission, unless the programs and people funded by this budget suc-
ceed.

The Bush administration deserves praise for its international affairs budget sub-
missions. President Bush and Secretary Powell reversed the downward spiral in
U.S. foreign policy capabilities that was imposed during the 1990s. In that decade,
both Congress and the executive branch rushed to cash in on the peace dividend.
The defense budget was cut substantially, but in percentage terms, the much small-
er foreign affairs budget suffered even more. During the 6-year period from 1992
to 1998, the 150 Account was cut every single year. As a percentage of GDP, this
6-year slide represented a 38-percent decrease in foreign affairs programs.

In the post-cold-war days, cutting the 150 Account seemed logical to many. But
by the time we confronted the tragedy of September 11, 2001, many of our foreign
policy capabilities were in disrepair. In 2001 the share of the U.S. budget devoted
to the international affairs account was barely above its post-World War II low and
only about half of its share in the mid-1980s. Embassy security upgrades were be-
hind schedule, we lacked adequate numbers of diplomats with key language skills,
many important overseas posts were filled by junior Foreign Service officers, we pos-
sessed little civilian post-conflict stabilization and reconstruction capacity, and our
public diplomacy was dismal. Our diplomatic capabilities have made progress under
President Bush, but much work is left to be done.

Given Congress’s actions during the last 2 years, one might begin this hearing by
asking an obvious question: Namely, what $2 billion in this budget submission does
the administration prefer to be cut? But I believe that Secretary Rice genuinely
wants to devote every dollar of the request to aggressively safeguarding America’s
future. So instead, I would like Secretary Rice to explain in her remarks what the
President and his administration will do to guarantee that Congress preserves this
request and approves the supplemental funding for the 150 Account that we hear
will be requested soon.

What will the Commander in Chief do—in an era that members of his administra-
tion are describing as the “long war”—to ensure that he has the civilian tools to
fight that war? What will he do to ensure that we have sufficient funding to build
secure embassies for American workers and travelers, to deny terrorists any hope
of official documentation to enter this country, to work with foreign partners to
‘tc‘racli1 r;iown terrorists overseas, and to secure dangerous weapons wherever they are
ound?

I would cite one episode to illustrate the difficult atmosphere in Congress with
respect to the international affairs budget. During last year’s budget resolution, an
amendment was offered in the early stages of consideration to shift $410 million
from the 150 Account to another priority. The amendment passed virtually without
dissent, 96 to 4. The four Senators who voted against the cut to the 150 Account
were members of this committee.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt6633 Sfmt6621 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



3

This lopsided defeat occurred despite the fact that 44 Senators had signed a letter
to President Bush shortly before strongly urging “a robust increase” in the inter-
national affairs budget. Even the Senators who had organized the letter voted
against the 150 Account in this first challenge to it. I do not question the judgment
of the 96 Senators who voted for the amendment. The account to which the money
was transferred was a compelling priority. But we must recognize that the budget
is full of compelling priorities, and historically, foreign affairs spending has been a
prime target for offsetting increases elsewhere.

Even today, when we are in the midst of a global struggle of information and
ideas, when anti-Western riots can be set off by the publication of a cartoon; when
we are in the midst of a crisis in Iran that will decide whether the nonproliferation
regime of the last half century will be abandoned; when we are soon to enter our
fourth year of attempting to stabilize Iraq; and when years of effort to move the
Arab-Israeli peace process are at risk—even then, the reservoir of support for inter-
national spending in Congress is shallow. Members of Congress may recognize the
value of the work done by the State Department and some selected programs may
be popular, but the 150 Account seldom will be defended against competing prior-
ities.

Again, this year, 45 Senators have signed a letter to the President asking for in-
creases in the 150 Account. But Congress, left to its own devices, is unlikely to give
the President what he has requested. The only way to achieve full funding of the
request is for the President, the Secretary of State, and other top officials to empha-
size unequivocally and repeatedly over the course of months that this is the amount
that we need to keep the country safe and to meet our obligations. They must draw
indisputable connections between this funding and American national security.

To make a comparison, I recently interacted with the Department of Defense on
a program that they wanted to initiate. I received notes, telephone calls, and visits
from members of the Joint Chiefs, a combatant commander and top civilian leader-
ship at the Pentagon. With this kind of legislative mobilization and willingness to
explain their requests, the Defense Department tends to succeed in debates on
spending and programmatic changes. We need a State Department with similar de-
termination, backed up by Presidential support.

This committee will soon hold a hearing to examine policy options with respect
to Iran. That nation’s intransigence in the face of growing international opposition
points to a diplomatic showdown. We should not underestimate the impact of an Ira-
nian Government possessing nuclear weapons. Beyond our concerns about what a
hostile government might do with such weapons, the development of an Iranian nu-
clear capability could destabilize the Middle East and undercut the efficacy of the
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty. The administration has sought a diplomatic solu-
tion to the problem working through allies and the United Nations Security Council.

At the U.N. Security Council last week, I told that body: “If Iran does not comply
with U.N. resolutions and arms agreements, the Security Council must apply strict
and enforceable sanctions. Failure to do so will severely damage the credibility of
a painstaking diplomatic approach and call into question the world’s commitment
to controlling the spread of nuclear weapons.” I am particularly interested in hear-
ing from the Secretary if the administration has a set of sanctions in mind that it
believes would alter Iranian behavior. I believe that we must think two or three
steps beyond the question of whether we can obtain an original positive vote in the
Security Council.

Similarly, we are interested in your views on Iraq. Last week, this committee held
a hearing on the efforts to stabilize and reconstruct Iraq, which revealed some
progress, but also some troubling deficiencies. The State Department is now the lead
executive branch agency in charge of stabilization and reconstruction in Iraq. As the
administration asks for additional funding for Iraq reconstruction, we must continue
to make certain that funds are being spent efficiently and according to a clear set
of priorities.

We are also eager to listen to your views on the Arab-Israeli peace process in the
wake of the election of Hamas. We applaud the personal efforts you have made to
preserve and advance the peace process.

I want to commend your work to develop a more efficient and coordinated U.S.
Government foreign assistance strategy. Your decision to name Randy Tobias as the
USAID Administrator and your advisor on developing a new, comprehensive ap-
proach to foreign assistance is welcome, and we are looking forward to his confirma-
tion hearing.

Another area where your leadership is particularly appreciated is your support for
the State Department’s Office of Reconstruction and Stabilization and your decision
to dedicate 15 of the 100 newly requested State Department positions to that Office.
As you know, Senator Biden and I initiated conversations back in 2003 about this
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gap in the Department’s capability. It was clear to us that the State Department
and USAID needed to develop an ability to mobilize quickly in post-conflict situa-
tions. I hope that you will create the Active-Duty component of the response corps
that we envisioned in our legislation. We should work together to make certain that
both the $75 million conflict response fund and a robust operations budget is funded
for this purpose.

Madame Secretary, it is a pleasure to have you with us today. We look forward
to your insights on these matters and to the chance to engage you in a dialog on
the administration’s global strategic vision.

The CHAIRMAN. I will then, turn now to the distinguished rank-
ing member, Senator Biden, for his opening statement, following
which we’re hopeful that the Secretary will be able to give her
statement, and then we will proceed with a question period, start-
ing with a round of 5 minutes for each member, moving around the
table from one side of the aisle to the other. Hopefully we will have
an excellent opportunity to explore all of our major issues.

It’s a privilege, as always, to have the Secretary of State. We look
forward to this hearing. We thank her for accommodating the
schedule to Congress, which made it necessary to postpone the
hearing yesterday due to rollcall votes on the floor.

I turn now to my distinguished friend, Senator Biden.

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., U.S.
SENATOR FROM DELAWARE

Senator BIDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

I have a longer statement that I'll submit for the record, and I
will repeat some of this in my questioning to the Secretary.

But one of the things that I'd like to speak to the Secretary about
today is the overall rationale for this administration’s foreign pol-
icy. Four years ago, they announced that the “axis of evil” had to
be dealt with, they talked about Korea, Iran, and Iraq. Korea now
has the capacity to have at least four times as many nuclear weap-
ons as they had before. We say that they cannot be a nuclear state,
when, in fact, they are. They are a nuclear state, and we seem to
be living with it. What are we going to do about it?

With regard to Iran, there was, I think, a paralysis for about 4
years on Iranian policy, but now I want to talk to the Secretary.
I think the administration has gotten the policy on track here, in
terms of working with the rest of the world to attempt to isolate
and thwart the aspirations of the present Iranian Government to-
ward acquiring nuclear capability, or nuclear weapons capability.

And in Iraq the question is, Are we going to leave behind a na-
tion more stable than we found it when we went in? We had a very
damaging, I thought, report by the inspector general about the sta-
tus of our reconstruction efforts in Iraq in every measurable indicia
of progress—oil, potable water, sewage, et cetera. We are way be-
hind. And we'’re actually at prewar levels for the Iraqi people. And
it’s clear to me that we’re going to substantially draw down the
American forces. It’s clear to me we're going to be below a hundred
thousand, by the end of this year; and at the end of 2007, signifi-
cantly lower. And as you and I have talked, and many of us have
talked about it, there’s a need to galvanize international pressure
on Iraqi leaders to actually come up with a consensus government.
I'm not hopeful, based upon the deal made, apparently, with
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Jaafari and Sadr. I'm not hopeful. And so, I'd like to talk about
that a little bit, because the policy seems not to be succeeding.

And I'd also want to talk about the policy of elections. I think
this administration is enamored with elections, and confuses them
with democracy. Elections a democracy doesn’t make. Democracies
cannot come to fruition without elections, but you need the infra-
structure for democracy. And we’ve not done all that well in the
elections that have been held.

And in Lebanon, Hezbollah gains a democratic, “foothold.” We all
know what happened in Israel with Hamas, a difficult problem to
deal with. In Egypt, the Muslim Brotherhood. In Iraq the elections
clearly went toward a clerical pro-Iranian tilt. Where does that go?
So, I want to talk about that.

I also want to mention the 9/11 Commission. The 9/11 Commis-
sion has given pretty bad grades here.

And I see the Secretary is here now. Madam Secretary, we
weren’t being disrespectful; we're trying to save your time by us
doing our opening statements——

Secretary RICE. I apologize.

Senator BIDEN [continuing]. In your absence. And we’ll repeat
some of this in questioning.

And I also want to talk, Mr. Chairman, a little bit about Darfur.
It is good news the United Nations has taken the step it has, but,
quite frankly, in the interim an awful lot of people are going to die.
And I firmly believe the United States should lead the way in
NATO to provide a small NATO protection force and a NATO-en-
forced no-fly zone to bridge the U.S. mission.

And, last, I want to commend the Secretary for thinking cre-
atively with her proposal on the Foreign Service and coordination
of foreign assistance programs. And I’d like to speak about that a
little bit.

But my entire statement I'd like to be placed in the record, if I
may, Mr. Chairman.

The CHAIRMAN. It will be placed in the record in full.

Senator BIDEN. And I thank you for holding this hearing. I thank
the Secretary for accommodating our schedule from yesterday.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Senator Biden follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOSEPH R. BIDEN, JR., U.S. SENATOR FROM
DELAWARE

Madam Secretary, welcome back to the committee.

Four years ago, the President warned that we confronted a dangerous axis of evil
in Iraq, Iran, and North Korea, and that by seeking weapons of mass destruction,
these regimes presented a “grave and growing danger.”

Today, two members of the axis of evil—Iran and North Korea—pose an even
greater threat to our security than they did 4 years ago, and in the third, Iraq, we
risk trading a dictator for chaos.

We continue to have a great debate about Iraq. But we can all agree that an un-
stable Iraq is not in our interests.

The drawdown of American troops is already underway—I believe we will be down
to 100,000 Americans by the end of this year, and half that number by the end of
2007.

The critical question now is whether we will leave Iraq with our security interests
intact. The answer will depend on our success in three areas:

First, we must galvanize international pressure on Iraq’s political leaders to form
an inclusive government and agree to a consensus constitution.
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Second, we must provide Iraqi security forces with the leadership, training, equip-
ment, and logistical capabilities to operate on their own. We have made progress,
but there is still a long way to go.

Third, we must develop Iraq’s governing capacity and ability to deliver basic serv-
ices.

Last week, we heard a dismal report on the current state of Iraq’s infrastructure.
By just about every critical measure—electricity, drinkable water, sewage treat-
ment, and oil production—Iraq is worse off today than before the war. Unless these
shortfalls are addressed, they will continue to fuel the insurgency.

Perhaps the gravest danger to our security lies in Iran. If the world does not dis-
suade Iran from producing fissile material, or developing the capacity to produce
that material, then an extremist government that actively supports international
terrorism will gain a nuclear weapons capability.

Four years of policy paralysis in Washington during the first term did nothing to
stop Iran’s program. I commend you for the last year of determined diplomacy,
\évhich lllas led to a broad coalition of support for reporting Iran to the U.N. Security

ouncil.

But that was the easy part. Now the world must take more tangible action to
show Iran how isolated it will be unless it reduces its nuclear ambitions.

The world must also convince the Iranian people that a nuclear weapons capa-
bility is not in Iran’s national security interest. I urge the executive branch to con-
duct careful studies of possible sanctions—and their impact—that could be imple-
mented against Iran. It is equally vital for the administration to prepare the Amer-
iIcan people for some level of sacrifice in order to maintain economic pressure on

ran.

The administration has stated that “The United States is not prepared to tolerate
a nuclear-armed North Korea.” I don’t know what that means, as most experts be-
lieve North Korea already has nuclear weapons, and that it probably increased its
arsenal from one to two weapons to as many as 10 over the past 5 years.

I do know this: Big nations should not bluff. And by any measure we are currently
tolerating a nuclear North Korea.

The United States is not to blame for North Korea’s intransigence. But the lack
of urgency and attention given to this problem is troubling.

In December, the 9/11 Commissioners issued their latest report card on the Gov-
ernment’s efforts to implement its recommendations. On the areas where the State
Department has responsibility, Madam Secretary, it did not make the Dean’s List.

The Commissioners gave out several “Ds”—including on the issue of making a
maximum effort to prevent terrorists from acquiring weapons of mass destruction,
our policy on Saudi Arabia, and certain public diplomacy efforts.

I am not surprised by this dismal rating—for years, this administration has un-
derfunded critical nonproliferation programs and failed to cut through redtape with
Russia.

The recent victory of Hamas in the Palestinian elections is further evidence that
elections do not a democracy make. Indeed, the recent string of strong showings by
Islamists in the Middle East—Hamas, the Muslim Brotherhood in Egypt, religious
parties in Iraq, and Hezbollah in Lebanon—remind us that elections can produce
distorted outcomes when there is not equal emphasis on developing the institutions
ff democracy, such as political parties, a civil society, a free press, and the rule of

aw.

Hamas’s victory casts a pall on the future of the peace process. Israel cannot be
expected to negotiate with a party that calls for its destruction, engages in ter-
rorism, and maintains an armed militia.

Unless Hamas changes it stripes, we must build international support to isolate
it.

I remain concerned by the inadequate response to the tragedy in Darfur. The ini-
tiative to establish a U.N. force for Darfur is welcome. But it will take up to a year
to deploy such a force. In the meantime, thousands more will suffer from genocidal
acts. The United States should lead the way in NATO to provide for a small NATO
protection force—and a NATO-enforced no-fly zone—as a bridge to the U.N. mission.

Finally, let me commend you for thinking creatively with your proposals on the
Foreign Service and coordination of foreign assistance programs. We still don’t know
all the details of these proposals, but we look forward to working with you to de-
velop them in the months ahead.

The CHAIRMAN. Indeed. And we greet you, Secretary Rice. We
thank you very much for making it possible for us to conduct this
hearing today, because your presence is the essential element.
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I've submitted my opening statement for the record. Senator
Biden has summarized his, and it’s a part of the record. As I have
mentioned earlier, I'm hopeful that staff members will inform Sen-
ators as they are coming in, that we have a very important pro-
motion list, as well as nominees to the State Department, and am-
bassadorships. At a time that we get a quorum, we will have a
short business meeting, and hopefully do business which will be
helpful to you and to American diplomacy in the process.

But we’re delighted that you’re here, and honored. I have in-
formed all of us that our hearing must end at 11:45; therefore, we’ll
adopt a 5-minute question period so that members, hopefully, on
both sides of the aisle, can be accommodated.

It’s a privilege to recognize you, Secretary Rice.

STATEMENT OF HON. CONDOLEEZZA RICE, SECRETARY OF
STATE, DEPARTMENT OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Secretary RICE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Senator
Biden, Senator Hagel, other Senators. Thank you very much for
giving me the opportunity to address you.

I have a longer written statement, which I would like to enter
into the record, but I will not go through that statement, so that
we can maximize time for questions.

Mr. Chairman, it’s been a little over a year since I was confirmed
by this committee as Secretary of State, and obviously a lot has
happened in that year.

The President’s budget this year is in support of a foreign policy
that is devoted to the creation of a more hospitable environment for
the forward march of freedom and democracy. Democratic processes
must be supported around the world. These are transitional periods
in some part of the world—some parts of the world, like the Middle
East. And the democratic transitions are, indeed, difficult. But peo-
ple have to have their voice, and the United States must stand for
a principle that democratic processes, no matter how difficult, are
always preferable to the false stability of a dictatorship.

You will notice that this year the President is requesting funding
for Iraq and Afghanistan, where young democracies are trying to
make their way toward stability. I will talk later, perhaps in ques-
tions, about developments in the Middle East; in particular, the
Palestinian elections. And let me just say that the United States
does want to congratulate the Palestinian people on having held an
election that was largely free of violence and largely believed to be
free and fair. The Palestinian people voted for change. We believe
that they voted for change against long-term corrupt practices that
have made their lives difficult and their progress difficult. What
has not changed is the Palestinian people’s desire to have a freer
and a better life. And, in that regard, Hamas, which won that elec-
tion, now has both an obligation and a choice to fulfill the Pales-
tinian people’s desire for a better life. That better life can only be
achieved in a peaceful environment, which can only be achieved
with a two-state solution. And so, Hamas is being confronted with
a choice by the international community. I think the Quartet state-
ment speaks to that choice, that Hamas must recognize the right
of Israel to exist; disarm as a militia; and renounce violence. Be-
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cause only under those circumstances can there be true inter-
national support for the next Palestinian Government.

We recognize, also, that other major challenges have arisen this
year. In particular, I would like to speak briefly to the Iranian
problem, the Iranian regime, with its destabilizing policies
throughout the region, policies that support terrorism and violent
extremism. The Iranian regime uses those tools to further ideolog-
ical ambitions and policies that are, frankly, a challenge to the
kind of Middle East that I think we would all like to see, one of
tolerance, one of democracy. The United States will actively con-
front the aggressive policies of this Iranian regime. And, at the
same time, we are going to work to support the aspirations of the
Iranian people for freedom in their own country.

The Iranian regime is now deepening its own international isola-
tion through toxic statements and confrontational behavior, most
especially in its pursuit of nuclear weapons and pursuit of policies
that are now being roundly condemned by the international com-
munity.

Mr. Chairman, I think it’s fair to note that no one wants to deny
the Iranian people or the Iranian nation civil nuclear power. Many
different options have been put before Iran. They have chosen to
isolate themselves instead. In a year of peaceful and patient efforts,
the United States has broadened the diplomatic consensus on the
threat posed by Iran’s nuclear program. We have successfully con-
vinced Russia and China and India and Brazil and Egypt and
many others to send the issue to the U.N. Security Council. The
community of nations is, as I said, not debating whether Iran
should have civil nuclear power, but how to safely do so without
a proliferation risk.

We must now expand the international consensus on the Iranian
regime’s nuclear ambitions to address the full scope of its threat-
ening policies. In conjunction with our multilateral diplomacy, the
United States will develop sensible measures, security measures,
including looking further at our Proliferation Security Initiative
and those who cooperate with us to try and deny, to regimes like
Iran, North Korea, and others, the materials for covert programs
that threaten the international system.

At the same time, we are going to begin a new effort to support
the aspirations of the Iranian people. I want to thank the Congress
for giving us $10 million to support the cause of freedom and
human rights in Iran this year. We will use this money to develop
support networks for Iranian reformers, political dissidents, and
human rights activists.

We also plan to request $75 million in supplemental funding for
the fiscal year 2006 to support democracy in Iran. That money
would enable us to increase our support for democracy and improve
our radio broadcasting, begin satellite television broadcasts, in-
crease the contacts between our peoples through expanded fellow-
ships and scholarships for Iranian students, and to bolster our pub-
lic diplomacy efforts.

In addition, I will be notifying that we plan to reprogram funds
in 2007 to support the democratic aspirations of the Iranian people.

Now, I'm sure that the members of the committee know that
going forward with this effort requires that we remove obstacles
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that hinder our ability to support those courageous Iranians work-
ing for their country’s freedom, so we are working with the Treas-
ury Department to overcome U.S. regulatory restrictions to allow
the U.S. Government to make grants to nongovernmental organiza-
tions for democracy promotion activities in Iran.

We want to expand our educational exchanges with the young
people of Iran who have never experienced democracy. In the
1970s, 200,000 Iranians studied in the United States. That figure
is 2,000 today. We must change this. And we will. And we'’re begin-
ning a new effort to dramatically increase the number of Iranians
who can come to study in America, the number of Iranian profes-
sionals who wish to visit. I've said, on a number of occasions, that
T've read that it is forbidden in some quarters to play Beethoven
and Mozart in Tehran. We hope that Iranians can play it in New
York or in Los Angeles.

Finally, let me just say, Mr. Chairman, that Senator Biden
kindly mentioned the efforts that we’re making in the Department
to transform our workforce, to transform the men and women—the
skills and tools of the men and women—of the State Department
who must lead our transformational diplomacy. We have reposi-
tioned 100 Foreign Service and other positions—there will be
more—because we feel that the presence needs to match the global
challenges.

We have also undertaken, within the limits of my authority, a re-
form of foreign assistance so that we can get better alignment be-
tween USAID and State, so that we can be better stewards of the
American people’s money.

I want to be very clear that America will always care for, and
will always try to serve, the most vulnerable populations with hu-
manitarian assistance and with help for child welfare and with as-
sistance to disaster relief, when necessary. It is also our goal to
make our foreign assistance something that is not permanent for
countries as they transition to well-managed countries that fight
corruption, that govern wisely, that make investments in their peo-
ple. And so, one of our goals is to make certain that we are serving,
also, the objective of the creation of well-governed democratic states
that, on their own, can attract foreign investment, attract trade,
and begin to move away from foreign assistance.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and I'm now happy to take
questions.

[The prepared statement of Secretary Rice follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF CONDOLEEZZA RICE, SECRETARY OF STATE, DEPARTMENT
OF STATE, WASHINGTON, DC

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the committee. I appreciate this oppor-
tunity to address the committee and to talk about America’s role in meeting the un-
precedented challenges of our world today. I look forward to working closely with
Congress to ensure that America’s diplomacy has the necessary resources to secure
our interests, advance our ideals, and improve people’s lives around the world. In
all of these mutual efforts, of course, we must remain committed to our responsi-
bility to be good stewards of the American taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars.

The President’s FY 2007 International Affairs Budget for the Department of
State, USAID, and other foreign affairs agencies totals $35.1 billion. President Bush
also plans to request supplemental funding to support emergency, one-time pro-
grams that are essential to the success of some of our highest foreign policy prior-
ities.
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This money will do more than support our diplomacy; it will strengthen our na-
tional security. America today is a nation at war. We are engaged in a long conflict
against terrorists and violent extremists. Across the world, the members of our For-
eign Service, Civil Service, and our Foreign Service Nationals are advancing Amer-
ica’s diplomatic mission, often working in dangerous places far away from their
friends and loved ones. Our Nation’s men and women in uniform are also shoul-
dering great risks and responsibilities. They are performing with courage and her-
oism, and many have made the ultimate sacrifice to secure our way of life. Today,
I want to recognize these courageous public servants and their families, who endure
long periods of service abroad and painful separation with fortitude.

America’s enemies remain eager to strike us again, but our actions in the past
4 years have weakened their capability. Our diplomacy plays a vital role in defeat-
ing this threat. We are building partnerships with traditional allies and with new
partners that share our perception of the threat. Most importantly, we are working
directly with foreign citizens who wish to build thriving free societies that replace
hatred with hope.

Mr. Chairman, I would now like to offer an overview of the current mission of
the men and women of the State Department—a mission that we have called trans-
formational diplomacy.

A NEW DIPLOMACY FOR A TRANSFORMED WORLD

In his second inaugural address, President Bush laid out the vision that leads
America into the world: “It is the policy of the United States to seek and support
the growth of democratic movements and institutions in every nation and culture,
with the ultimate goal of ending tyranny in our world.”

The President’s vision stems from the recognition that we are living in an extraor-
dinary time, one in which centuries of international precedent are being overturned.
The prospect of violent conflict among great powers is more remote than ever.
States are increasingly competing and cooperating in peace, not preparing for war.
Peoples in China, India, South Africa, Indonesia, and Brazil are lifting their coun-
tries and regions to new prominence. Democratic reform has begun in the Middle
East. And the United States is working with our democratic partners in every re-
gion of the world, especially our hemispheric neighbors and our historic treaty allies
in Europe and Asia, to build a true form of global stability: A balance of power that
favors freedom.

At the same time, other challenges have assumed new urgency. The greatest
threats today emerge more within states than between them, and the fundamental
character of regimes matters more than the international distribution of power. It
is impossible to draw neat, clear lines between our security interests, our develop-
ment goals, and our democratic ideals in today’s world. Our diplomacy must inte-
grate and advance all of these goals together.

So I would define the objective of transformational diplomacy this way: To work
with our many partners around the world to build and sustain democratic, well-gov-
erned states that will respond to the needs of their people and conduct themselves
responsibly in the international system. This is a strategy rooted in partnership, not
paternalism—in doing things with other people, not for them. We will use America’s
diplomatic power and our foreign assistance to help foreign citizens better their own
lives, build their own nations, transform their own futures, and work with us to
combat threats to our common security, including the spread of weapons of mass
destruction.

PRACTICING TRANSFORMATIONAL DIPLOMACY

Faced with such extraordinary challenges, we must transform old diplomatic insti-
tutions to serve new diplomatic purposes, and we must empower our people to prac-
tice transformational diplomacy. With the generous support of the Congress, my
good friend and predecessor, Colin Powell, brought American diplomacy into the
21st century. Now, my leadership team and I are building on this strong foundation
and beginning the generational work of transforming the State Department. This
will not only strengthen national security, it will improve our fiscal stewardship. We
are committed to using American taxpayers’ dollars in the most effective and re-
sponsible way possible to strengthen America’s mission abroad.

In the past year, we have begun making changes to our organization and our op-
erations that will enable us to advance transformational diplomacy. We are forward-
deploying our people to the cities, countries, and regions where they are needed
most. We are starting to move hundreds of diplomats from Europe and Washington
to strategic countries like China, India, South Africa, and Indonesia. We are giving
more of our people new training and language skills to engage more effectively with
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foreign peoples. We are enabling our diplomats to work more jointly with America’s
service men and women. And I have announced that I am creating a new position
of Director of Foreign Assistance. This reform will transform our capability to use
foreign assistance more efficiently and more effectively to further our foreign policy
goals, to bolster our national security, to reduce poverty, and to improve people’s
lives around the world.

We are making the initial changes using our existing authority, and the addi-
tional funding we are requesting in the FY 2007 budget will help us continue imple-
menting our vision to transform the State Department to meet the challenges of the
21st century. For this purpose, we are requesting $9.3 billion for State Department
operations.

Transformational diplomacy begins with our people—ensuring that they are in the
right places, with the necessary tools and training to carry out their mission. We
are requesting $23 million for 100 new positions on the new frontlines of our diplo-
macy: Key transitional countries and emerging regional leaders in Africa, Latin
America, the Middle East, and Asia. These new positions will complement the 100
that we are already repositioning as part of our ongoing effort to change our global
diplomatic posture. This repositioning effort will require a renewed commitment to
secure and modernize our many posts overseas, and we are seeking $1.5 billion for
security-related construction and rehabilitation of our diplomatic facilities.

In addition to requesting new positions, we will continue to invest in our people,
our greatest resource. More and more, we are calling upon our diplomats to leave
their families and serve at unaccompanied “hardship posts” that now make up 20
percent of our yearly overseas assignments. With your help, as part of our effort to
modernize the Foreign Service, we will institute a new pay-for-performance system
that fairly compensates our men and women working abroad. We will also further
our efforts to train America’s diplomats to speak critical languages like Chinese,
Urdu, and Arabic, which they will increasingly need, in addition to more traditional
languages, as they progress in their careers. New training will also make full use
of dynamic new technologies, and we are asking for $276 million to integrate our
workforce with the latest information technology and to support professional train-
ing needed for success.

These new tools and training will better enable our Nation’s diplomats to tell
America’s story to the people of the world, and in turn, to listen to the stories they
have to tell. We have heard the legitimate criticisms that have been made of our
public diplomacy, and we are rethinking how we do business. I have stressed that
public diplomacy is the responsibility of every single member of our diplomatic
corps, not just our public diplomacy specialists. One idea we are beginning to imple-
ment is the creation of forward-deployed, regional public diplomacy centers. These
centers, or media hubs, will be small, lean operations that work out of our embas-
sies or other existing facilities, enabling us to respond quickly to negative propa-
ganda, to correct misinformation, and to explain America’s policies and our prin-
ciples. The $351 million that we seek will be essential for us to continue revitalizing
our public diplomacy.

To complement our public diplomacy, we must ensure that America remains a
welcoming place for all tourists, students, and businesspeople, while at the same
time protecting our homeland from terrorists and criminals who would exploit our
open society to do us harm. The State Department, in partnership with the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, has taken new steps in the past year to realize the
President’s vision of secure borders and open doors through information technology.
Our request of $1.1 billion will fund the Border Security Program and enable us to
hire 135 new consular officers and passport staff to meet the growing demand of
foreign citizens seeking to travel to America, while maintaining our fundamental
commitment to serve each and every American citizen when they go abroad. At the
same time, we are seeking $474 million to support our educational and cultural ex-
changes, which increase mutual understanding between our citizens and the peoples
of the world.

Finally, we must continue to enable our Nation’s diplomats to work effectively
with their partners in the United Nations and other international organizations. We
seek $1.6 billion to fund U.S. assessed and voluntary contributions to international
organizations. The United States takes our international obligations seriously, and
we remain committed to strengthening the financial stability, efficiency, and effec-
tiveness of international organizations.

DEFEATING TERROR AND ADVANCING LIBERTY

The President’s FY 2007 budget will help prepare the men and women of the
State Department to meet the goals of transformational diplomacy. Our principal
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objectives are to stem the tide of terrorism and to help advance freedom and demo-
cratic rights.

We are requesting $6.2 billion to strengthen the coalition partners who are stand-
ing shoulder to shoulder with us on the front lines in the fight against terrorism.
Our assistance empowers our partners to practice more effective law enforcement,
police their borders, gather and share essential intelligence, and wage more success-
ful counterterrorism operations. In many states, our assistance will also help to bol-
ster thriving democratic and economic institutions reducing the societal schisms
that terrorists exploit for their own ideological purposes. Our FY 2007 request in-
cludes, among others, $739 million for Pakistan, $560 million for Colombia, $154
million for Indonesia, $457 million for Jordan, and $335 million for Kenya.

Essential to winning the war on terrorism is denying our enemies the weapons
of mass destruction that they seek. Our diplomacy cannot focus on nonproliferation
alone; we must also develop new tools and new policies of counterproliferation: Ac-
tively confronting and rolling up the global networks involving rogue states, outlaw
scientists, and black-market middlemen who make proliferation possible. We are
building on the achievements of the Proliferation Security Initiative, the G-8 Global
Partnership, and U.N. Security Council Resolution 1540. We are working to stop
Iran and North Korea from succeeding in their quest for weapons of mass destruc-
tion, and we continue to do everything in our power to deny terrorists access to the
world’s most dangerous weapons, including threatening conventional weapons like
MANPADS. The FY 2007 budget proposes to increase funding for our State Depart-
ment’s efforts to help countries fight the proliferation of dangerous weapons and ma-
terials.

These requirements are essential and immediate, but our vision must look beyond
present horizons. To defeat the threat of terrorism, we must work to build a future
of freedom and hope. As President Bush has said, in the long run, liberty and de-
mocracy are the only ideas powerful enough to defeat the ideology of hatred and vio-
lence. Freedom is on the march today all around the world, and the United States
must continue to open a path for its expansion, especially in Iraq and Afghanistan.

In December, over 12 million Iraqi people voted in free elections for a democratic
government based on a constitution that Iraqis themselves wrote and adopted.
Through their actions, the overwhelming majority of Iraqis are demonstrating that
they support freedom and oppose terrorism. The democratic government that is tak-
ing shape in Baghdad today should support human rights, foster new opportunities
for prosperity, and give all Iraqis a stake in a free and peaceful future. It should
separate stalwart Iraqis from the purveyors of terror and chaos. Iraq is on a track
of transformation from brutal tyranny to a self-reliant emerging democracy that is
working to better the lives of its people and defeat violent extremists.

Although Iraqis are undertaking this work themselves, international assistance
remains essential to Iraq’s success. United States assistance is helping Iraqis to
build their security capabilities, empowering civil society and democratic institu-
tions, increasing and improving the production and availability of electricity, distrib-
uting millions of new textbooks, providing access to clean water for millions of
Iraqis, and helping protect millions of Iraqi children from disease.

The President’s request of $771 million, along with the forthcoming supplemental
request, is an essential part of our National Strategy for Victory in Iraq. The fund-
ing for the Department’s operations and programs is a critical counterpart to the
efforts of our troops in the field as we pursue our integrated security, economic, and
political tracks to success in Iraq. The supplemental request will fund programs that
are integral to our counterinsurgency campaign and to the operating and security
costs of our diplomatic mission, while the FY 2007 request supports capacity devel-
opment essential for Iraq’s transition to self-reliance. The money requested by State
will allow us to work effectively with our Iraqi partners to advance our strategy of
“Clear, Hold, Build”—clearing areas of insurgent control, holding newly gained terri-
tory under the legitimate authority of the Iraqi Government, and building economic
infrastructure and capable national democratic institutions that are essential to
Iraq’s success.

Our work also continues in Afghanistan. After the United States, along with our
allies and friends, removed the Taliban regime, the Afghan people set out to liberate
themselves. They did so with the international community by their side. And today,
the Afghan people have achieved the ambitious vision that we all set together 4
years ago in Bonn, Germany: A fully functioning, sovereign Afghan Government.
This government was established through successful Presidential and parliamentary
elections, in which millions of men and women voted freely for the first time. Today,
Afghanistan has a democratic constitution; an emerging free economy; and a grow-
ing, multiethnic army that is the pride of the Afghan people.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00016 Fmt6633 Sfmt6621 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



13

Despite this dramatic progress, there is still much hard work to be done. Presi-
dent Bush’s request of $1.1 billion for Afghan reconstruction, along with supple-
mental funding to be requested, will allow us to continue helping the people of Af-
ghanistan meet the remaining political, economic, and security challenges they face.
With your continued support, along with help from NATO, the United Nations, and
all other contributors from the international community, we can help the Afghan
people complete their long journey toward a future of hope and freedom.

The people of Iraq and Afghanistan are helping to lead the transformation of the
Broader Middle East from despotism to democracy. This is a generational challenge,
in which elections are an important and necessary beginning. The freedom to choose
invests citizens in the future of their countries. But as President Bush has said, one
election does not establish a country as a democracy. Successful democracies are
characterized by transparent, accountable institutions of governance; a thriving civil
society that respects and protects minority rights; a free media; opportunities for
health and education for all citizens; and the official renunciation of terrorism and
ideologies of hatred. On this last point especially, we will continue to insist that the
leaders of Hamas must recognize Israel, disarm, reject terrorism, and work for last-
ing peace. Helping the nations of the Broader Middle East to make progress in
building the foundations of democratic societies is the mission of the Middle East
Partnership Initiative, for which we are seeking $120 million. We are also request-
ing $80 million for the National Endowment for Democracy to continue its good
work in promoting lasting democratic change all around the world.

The progress of the Broader Middle East is hopeful, but it still faces determined
enemies, especially the radical regime in Tehran. Iran is a strategic challenge to the
United States, and we have a comprehensive view of the threat that Iran poses. The
regime is seeking to develop nuclear weapons. It is a leading state sponsor of ter-
rorism. It is working to destabilize its region and to advance its ideological ambi-
tions. And the Iranian Government oppresses its own people, denying them basic
liberties and human rights. Through its aggressive and confrontational behavior,
Iran is increasingly isolating itself from the international community.

In recent months, U.S. diplomacy has broadened the international coalition to ad-
dress Iran’s nuclear ambitions, and Iran’s case will soon be heard in the U.N. Secu-
rity Council. Our goal now is to broaden this coalition even further, to intensify the
international spotlight and encourage our many international partners to respond
to the full spectrum of threats that the Iranian regime poses.

For our part, the United States wishes to reach out to the Iranian people and sup-
port their desire to realize their own freedom and to secure their own democratic
and human rights. The Iranian people should know that the United States fully
supports their aspirations for a freer, better future. Over the past 2 years, the De-
partment of State has invested over $4 million in projects that empower Iranian
citizens in their call for political and economic liberty, freedom of speech, and re-
spect for human rights. We are funding programs that train labor activists and help
protect them from government persecution. We are working with international
NGOs to develop a support network for Iranian reformers, political dissidents, and
human rights activists. We will devote at least $10 million to support these and
other programs during this year (FY 2006), and we are eager to work more closely
with Congress to help Iranian reformers build nationwide networks to support
democratic change in their country.

MEETING GLOBAL CHALLENGES

Like terrorism and nuclear proliferation, many of the greatest challenges in to-
day’s world are global and transnational in nature. These threats breach even the
most well-defended borders and affect all nations. Today’s global threats require
global partnerships, and America’s diplomats are helping us transform our relation-
ships with countries that have the capacity and the will to work on a global basis
to achieve common purposes—countries like India, Japan, South Korea, Australia,
El Salvador, and our allies in Europe.

One major global threat comes from disease, especially the scourge of HIV/AIDS.
This pandemic affects key productive members of societies: The individuals who
drive economies, raise children, and pass on the customs and traditions of their
countries. The United States is committed to treating people worldwide who suffer
from AIDS because conscience demands it, and also because a healthier world is a
safer world. The hallmark of our approach is the President’s Emergency Plan for
AIDS Relief. This program is the largest international initiative ever by one nation
to combat a single disease. The Emergency Plan combines our strong bilateral pro-
grams with complementary multilateral efforts to fight AIDS and other debilitating
infectious diseases through contributions to the Global Fund to Fight AIDS, Tuber-
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culosis, and Malaria, of which America is by far the largest contributor since the
program’s inception.

The Emergency Plan is rooted in partnership. Our approach is to empower each
nation to take ownership of its own fight against HIV/AIDS through prevention,
treatment, and care. The results to date have been remarkable. In the past 2 years,
the Emergency Plan has expanded life-extending antiretroviral treatment to 471,000
people worldwide, 400,000 of whom are located in sub-Saharan Africa. And as of last
year, the Emergency Plan has extended compassion and care to more than 1.2 mil-
lion orphans and vulnerable children. The President’s 2007 budget requests $4 bil-
lion, $740 million more than this year, to continue America’s leadership in the glob-
al fight against HIV/AIDS.

The 2007 budget also includes $225 million to fight malaria, which is a major kill-
er of children in sub-Saharan Africa. This request is part of the President’s pledge
to increase U.S. funding of malaria prevention and treatment by more than $1.2 bil-
lion over 5 years. The United States is committed to working with the international
community to increase preventive and curative programs in 15 African countries
with particularly high rates of infection by 2010. We seek to reduce malaria deaths
by 50 percent in these countries after 3 years of full implementation.

The United States is also playing a key global role in preparing for the threat
of a possible avian influenza pandemic—providing political leadership, technical ex-
pertise, and significant resources to this effort. In September 2005, President Bush
announced the International Partnership on Avian and Pandemic Influenza. The
partnership, which includes 89 countries and 9 international organizations, gen-
erates political momentum and coordinating action among all partners. At the Janu-
ary 2006 International Pledging Conference on Avian and Pandemic Influenza held
in Beijing, the United States pledged $334 million in current budget authority to
protect health in the United States and around the world. The most effective way
to protect the American population from an influenza outbreak is to contain it be-
yond our borders. The 2007 budget provides resources to continue these activities
in countries already experiencing outbreaks of influenza and in other countries on
the cusp of infection.

Another key global challenge is to curtail the illicit drug trade and to dissolve the
relationships between narco-traffickers, terrorists, and international criminal orga-
nizations. The 2007 budget requests $722 million for the Andean Counterdrug Ini-
tiative, which advances the President’s goal of strengthening democracy, regional
stability, and economic development throughout the hemisphere. The initiative pro-
vides funding for law enforcement, security programs, and alternative livelihood as-
sistance for those at risk from the trade of illicit narcotics.

Finally, as we transform our diplomacy to meet the increasingly global challenges
of the 21st century, the United States remains committed to putting the power of
our compassion into action wherever and whenever it is needed. In 2005, the United
States led the world with our generous emergency responses to people suffering
from unprecedented natural disasters—from the Indian Ocean tsunami, to the
earthquake in Pakistan, to the mudslides in Central America. Our swift action has
helped to provide relief, to prevent the spread of disease, and to begin restoring live-
lihoods and rebuilding these devastated regions. The United States remains the
world’s most generous provider of food and other emergency humanitarian assist-
ance. Throughout the world, we are also helping refugees to return to their coun-
tries of origin. When that is not a viable option, the United States leads the inter-
national community in resettling refugees here in our Nation. The FY 2007 request
of $1.2 billion for humanitarian relief, plus $1.3 billion in food aid, will ensure that
we lzare prepared to extend the reach of American compassion anywhere in the
world.

THREE GOALS OF U.S. FOREIGN ASSISTANCE

The United States will continue to build strong partnerships to meet the global
challenges that increasingly define international security in the 21st century. But
we recognize that many states cannot meet the basic responsibilities of sovereignty,
including just and effective control over their own territory. In response, the United
States must assist the world’s most vulnerable populations through our trans-
formational diplomacy—using our foreign assistance and working with our partners
to build state capacity where little exists, help weak and poorly governed states to
develop and reform, and empower those states that are embracing political and eco-
nomic freedom. These are three main goals of our country assistance programs, with
the ultimate purpose being “graduation” from foreign economic and governance as-
sistance altogether. Vibrant private sectors in free, well-governed states are the sur-
est form of sustainable development.

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00018 Fmt6633 Sfmt6621 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



15

Building state capacity

We must do all we can to anticipate and prevent the emergence of failed states
that lead to humanitarian crises, serious regional instability, and havens for terror
and oppression that threaten our security. On September 11, we were attacked by
terrorists who had plotted and trained in a failed state: Afghanistan. Since then,
we have spent billions of dollars and sacrificed precious lives to eliminate the threat
and liberate the brutally repressed people of Afghanistan. We must use all the tools
and resources available not only to prevent future failed states, but to help nations
emerging from conflict and war to become responsible, democratic states.

The Office of the Coordinator for Reconstruction and Stabilization was established
to address complex and challenging situations around the globe. Partnering with the
international community, we will help countries in crisis achieve a path to lasting
peace, good governance, and economic development. Working in conjunction with
our lead regional bureaus, our Reconstruction and Stabilization Office is already be-
ginning to advance this mission in the field. It deployed a team to Sudan to assess
the effectiveness of our assistance programs in implementing the Comprehensive
Peace Agreement, in negotiating a political settlement in Darfur, in delivering hu-
manitarian assistance, and in establishing security. As a result of these assessments
and planning efforts, U.S. resources have been allocated more effectively to help
people in need in Sudan. Our office has also helped the Haitian people take a deci-
sive step toward a better future, pinpointing problems with voter registration and
the electoral council in time for them to be remedied before last week’s historic elec-
tions.

The 2007 budget proposes to strengthen this Office’s ability to lead U.S. planning
efforts for countries and regions of most concern, and to coordinate the deployment
of U.S. resources when needed. The budget proposes $75 million, including a Con-
flict Response Fund to build our civilian response capabilities, to prevent failing
states, and to respond quickly and effectively to states emerging from conflict
around the world. With an early and effective civilian response, we can reduce the
need for a more robust and costly military commitment by more quickly shifting re-
sponsibility for key functions to civilian actors.

Our efforts to build state capacity continue in Sudan. The need for security is of
the utmost importance to this effort, and the Comprehensive Peace Accord (CPA)
points the way forward. The CPA, which ended 22 years of North-South civil war
in Sudan, is the framework for resolution of conflict throughout Sudan. The CPA
created a Government of National Unity that shares power and wealth, and estab-
lishes elections at every level by 2009.

Implementing the CPA is essential to ending the genocide in Darfur. The United
States is appalled by the ongoing atrocities that have persisted in Darfur, and we
continue to lead the ongoing international effort to aid the region’s displaced people,
assisting over 1.8 million internally displaced persons and over 200,000 Sudanese
refugees in Chad. I ask for your full support of the President’s upcoming supple-
mental request, which will include support for the African Union and for transition
to a U.N. peacekeeping mission to bring peace to this war-torn area. We are re-
questing $1.1 billion in the FY 2007 budget to transition to peace in Sudan, meet
humanitarian needs, lay the foundations for economic development, and strengthen
sustainable democratic institutions.

We are also continuing to partner with the people of Haiti to advance the cause
of freedom and build lasting foundations of a democratic state. Just last week, the
people of Haiti held fair and free elections. We now look forward to working with
the citizens of Haiti, their newly elected government, and the international commu-
nity to help Haiti chart a positive path of freedom and prosperity by strengthening
good governance, improving security and the rule of law, fostering economic recov-
ery, and addressing critical humanitarian needs.

As is evident by the hard work and sacrifice of the U.N. peacekeepers in Haiti,
international peacekeeping missions carried out by the United Nations and partner
organizations are essential to creating the secure conditions conducive for demo-
cratic elections and basic state capacity. The $1.3 billion request for these efforts
worldwide is also crucial to facilitating the delivery of humanitarian relief and pro-
viding a stable political and economic environment that fosters democratic institu-
tions and development. To continue to provide well-trained, effective peacekeepers
that understand and respect human rights, I am requesting over $100 million for
the third year of the Global Peace Operations Initiative to train and equip 75,000
troops by 2010. Current missions and capacity-building efforts increase our security
at home and provide relief to the heroic troops in our own Armed Forces.
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Helping developing states and the most vulnerable populations

Where the basic foundations of security, governance, and economic institutions
exist, the United States is advancing bold development goals. Under President
Bush, the United States has embarked on the most ambitious development agenda
since the Marshall Plan, including a new debt relief initiative, the doubling of Offi-
cial Development Assistance since taking office, and funding for the international
financial institutions that is linked to performance. Development is an integral pil-
lar of our foreign policy. In 2002, for the first time, the President’s National Security
Strategy elevated development to the level of diplomacy and defense, citing it as the
third key component of our national security. States that govern justly, invest in
their people, and create the conditions for individual and collective prosperity are
less likely to produce or harbor terrorists. American diplomacy must advance these
development principles.

U.S. development assistance focuses on building the tools for democratic participa-
tion, promoting economic growth, providing for health and education, and address-
ing security concerns in developing nations, while at the same time responding to
humanitarian disasters. Such investments are crucial to improving the lives of peo-
ple around the world and enhancing our own national security. At the same time,
we must invest in reform in countries so that these efforts will not go to waste, but
provide both the necessary tools and the right incentives for host governments to
secure the conditions necessary for their citizens to achieve their full potential.

Relieving the burden of heavily indebted countries is essential to ending a desta-
bilizing lend-and-forgive approach to development assistance for poorer countries
and allowing these countries to progress on the road to prosperity. At the
Gleneagles summit last July, the G-8 agreed on a landmark initiative to provide
100 percent cancellation of qualifying Heavily Indebted Poor Countries’ debt obliga-
tions to the World Bank, the African Development Bank, and the International
Monetary Fund. U.S. leadership was instrumental in securing this agreement. We
estimate that a total of 42 countries will receive up to $60 billion in debt relief as
a result of this initiative. The budget that I present to you today fully supports the
U.S. share of the multilateral debt forgiveness provided by the G-8 proposal.

The United States and our G—8 partners went much further than relieving debt.
I ask you to go much further as well and support our Government’s commitment
for the most ambitious package for Africa ever supported by the G-8. This package
will fight malaria, HIV/AIDS, and corruption and help create an environment where
democracy and economic opportunity can flourish. Specifically, the 2007 budget sup-
ports the President’s commitment to double our assistance to Africa between 2004
and 2010. In addition, the request supports the U.S. Government’s commitment to
help African countries to build trade capacity; to educate their citizens through the
4-year, $400 million Africa Education Initiative; and to combat sexual violence and
abuse against women through a new Women’s Justice and Empowerment Initiative.

Although Africa is a focus of our efforts to reduce poverty and invest in people
and reform, it is by no means the only continent on which our resources are di-
rected. We seek a total of $2.7 billion for Development Assistance and Child Sur-
vival and Health funds. By investing in the citizens of developing countries, we are
investing in the future of the American people.

Empowering transformational states

The final goal of our country assistance programs is to empower those states that
are governing justly and to help them address key constraints to their economic
growth and poverty reduction. The flagship of our efforts is the Millennium Chal-
lenge Account, which is helping states that are making measurable progress to
achieve sustainable development and integration into the global economy.

In 2002, in Monterrey, Mexico, the nations of the world adopted a new consensus
on how to reduce international poverty. Developed nations agreed to dramatically
increase their amount of assistance to developing countries, and developing coun-
tries committed to making progress toward good governance, economic freedom, and
an investment in the health and education of their people. In response to this
Monterrey Consensus, our administration and the Congress created the revolu-
tionary Millennium Challenge Account, which targets billions of dollars in new de-
velopment assistance to countries that meet benchmarks of political, economic, and
social development. This innovative approach partners with and invests in low and
lower middle income countries that take ownership for their own sustainable devel-
opment and poverty reduction.

In the past year, we have accelerated our efforts to negotiate and sign develop-
ment compacts between transformational countries and the Millennium Challenge
Corporation. To date, the MCC has identified 23 countries eligible for development
compacts, and we have approved compacts worth a total of $1.5 billion with eight
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countries: Armenia, Benin, Cape Verde, Georgia, Honduras, Madagascar, Nicaragua,
and Vanuatu. Nine eligible countries have prepared proposals totaling $3.1 billion,
and another six will soon submit proposals of their own. We are seeking $3 billion
of new funding in the FY 2007 budget, with the goal of approving up to 10 new com-
pacts.

As important as our foreign assistance is, free trade is ultimately the key to every
country’s sustained development and economic growth. As the President stressed in
the State of the Union, promotion of free trade is essential to enhancing the pros-
perity of the American people and to supporting developing countries in their effort
to participate fully in the global economy. The Bush administration has signed or
negotiated free trade agreements with Chile, Singapore, Jordan, Bahrain, Oman,
Morocco, Australia, five Central American countries plus the Dominican Republic,
and most recently, Peru. Fostering free trade is a vital part of our development pol-
icy. In the past 5 years, the United States has more than doubled our investment
in helping developing countries to trade freely and competitively in the global econ-
omy. We pledged at the recent WTO ministerial in Hong Kong to increase this as-
sistance to $2.7 billion by 2010, and our FY 2007 request for trade-related develop-
ment assistance will be an important step toward that ambitious and hopeful goal.

Mr. Chairman, America’s purpose in this young century is to marry our demo-
cratic principles with our dramatic power to build a more hopeful world. Our pur-
poses are idealistic, that is true; but our policies are realistic, and we are suc-
ceeding. President Bush and I have called upon the men and women of the State
Department to practice transformational diplomacy, and they are rising to this chal-
lenge with enthusiasm and courage. They are helping our many partners around the
world to build a future of freedom, democracy, and hope for themselves and their
families.

Realizing the goals of transformational diplomacy will require a sustained effort
over the course of a generation. Most importantly, it will require a strong partner-
ship with the Congress. We at the Department of State will do our part to use our
existing authority to make our foreign assistance more effective and to enhance our
ability to serve as responsible stewards of the American taxpayers’ money. Our goal
in establishing the new position of Director of Foreign Assistance is a first step. We
welcome a dialog with Congress about how we can work together to improve Amer-
ica’s foreign assistance further, enabling us to respond more quickly and more effec-
tively to the world’s development challenges. By making America’s foreign assist-
ance more efficient and more effective, we will help people around the world to im-
prove their lives, we will strengthen the hope that comes with freedom, and we will
advance our national security.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Secretary Rice.

I'll begin the questioning period. And, as I mentioned, we’ll have
a 5-minute period. And I'll offer at least one pattern that people
might want to employ. I'm going to ask three questions, and stop,
and let you respond in that period of time.

The first deals with Iran and the possibilities that the Iranians
will not be cooperative. There has to be at least some credibility
that we and the international community could effect sanctions or
some action beyond the diplomacy in which we are now involved.
So, I want to ask you, Is there currently vigorous discussion with
potential partners in this situation—namely, China and Russia and
India, whose cooperation would be essential—at various levels of
sanctions, particular types of sanctions that might be effective, that
are least injurious to the world as a whole, but perhaps effective
with regard to leadership of Iran?

Second, we had hearings last week on reconstruction in Iraq. It
was apparent to all Senators that income for Iraq, as well as tech-
nical assistance, will be needed for several years. And it is not clear
how that is to be paid for. So, I would like for you to give some
idea as to an intermediate program of financing for reconstruction
and maybe a request for some estimate as to what other countries
in the world might be willing to contribute—a quarter, a half—or

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00021 Fmt6633 Sfmt6602 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



18

how, in the postwar situation, with reconstruction and the building
of a viable democracy, others may participate.

Finally, in my opening statement I went into a long history of
unfortunate cuts year by year throughout the 1990s in foreign as-
sistance and support for the State Department and for diplomacy.
The Bush administration has asked for more money. Last year, the
Congress responded by cutting $2 billion. That was about the same
as the response of the year before. So, I'm asking, I suppose, for
how we can effect a strategy to try to bring about a better result,
because the requests that you are now making are important. The
public needs to know that, very frequently, at the end of the day,
after several weeks and months of conferences, they do not occur.
And we must be more successful.

Could you respond to these issues?

Secretary RICE. Thank you very much, Chairman Lugar.

First of all, on Iran, I do think we’ve made a lot of progress in
getting an international consensus. And it was a major break-
through to have Russia and China agree that this belonged in the
Security Council. And now that it is in the Security Council, and
we have the weight of the Security Council, including the possi-
bility of chapter 7 action, which could then give greater confidence
and greater strength to TAEA efforts. I think we have a menu now
of options that were not there when we were just in the IAEA
Board of Governors.

We are, indeed, in constant discussion with our colleagues about
the course ahead. It will not surprise you that there are differences
about when and where and how to employ sanctions, should they
be needed. The first course, I think, will be to try to get to the Se-
curity Council and remind the Iranians that they are completely
isolated. Their activities that were announced today—there are
news stories today about enrichment and reprocessing having
begun—they have now crossed a point where they are in open defi-
ance of the international community. Under Secretary Burns will
be in Europe next week for a meeting of the G—-8. He will have dis-
cussions with his counterparts. Under Secretary Joseph has had
discussions with his. And I, also, with mine.

I think we want to keep our options a bit open on what specific
measures we have to take, but let me be very clear, the inter-
national community is going to have to act, and act decisively, if
Iran is to know that there is a consequence for their open defiance
of the international community. And so, we are working on pre-
cisely that.

In the first instance, we want to look at the effect on the inter-
national community, as a whole, of any actions that we take—
economies and the like. But we also want to try and not hurt the
Iranian people. And so, I think you will see us trying to walk a fine
line in what actions we take.

As to reconstruction, I think we’ve made progress on reconstruc-
tion, although I will say that the job was much bigger than any of
us imagined, with the deteriorated state of the Iraqi infrastructure.
I think none of us knew, for instance, that when we saw Baghdad
lit up as a city, that, in fact, the country probably only had 50
percent of the generating power that it needed, but it was being
mostly given to Baghdad; the rest of the country was in darkness,
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so to speak. We’'ve evened that out. That has given greater de-
mand—there is greater demand from consumers for this.

But, in specific answer to your question, we have made a lot of
investments in the infrastructure. We think that many of them
have taken hold, but we've been downscaling the kinds of infra-
structure projects that we have. Reconstruction with a small “r,”
rather than with a large “R,” is the way that I've been describing
it. More in the provinces.

And one way that we intend to support the new Iraqi Govern-
ment is to have these provincial teams that can marry political and
military and reconstruction expertise on a more local level. On a
more national level, we have an extensive Ministry Assistance
Team Program. We have requested funding—some in base funding
and some will come in supplemental funding—for what we would
hope would be about a 2-year program to really help stabilize these
important functions.

But I am very actively, now, working to get support from Iraq’s
neighbors and also from other countries. I might note that Ger-
many made its first contribution to the Iraqi Reconstruction Fund.
It was a small contribution, but it was a breakthrough for Ger-
many, and I hope we will get more support.

Finally, on foreign assistance. Senator, I think we’re just going
to have to get out there and make the argument. America wants
to be compassionate, I think. And part of this is compassion—what
we do in HIV/AIDS, what we do in malaria prevention. But we also
have to make the case to the American people that this is also
about our own security and our own safety. We know what hap-
pened when Irag—or when Afghanistan became a failed state, and
we paid for that, and paid for that dearly, with terrorist attack
after terrorist attack, culminating in the fall of the Twin Towers
and the Pentagon on September 11. And so, I now have begun to
talk about this as national security spending, because unless states
are capable of governing themselves, governing their borders, fight-
ing terrorism, dealing with the challenges of proliferation and ter-
ror, we will not be safer. And so, I've begun to talk about it in that
way, and perhaps that will resonate with the American people.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Secretary Rice.

Senator Biden.

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Chairman, I would ask permission that I be
able to submit some questions to the Secretary——

The CHAIRMAN. Yes.

Senator BIDEN [continuing]. Because the time is short.

The CHAIRMAN. That will be true for each Senator, and we’ll send
those questions over for the record.

Senator BIDEN. I thank you.

Senator BIDEN. I am confused a little bit by the administration’s
policy on elections. And they think they have turned out well. I
think it’s been a near disaster. I have a series of questions relating
to that.

I'd like to start with Iran. Iran has watched North Korea cross
the same boundaries. You and the President and others have said,
“We cannot accept another partial solution that does not deal with
the entirety of the problem in Korea.” And yet, we were told, last
year, by the Director of Defense Intelligence Agency that North

VerDate 11-MAY-2000 14:38 Jan 26, 2007 Jkt 000000 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt6633 Sfmt6602 800933.SEN sforel1 PsN: sforell



20

Korea can now arm a missile with a nuclear warhead. And so,
when you talk about Iran, my question is this. Has there been—
and you would not be able to discuss it, I suspect, openly—but has
there been an analysis done as to what impact an oil embargo
would have on Iran? Not just what impact it would have on us and
other nations, but Iran is a net importer of refined oil products,
and, according to what I have read, it would have a dramatic, dra-
matic negative impact. And, already, Ahmadinejad is preparing his
people for the need for sacrifice. So, my question is, Has such anal-
ysis been done?

Secretary RICE. Yes. We have been looking at analyses of the full
range of potential sanctions.

Senator BIDEN. The President said, “We’re sanctioned out with
regard to Iran.” I think that was his quote. Are there any sanctions
of consequence on the table other than energy and the oil sector?

Secretary RICE. Well, Senator, we are—we have heavily sanc-
tioned Iran, obviously, after 1979, but the—there are still some
measures that we might even be able to take on our own, and we're
looking at those. Obviously, anything that we can do multilaterally
will be much more effective. And I think, now, with the Security
Council resolution—or Security Council venue for Iran, we will be
able to begin those discussions.

As I said to Senator Lugar, it is not easy. There is not—there is
not common view on when or how sanctions ought to be taken. But
the Iranian regime is giving the world a very good set of reasons
to take serious measures. And the more that they do, and the more
that they isolate themselves, I think, the more you will see a will-
ingness on the international community.

If T could just say, on North Korea, I think there’s one very im-
portant difference. For a variety of reasons, North Korea is an ex-
tremely isolated state that seems to revel in its isolation. And the
Iranians have not been. They’ve been isolated from us, for a variety
of reasons, but this is a state that trades with the world, that has
the diplomatic relations with the world, that has a population that
is sophisticated, that travels. I don’t believe that the Iranians want
to endure the kind of isolation that has been attendant to the
North Korea policy.

Senator BIDEN. In your absence, I complimented you and the
President on your bringing the world together with regard to Iran.

Now, you indicated that you want to work through some of the
bureaucratic hurdles of the executive order that existed before you
came to power, and since you've been in power, with regard to
helping democratic movements inside Iran. You and I talked at
some length about that a few years ago, when there was a demo-
cratic movement that was alive, and when Khatami was talking
about wanting to have exchanges, everything from students on. As-
suming there was such a metamorphosis again, is that something
we would find in our interest to do?

Secretary RICE. Well, I think we find it in our interest now to
try and remove these bureaucratic hurdles and to see if we can’t
engage the Iranian population. And, in some ways, you could argue
that they need it even more now, because they are being isolated
by their own regime. The regime risks—the regime’s policies risk
the total isolation of Iran, and the Iranian people shouldn’t have
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to suffer for that. And so, when I speak of these differences, you
know, we learned, a little while ago, that we were unable, for in-
stance, to publish the works of Iranian human rights activists in
the United States because of some of our licensing requirements.
And so, we want to look at some of those issues.

Senator BIDEN. If there is any help you need from this committee
on doing away with some of the, in my view, ridiculous impedi-
ments for trying to start, at least, the exchange of ideas—I would
hope you would ask us.

My last question relates to Darfur. I've been meeting with NATO
officials, including the Supreme Allied Commander of NATO and
his counterparts. There is a feeling within NATO, at least ex-
pressed to me, that if a country took a lead—i.e., the United
States—in moving to insert a small NATO force within existing
forces—we’re training them now—that we could have a profound
impact. Is there any intention on the part of the administration to
try to have a bridge to the United Nations taking over this process
that would involve NATO being more engaged, with actually hav-
ing some small number of boots on the ground inserted within ex-
isting African Union forces now?

Secretary RICE. Well, Senator, the United States was the country
that first raised this in NATO. I remember raising it in NATO and
asking for NATO participation in Darfur. We now have lent a plan-
ning element, as well as some lift, to the African Union forces that
are there.

We want to continue to do this within the context of the African
Union. It is extremely important, for a variety of reasons, to have
their support and to have the African Union have the lead owner-
ship—I'm sure you understand why—in this mission.

We are prepared to talk with our NATO counterparts about what
more we can do to support the AMIS force. It’s our view, at this
point, that shoring up the AMIS forces until we can get the U.N.
forces is a better option than trying to build three different forces—
the AMIS forces, a bridge force, and then the U.N. force. You prob-
ably know we are president of the Security Council this month in
the United Nations, and we are trying to use that presidency to get
the resolution to really get going on the peacekeeping forces.

Senator BIDEN. I'm not suggesting we build a third force. In
meeting with AU officials, I have been told that they would wel-
come the placement of NATO forces within AU forces, not unlike
we're doing with Iraqi forces. And that’s what I'm talking about. I
will lay out some questions in writing for you.

Secretary RICE. Absolutely. And let me just say, we will work
with NATO to try to enhance the capability of the AMIS force until
a U.N. force can get on the ground.

Senator BIDEN. I think we have to lead that.

Secretary RICE. Yes.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Biden.

Senator Hagel.

Senator HAGEL. Mr. Chairman, thank you. Welcome, Secretary
Rice.

First, Mr. Chairman, I will like—and would submit additional
questions, because of our time restrictions. I would appreciate hav-
ing the opportunity to do that.
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Secretary Rice, I want to compliment you, your team. I think
during your first year at State Department you have done what
you had told a number of us when you were here before this com-
mittee a year ago, and that is to reach out to the international
community, use the State Department career foreign policy diplo-
matic experts in a way that enhances our country and our foreign
policy. I think you’ve done the kinds of things—at least in this Sen-
ator’s opinion, it is critically important if we, in fact, are to deal
with these great challenges that face the world—not just the
United States; these are international challenges that will require
international responses—and to build back those relationships, and
to build back those institutions and strengthen the United Nations
and strengthen the TAEA and other organizations that we are very
much part of, I think, is absolutely critical.

With that, I want to go to two general areas, back to the—to Iran
and to Hamas, and the Palestinian issue. You and I have had con-
versations in the past, as well as other members of this committee,
and—about the regionalization of this issue of Iran or Iraq. We now
find a new development in the Palestinian territories with a new
government being formed. Iran is in the middle of all of this, as we
know; and that further complicates your efforts. And it, I think,
gives us, also, some opportunities, as well, because it gives us op-
portunities to reach out and—your specific points here about the
budget request that will include focusing on young Iranians, next
generation, in the Middle East, which is absolutely, probably, is
critical to our future security, as any one thing.

There was a story in the front page of the Wall Street Journal
yesterday which you may have seen, a big, blaring headline, “Iran
Plays Growing Role in Iraq, Complicating Bush’s Strategy.” And if
you didn’t read it, let me just take one piece of this and then get
to a question.

Talks about, “Iran’s influence is most apparent in Iraqi politics
where a Shi’'ite-dominated coalition has just nominated a Prime
Minister with very close ties to Iran, but it also emerges in many
areas of Iraqg—Iraqi life that get less notice. Iranian businessmen,
for example, are some of the largest investors in restoring Iraq’s
shattered infrastructure; nonprofit groups from Iran providing
basic health services that crumbled in the chaos following the U.S.-
led invasion; Iraq’s Shi’ite media are getting training from experts
acrloss the border in Iran.” And it goes into considerably more de-
tail.

My question is this. As you reach out, and as you formulate pol-
icy and present that policy in the form of a budget and other expla-
nations, I'd like to have you try to capsulate all of this, because
Iran is the most powerful country in the Middle East. It is the most
difficult. It, from their perspective, is sitting there with the United
States military forces on both its east and west border. Israel has
nuclear capability. Pakistan and India have nuclear capability. And
as this is all thread together in the fabric of what we’re trying to
do to sort this out, if you could talk a little bit about how we'’re
dealing with all of this—I hope we are now past the Chalabi days
of relying on that crowd, or that kind of policy or direction. I note
a significant difference, too, in the IAEA, versus where we were
going into Iraq, when we essentially dismissed the JAEA and their
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inspectors, that they didn’t know, when they were an apologist
group for the Iraqis. I hope those days are over. It appears they
are; that we’re working closely with IAEA.

And then I'm going to top it off with this question. This is an
open hearing. I recognize that. And we’ll probably have to take this
up in a closed hearing, or at least in closed conversation, about any
efforts to try and deal with the Iranians in an off-channel way. I
am aware that an initiative was made in 2003 to the Iranians by
this Government. And tell us what you can about that; not nec-
essarily the 2003, but any initiative for the United States to be en-
gaging the Iranians in some way—not negotiating, not diplomatic
recognition. But I don’t see, Madam Secretary, how things are get-
ting better. I think things are getting worse. I think they’re getting
worse in Iraq. I think they’re getting worse in Iran. I hope the
Hamas development will start to develop in a different direction.
But we are now at a point where sanctions, for example—Senator
Biden asked the question—consequences. Have we thought through
consequences of sanctions? What are we doing about sanctions?
Have we thought through why that would even be a feasible op-
tion?

Now, I've thrown a lot at you, but you like it that way, because
you can pick and choose and not answer some of the things.
[Laughter.]

But I would appreciate getting a broader sense of this, because
I do think it’s all connected.

Secretary RICE. Thank you, Senator.

I do think your analysis that this is all connected is exactly right.
Iran is, through its policies in the Middle East, probably our big-
gest strategic challenge as a single country, because Iran is pur-
suing policies in the Middle East that are 180 degrees counter to
the kind of Middle East that we would build. You have to look only
at their support for Hezbollah in Syria and Lebanon, their, sort of,
sidekick with Syria with that relationship, even though Syria is
under deep suspicion in the international community. That rela-
tionship has grown. Certainly, we have wanted the Iranians to
have good relations with the Iraqis, their neighbors, but in a trans-
parent way. And I think their relationships are not always trans-
parent, because of Iranian activities, particularly in the south.

So, you are right, there are major challenges there, but I think
that we have to look at this in several bites. The first is, when we
talk about Iraq and Iranian influence in Iraq, we need to recognize
that, while there is Iranian influence in Iraq, there are also influ-
ences that are counter to that Iranian influence. And with the se-
lection of Mr. Jaafari by the United Iraqi Alliance, the Shi’a group,
they still have to go now through a process of government forma-
tion, and, indeed, even confirmation of the Prime Minister, with a
block—or with people that are Sunni and Kurd and other move-
ments, like the Allawi movement that won, also, large parts of the
vote. And so, there is going to have to be, now, old-fashioned poli-
tics to come to some conclusion. So, I would not overstate Iranian
influence by recognizing that it is diluted by a number of other
forces and factors that are deeply suspicious of Iranian influence
and of Iranian power.
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I would also note that in the region, if you look around the re-
gion, in the gulf countries and in other places, there is also sus-
picion of Iranian activities and Iranian behavior. And part of our
goal has to be to have, with others who are concerned about Ira-
nian behavior, a kind of common dialog and discussion about how
to counter that Iranian behavior. And I’'m going to go out to the
gulf next week. I expect to have some of those conversations. Be-
cause no one wants to see a Middle East that is dominated by an
Iranian hegemon, particularly one that has acquired nuclear weap-
ons technology. And, in fact, the face of Iran now, President
Ahmadinejad, has crystalized the concern of the international com-
munity about Iran, because he speaks in blunter ways about Ira-
nian ambitions than did prior Iranian Governments.

So, I think we have a number of levers. Leaving aside whatever
we might do in the Security Council, in terms of consequences for
Iran’s behavior, we need to think of this as a strategic approach to
many who are concerned about Iranian influence and growing Ira-
nian influence.

Finally, let me just note that, in the long term, I think that the
Iranian geostrategic position doesn’t look all that good. If you look
at, now, a democratic Afghanistan that is, indeed, a good friend of
the United States, a democratizing Iraq that is—I think will be a
good friend of the United States, Iran finds itself in a different
geostrategic situation than it found itself just several years ago. It
will try to influence those events, it will try to influence those gov-
ernments. But it’s going to have, I think, a hard time, in demo-
cratic processes, being a dominant force.

As to your question about contacts, the only contacts that have
been authorized with the Iranians for this government are for our
Ambassador in Afghanistan to have contacts with his counterpart.
We think it’s useful on counternarcotics. We think it’s useful on
issues of terrorism in Afghanistan. And so, Ron Newman is empow-
ered to do that. Similarly, Zal—by the way Zal Khalilzad did that
when he was in Afghanistan. We do it with the United Nations. Zal
has similar guidance in Iraq. He can, as he sees fit—with guidance
from here, he can encounter and talk to his counterpart. So, that
is the way that we’re dealing with those near-term places where we
bump up against one another. I think any broader talks, I don’t
really see the point, because Iran’s policies are so belligerent and
so counter to our own that it’s difficult to see what that conversa-
tion would be about. But in terms of Iraq and Afghanistan, we do
have channels that we can use.

Senator HAGEL. Thank you very much.

The CHAIRMAN. Thank you very much, Senator Hagel.

Senator Boxer.

Senator BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Madam Secretary, the President said, during his State of the
Union Address, that we are winning in Iraq and he is confident in
his plan for victory. Unfortunately, the American people don’t
share this confidence. A recent NBC/Wall Street Journal poll con-
ducted January 26 through 29, 2006, shows that a majority of
Americans—52 percent—believe the President has failed to give
good reasons why the United States must keep troops in Iragq.
Similarly, 53 percent of Americans are less confident that Iraq will
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come to a successful conclusion. They don’t share his confidence,
because they see what is happening on the ground. They see brave
men, like ABC’s Bob Woodruff and his cameraman, seriously in-
jured while trying to report on, “the good news coming out of Iraq.”
They see Jill Carroll, of the Christian Science Monitor, a young
woman who went to Iraq to tell the story of the Iraqi people, kid-
naped and begging for her life, and we pray for her safe return.
And, of course, the death and the injuries keep climbing, up to
19,000 Americans either dead or wounded.

This administration’s rosy scenarios, like the VP’s statement that
the insurgency was in the last throes, your statement in 2005 that
the insurgency has been dealt several blows, just don’t match reali-
ties on the ground.

The number of attacks against coalition troops, Iraqi security
forces, and civilians increased by 29 percent last year. Let me give
you specifics. Insurgents launched 34,000-plus attacks in 2005, an
increase of 8,000 from 2004. Last year, the number of car bombs
more than doubled, from 420 to 873. The number of suicide car
bombs went from 133 to 411. Sixty-seven attackers wore suicide
vests last year, up from seven in 2004. Roadside bombs increased
from 5,000-plus to 10,000-plus.

Last week, a chart appeared in the New York Times depicting
the extent of casualties just in one month. And I just want you to
see this, because sometimes we don’t recognize what’s going on
there. More than 800 people were killed as a result of the insur-
gency.

And what do the Iraqi people think of all this? Sixty-four percent
of Iraqis believe that crime and violent attacks will decrease when
the United States redeploys out of Iraq. Perhaps more important,
73 percent of Iraqis believe there will be greater cooperation among
Iraqg’s political factions when the United States redeploys.

So, I say to you, if we’re in Iraq to help the Iraqi people, then
we ought to start listening to the Iraqi people and start a redeploy-
ment.

Now, success in Iraq also depends greatly on the ability of our
forces to better secure Iraq’s oil infrastructure. Paul Wolfowitz told
Congress, in 2003, “We're dealing with a country that can finance
its own reconstruction with oil, and relatively soon.” That was an-
other rosy scenario. The reality is, Iraq’s oil production has dropped
from prewar levels. And I want to show you a headline from the
New York Times a little more than a week ago, “Oil Graft Fuels
the Insurgency.” The Iraqi Finance Minister has estimated that in-
surgents receive 40 to 50 percent of all oil smuggling profits in the
country. So, not only is the oil not financing the reconstruction, it
is financing the insurgency that is killing American troops.

Our main reason for going to Iraq was to get rid of the WMD,
or, as you said, “not to wait for the smoking gun to become the
mushroom cloud.” That was a farce. And the truth is coming out.
The CIA intelligence officer in charge of the Middle East intel-
ligence from 2000 to 2005 wrote, “Intelligence was misused publicly
to justify decisions already made.”

Our standing in the world is low. According to the Pew Research
Center—and the American people know it—two-thirds of Ameri-
cans say there’s less international respect for the United States
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than in the past. And when asked why, a strong majority, 7 in 10
Americans, cite, “the war in Iraq.” The war in Iraq is bringing our
standing down in the world. The American people are smart.

Now, you have cited elections in the Middle East as a sign that,
“the neighborhood is changing.” But is the neighborhood changing
for the better? It doesn’t appear so. You've admitted to being
blindsided by the Hamas victory, saying, “I've asked why nobody
saw it coming. It does say something about us not having a good
pulse.” And I do appreciate your candor there. But this has become
a pattern. This administration was shocked by Hamas, shocked by
the election of the Iranian leader, shocked that Iraqis voted for con-
servative religious parties with ties to Iran instead of secular can-
didates like Ahmed Chalabi, whose party got not one single vote in
the Iraqi Parliament. I remember when he sat behind the First
Lady in 2004 at the State of the Union Address. This administra-
tion seems to have a tin ear when it comes to the Middle East, and
that tin ear is making us less safe.

Secretary Rice, do you really believe that elections in the Middle
East, where these kind of terrorists and extremists groups are
being chosen—and I know Senator Biden went into who they are—
do you think that’s working to the benefit of the United States?
And, in a broader sense, not just in the Middle East, but also in
places like Bolivia and Venezuela, do you agree that nations
throughout the world are electing more negative candidates who
run against America?

Secretary RICE. Well, Senator, if the option is not to hold elec-
tions, I think that would be a terrible

Senator BOXER. That wasn’t my question.

Secretary RICE. Well, no, you asked, so let me answer. I think
if the option is not to hold elections and not to give people their
say, then that’s an untenable position for the United States.

Senator BOXER. That wasn’t my question.

Secretary RICE. Senator, I would like to answer your question.

Senator BOXER. Good.

Secretary RICE. Now, the Middle East. The question assumes
that there was somehow stability in the Middle East that we have
somehow disturbed, that the false stability of dictators like Saddam
Hussein, who put 300,000 people in mass graves, who twice at-
tacked his neighbors, who used weapons of mass destruction, both
against his neighbors and against his own population, that that
false stability was preferable to the admittedly difficult course that
the Iraqi people are now set on to try to learn to deal with their
differences by compromise and politics rather than by repression.
It assumes that it was preferable for the Palestinian people to live
under the regime of Yasser Arafat, which was a regime of extraor-
dinary corruption, and, indeed, incapable of governing the Pales-
tinian territories in a way that spoke to the aspirations of the Pal-
estinian people. It assumes that i1t was better for Syrian occupation
of Lebanon to continue for more than 30 years, Syrian occupation
that was

Senator BOXER. Madam Secretary, could I——

Secretary RICE [continuing]. May I complete my answer?

Senator BOXER [continuing]. Just interrupt——

Secretary RICE. May I just complete my answer?
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Senator BOXER [continuing]. In a very positive way for you?

Secretary RICE. May I just complete my answer?

Senator BOXER. Well, no, because you are not answering the
question.

Secretary RICE. No, Senator. You asked me if I thought that the
world was better now, and I'm telling you that I think it is.

Senator BOXER. Well, I asked you exactly this. Are these elec-
tions that have been held, and the people that have been elected,
including the leader of Iran—what is happening in Israel in the
Palestinian side—I am asking you—Venezuela, Bolivia—they
seem:

Secretary RICE. And, Senator

Senator BOXER [continuing]. To elect

Secretary RICE [continuing]. I'm answering the question.

Senator BOXER [continuing]. Anti-American candidates, is that
working to the benefit of America?

Secretary RICE. Senator

Senator BOXER. I'm not asking you the

Secretary RICE [continuing]. Senator——

Senator BOXER [continuing]. Benefit of anybody else.

Secretary RICE. Senator, I have to answer in the following way.
Your question assumes that, had we not had elections, for instance,
in Lebanon, where, indeed, Hezbollah won some seats, that the
Lebanese people would be

Senator BOXER. That wasn’t

Secretary RICE [continuing]. Better off.

Senator BOXER [continuing]. My question.

Secretary RICE. Or multicandidate elections in Egypt. Yes, I
think that the elections have made the world, in a transitional
state, a better place. And the United States is standing for its prin-
ciples, which is that the people of the Middle East, the people of
Latin America, ought to be able to choose their leaders.

Now, there are times when elections turn out in ways that we
would prefer that they did not. Clearly, the election of Hamas is
a difficult moment in the prospects for peace between the Palestin-
ians and the Israelis. But the Palestinian people got a chance to
go to the polls and express their desire for change. They have done
so. And now the international community will hold Hamas respon-
sible for the policies that it undertakes. And I believe, as the Quar-
tet does, that Hamas will have one choice, which is to make a
choice to recognize the right of Israel to exist, to renounce violence,
and to engage in a process that will lead to a two-state solution.

In sum, Senator, when you have dealt with a Middle East that
for 60 years had a freedom deficit, for 60 years where the United
States turned a blind eye to the authoritarianism that was there,
it is not surprising that perhaps the best-organized parties were
extremist parties. But that isn’t a reason to despair that elections
have happened in the Middle East. It’s not a reason to despair that
the people of the Middle East have had an opportunity to express
themselves. It is a call to work harder for the development of civil
society, to work harder for the development of political parties that
can occupy the middle. But I would not change a policy that af-
firms America’s belief that people ought to have a right to choose.
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Senator BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I just must say one—wrap this
up this way.

I asked you, Do you agree that nations throughout the world are
electing more negative candidates who run against America? OK,
your answer is, “Elections are great, and anyone who thinks that
the world isn’t better somehow doesn’t want elections.” I just want
to say, because you attributed, in an oblique way to me, the fact
that I thought the status quo was wonderful, is incorrect. You
never answered this. And as we sit here today, American busi-
nesses are being burned down. Burned down. The Pew has just
done a poll indicating that our standing in the world has never
been lower. If you think this is good for America, that is fine. But
I would say we need to do better. We need to get our message
across. We need to have the people in these countries feeling good
toward America and electing candidates that feel good about Amer-
ica, not candidates that stand up and say, “Death to America,” and
“America is the Satan.” And then we say, “Oh, this is better”?

So, I think there is a disconnect here, Mr. Chairman. And I hope
that we will, in fact, change some of our policies so that we don’t
see that these elections keep electing people whose—who run on
these anti-American platforms. It doesn’t make us safer. And I'm
concerned about our people.

Secretary RICE. Well, Senator, it assumes that the Middle East
was safer when ideologies of hatred produced people that flew air-
planes into our buildings on 9/11. The fact is that what we are
reaping now is policies—the implications and outcomes of policies
that for 60 years denied freedom in the Middle East. And we’re just
now on a path beginning to acknowledge and affirm the right of the
people of the Middle East 