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SEN. LUGAR: (Strikes gavel.) This hearing of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee is called to order.

" Today the committee is very pleased to welcome Secretary of State Colin Powell. Members are anxious to
hear the secretary’s views on the status of our alliances, the Bush administration's plans for Iraq, the
developing situations in the Middle East region and the Korean peninsula, and estimates of the State
Department’s role in these critical endeavors.

The hearing begins an extraordinary month of activity for the Foreign Relations Committee. Tomorrow we
will meet to consider a resolution of ratification to expand the NATO alliance to include Bulgaria, Estonia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia. I'm confident the Senate will choose to pass the protocols of
accession for all seven candidates prior to President Bush's scheduled trip to Europe later this spring.

~On Thursday we will hold a hearing on the president's nominee for assistant secretary of State for Western
Hemisphere Affairs, and we'll hold a coffee for President Uribe of Colombia. As early as this week, we may
begin floor consideration of the State Department authorization bill. And next week we plan to take NATO
expansion to the floor and the following week to mark a foreign assistance authorization bill. Depending on the
floor schedule, we also hope to complete action on legislation to fight the global HIV/AIDS pandemic. All this
must be done while the committee evaluates and responds to the evolving situations in Iraq, North Korea,
Afghanistan, other regional hot spots.

"Secretary Powell, when you were last before our committee, in early February, our nation stood at the
brink of war with Iraq. Since that time, the intransigence and depravity of the regime of Saddam Hussein has
led 'to its destruction. Our military forces, led by President Bush and joined by many coalition partners,
executed a swift and decisive battle plan that ejected the Iraqi government from power. All of us commend the
skill; the bravery, the humanity of our armed forces in executing this plan.

Despite our satisfaction over the outcome of the combat phase of the war, we must recognize that we are
probably closer to the beginning than to the end of our endeavors in Iraq. I've stated that it may take up to five
years of efforts by coalition countries in Iraq to fully achieve our goals of stability, reconstruction, disarmament
and democracy. This committee has been particularly interested in hearing from the administration about its
long-term strategy toward Iragq, commencing with hearings held by Chairman Biden last year, contmumg with
our hearings this year.

Given substantial funding requirements and the need to inform the American people of the magnitude of
the burdens to come, Congress and the administration must work closely together if we are to succeed in Iragq.
I think many Foreign Relations Committee members would share my opinion that the interbranch partnership
has yet to materialize as it should. This committee has many questions, for which we have received a few
answers. Congress provided emergency supplemental funding for relief and reconstruction efforts in Iraq, and
we have not yet been consulted or informed, however, about the administration's plans for use of those funds.

We continue to strive to determine the distribution of duties between various departments and agencies
within the U.S. government for reconstruction activities, to identify the strategy for coordinating our efforts with
those of foreign governments and international organizations. Our military forces and reconstruction teams are
facing numerous hurdles in Irag. Challenges include the rise of the Shi'ite majority, the infiltration of Iranian
agents, unilateral statements of authority by various Iraqi nationals, the omnipresent threat of terrorist acts,



reestablishing electricity, water service, securing Iraqi antiquities, creating a police force to keep the peace,
fairly and effectively distributing food and medicine and securing Iraq's weapons of mass destruction and those
with knowledge of them.

Now, over the long term, the challenges of developing a constitution and establishing an Iragi government
that is independent, stable and self-sufficient are truly enormous, and we understand that. Our policies must be
clear, transparent, and discussed in terms of long-term security of the people of Irag and the Middle East and
for ourselves.

Even as we focus on Iraq, we realize the events of the last several months have sharply altered our
relationship with allies and the entire international community, and the application of overwhelming U.S.
military power in Iraq has changed the calculations of some of our opponents. Meanwhile, differences over the
U.S. approach to Iraq and revelations that some of our allies may have assisted Saddam Hussein's government
have chilled relations with long- time friends.

It in this context the committee will vote tomorrow on the expansion of NATO.

In doing so, we will reaffirm the utility and the necessity of our alliance relationships, while we are
cognizant that some of those relationships have suffered deep wounds.

Mr. Secretary, as the principal United States negotiator with foreign governments, we're anxious to hear
from you on the status of our alliances. How can these relationships be repaired and strengthened? How can we
ensure that military and economic burdens related to Iraq, Afghanistan and the global war on terrorism do not
fall overwhelmingly on the United States? As we expand NATO, we must also retool it so it can be a mechanism
of burden-sharing and mutual security in the war on terrorism. NATO should not be circumscribed by
geographic boundaries when the principal threat against all alliance members is global in nature.

Last week, NATO announced its intention to take over the leadership of ISAF in Afghanistan. I applaud this
move and congratulate the administration on a crucial step toward peace and stability in Afghanistan. Although
NATO is not in a position at this time to perform the same role in Iraq, a strong commitment by individual
NATO nations to contribute to long-term peacekeeping and humanitarian duties in Iraq would help heal alliance
divisions and reaffirm its relevance.

As always, Mr. Secretary, it is an honor and a pleasure to have you with us today. We look forward to your
insights on these matters and others of your choosing, and ask for a chance to engage you in the dialogue that
we have called for.

I call now upon the distinguished ranking member, Senator Biden, for his opening comments.

SEN. JOSEPH BIDEN (D-DE): Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Secretary, welcome. It's -- it always is a pleasure, and I mean that literally, to have you before us. The
only problem is there is so much on our plate and so much on your plate, we could take any one of these
subjects and, 1 think, fruitfully spend the entire day on it and longer, and we understand that you're being
pulied in 75 different directions. And I mean it sincerely -- we appreciate that, we understand that and we
appreciate your being here. And I know we will only be able to touch the surface on a number of the issues that
the chairman raised.

But before I turn to the business at hand this morning, NATO and our transatlantic alliance and Iraq, not to
mention Korea and a few other -- North Korea -- I want to take this opportunity to state what I don't think --
my mom has an expression; she says, "If there's something good about someone, tell them, because it's not
told often enough.” I want you to know how much I personally -- and I know the chairman and everyone here
admires your performance over the last several months. You've epitomized professionalism, you have brought
not only your military bearing but your deep understanding of international relations and your contacts and
respect that you have throughout the world has served us very, very well.

You're the very best spokesman, in my view, this country has or could have at this time, and I just want
you to know I personally appreciate it.

SEC. POWELL: Thank you, sir.

2



SEN. BIDEN: And I greatly welcomed your decision to go to Brussels earlier this month. And I expect
you'll tell me everyone thought that was a good idea, but I would not believe you. I thought it was a hell of a
good idea -- you going -- and you did it, and you did it well, at a very important moment. With members of the
North Atlantic Council and representatives of the EU, the coalition plans for postwar Irag and the possible roles
for NATO and the EU, you laid the groundwork for some discussion for that. Your presence in Brussels and your
personal credibility, which I referenced earlier, with European leaders in particular, in my view, most effectively
underscored the administration's stated commitment to involving the alliance and our partners in the
reconstruction effort.

I suspect that this reassurance contributed to NATO's consensus decision to assume command of ISAF in
Afghanistan, probably beginning as early as August. And I hope it will also lead to an appropriate and effective
roie for NATO in Iraqg.

I also very much hope that we'll involve as many of our allies and key international organizations as
possibie, including the dreaded U.N., as -- the way some people talk about it, in securing and rebuilding Iraqg in
more than a perfunctory way. Bringing these players into the game offers two things that I think we badly need
in Iraq: legitimacy and a way to share the burden.

I know the members of this committee, and I doubt whether you or any of your key people are surprised
by what's transpiring now in Iraq. The public at large, not having been acquainted with what is likely to happen,
seem very surprised, including the incident that occurred in a town just outside of Baghdad last night, by our
time, yesterday -- today, actually. I don't think any of this -- any of this -- is surprising, and I think there's a
whole lot more to come.

And I know we've anticipated some of this, but there are two understandable and competing pressures in
Irag, to state the obvious, and I know you know this better than any of us.

The first is to withdraw quickly. It's the instinct. I became a broken record, along with the chairman, on
this committee, talking about Johnny and Jane ain't going to come marching home right away like after the last
war.

We all talked about, I think, the public initialty thought that would be the case. But on the one hand,
there's this instinct, desire and some rationale to bring our troops home as soon as we can so we're not seen as
occupiers. The second competing pressure is to stay for the duration to build a secure, stable, pluralistic Iraq
that is on the path to democracy. And this is going to require some significant time and significant resources.
And I agree with the chairman. We've both been talking about this notion this can happen in months as being
preposterous, and it's going to be somewhere in the range of five, or maybe more, years.

There was a very disturbing but interesting cartoon in today's paper where the statue of Saddam was
going up (sic) and a statue of an ayatollah is being raised in its place; and the caption said, "You wanted
regime change." I know that's not what we're going -- what we want, what the administration wants, but to
prevent that kind of thing from happening, we're in for the long haul.

And there's only one way to square this circle, it seems to me, these competing instincts of avoiding
leaving too early, or alternatively, bearing alone the massive burden of a prolonged U.S. occupation or U.S.
responsibility, and that's to internationalize the problem. And the best way, in my view, to open the door to
maximum participation by other countries and organizations is to get the United Nations to endorse -- not run,
not run -- endorse the security, humanitarian, rebuilding and administrative missions in Irag. Without that
endorsement, in my view -- and I'd be, obviously, very interested in your view -- I think it will be very hard for
leaders whose people opposed the war in the first place to convince them to pay for and run the risks of peace.

Iraq is not a prize, Mr. Secretary, as you well know, that we should be fighting over. it's a complex society
in a very tough neighborhood with incredibly, incredibly difficult problems to undertake being solved now. If we
don't get help from other countries in a significant way, then we'll soon find ourselves making decisions in the
most minute detail about the governance of Iraq. If we're the only ones in charge, then we're the only ones
that are going to be there for the blame when anything goes wrong, and there will be a lot to go wrong. And if
we're the ones picking the new Iragi government, it will be seen as a puppet regime by the Iragi people and by
the Iraqi neighbors. And if we're the only ones running the show, it will be our sons and daughters patrolling
the streets in Kirkuk and Tikrit, running the risk of suicide bombers and snipers; it will be our taxpayers footing
the entire bill for -~ in an overstretched budget. And we will be the ones not only to pay totally for the war, but
for the peace.



So I hope that we have the wisdom to seek help and share responsibility for Iraq's transition. And I'd
respectfully suggest that retaliating against long-standing allies who were not with us in the war, no matter
how right we were and how wrong they were, is beneath a great nation. It's beneath a great nation such as
ours and profoundly against our own interest.

I would also like to take this opportunity to commend your personnel, the State Department personnel
responsible for NATO affairs: Undersecretary Grossman, Deputy Assistant Secretary Bradtke, Conley, and
Bogue, and your permanent representative -- our permanent representative, Nick Burns, our ambassadors to
the seven invited countries and their staff. They've all done an outstanding job in advising those countries on
their candidacy for membership and in preparing the members of the Senate to consider them.

Tomorrow this committee will mark up an amendment on the North Atlantic Treaty that was signed on
April 4th, 1949, and we're going to enlarge that membership. I agree with the chairman, I think it will be-- I
would be surprised if it's not unanimous, and I think we'll move very quickly.

Five years ago I had the privilege of being the floor manager for the ratification for the admission of
Poland, Hungary and the Czech Republic. In the spirited Senate debate on NATO enlargement in '98, there was
already a larger agenda emerging, and that was the entire future of the alliance. In the last month, Mr.
Secretary, that issue has taken center stage, so to speak. In fact, the enlargement of NATO has become critical
to the integrity of our transatlantic relationship. If we go about it the right way, it can also be heipful to our
success in postwar Iraqg.

Moreover, the alliance as a whole will be strengthened by the extension of Europe's zone of stability
eastward. It will be enhanced by the specialized capabilities of those countries and their development of those
capabilities and the current combat and peacekeeping operations. And there is no doubt in my mind the alliance
will be fortified by the admission of members whose passionate commitment to democracy and to the
transatlantic relationship stems from the recent raw and painful memory of having suffered under totalitarian
rule. As you know, national leaders at the Prague summit -- (inaudible) -- enlargement to the transformation of
NATO's mission and capabilities and responsibilities of the modern threat, yet today, only five months later, the
leaders of France, Germany, Luxembourg and Belgium met in Brussels to discuss a EU-based security
arrangement as an alternative to NATO. Now, I'm not particularly concerned about the strategic implications of
this meeting, but I am, however, concerned by the extent to which it reflects a dissension, maybe even some
disarray in the alliance.

So I would welcome your views, Mr. Secretary, on the state of our relationship with our current NATO
allies and whether or not the meeting in Brussels merely represents a lingering resentment stemming from the
raucous disputes in the run-up to this war with Iraq, or does it indicate a parting of the ways with some of our
allies regarding how to respond to fundamental security threats.

And if so, will that hinder a successful transformation of the alliance, mapped out in Prague earlier?

Without any further comment, and I'd ask for the remainder of my statement to be placed in the record,
Mr. Chairman --

SEN. LUGAR: Placed in full.

SEN. BIDEN: -- I want to welcome you again, look forward to your testimony and want to state for the
record, and I know it holds for the chairman, that I appreciate -- for those who wonder whether we are kept
informed, we are kept in informed. You are -- you never hesitate to call me. I appreciate your calls; I
appreciate your updates. And I just want to state that publicly so that people know it's not just merely when we
have you before the hearing. There are constant contact (sic) with you on the telephone, and I want you to
know it's much appreciated.

Thank you.
SEN. LUGAR; Thank you very much, Senator Biden.

Mr. Secretary, let me just say for the benefit of members of the committee that there will be a roll call
vote at noon, and we know that you must leave to go to your duties at noon. So that will effectively be the end
of the hearing. With that in mind, with members’ permission, we'll adopt a five-minute question period this



time. We have good attendance, but that probably will mean that all of us will have an opportunity to ask
questions, and the chair will be somewhat more rigorous this morning in trying to keep things within the
confines of that, in fairness to all members.

We so much appreciate your coming, and will you please proceed with your testimony?

SEC. POWELL: Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. It's a great pleasure to be here again, and
thank you for your opening statement. And Senator Biden, I thank you for your statement. And Mr. Chairman,
members of the committee, I'll try to be as rigorous in my answers within the five-minute rule as you are with
respect to your question.

Let me thank you, Mr. Chairman and Senator Biden, for your favorable comments directed toward the
department and the work we have been doing. And Senator Biden, your comments directed toward me really
go right through me to the wonderful men and women of the State Department who work so hard every day to
serve their nation.

There’s been a lot of discussion about this in recent days, some of you may have noticed. And let me just
take the privilege of being here to put some of the criticism directed toward the department and our
transforming efforts and do a little bit of perspective. And I take the liberty of doing it here now because every
time I've appeared before this committee over the last three years, I've talked about my role as foreign policy
adviser to the president, but also my role as the leader and manager of the Department of State.

When I became secretary of State -- the president announced my nomination, I immediately assembled all
of the reports that had been written about the Department of State in recent years. There were five or six such
reports describing changes that the authors believed were needed, and I even found one report that
represented the work of a panel that I was on. So in effect, I was now being given the opportunity to act on
recommendations that I, myself, has made as part of a panel.

And I'm very pleased that over the last two-plus years, we have worked hard to fix some of the problems
that were real within the State Department or imagined about the State Department. We have presented our
case to this committee and other committees of the Congress. You have supported us in a way that the
department has not been supported in recent years.

We went for years with our budget being cut, with our personnel being cut. We went for years in the ‘90s
with the Congress that was around in those days not allowing us to hire any new people within the State
Department. We went for years with a broken overseas building operation. We went for years without getting
into some of the personnel policy that we needed to take a look at.

We have not just been talking about transformation for the last couple of years, or studying any longer;
we have been working on all of these issues. And the instructions I gave to my staff when I took over at the
Department of State is, we're not doing any more transformation studies. We're going to start working on the
studies that are before us.

I'm pleased that, as the chief steward of the department, that I reported what we have done to the
members of the Congress, as well as to those organizations that were critical of us. And recently we have been
given a report card by these organizations, and it's been written up rather widely about how the State
Department is transforming in a positive way. And if I may, Mr. Chairman, I would like to make this available to
the members of the committee in an appropriate moment.

SEN. LUGAR: It'll be made part of the record.

SEC. POWELL: But I mean to show the kinds of things that are happening in the department. We've
instituted leadership training at every single level, from junior officer all the way up to career officials going out
to be ambassadors.

We have got tens upon tens of thousands young -- of young Americans coming to become a part of the
department. We gave the Foreign Service Exam three Saturday ago -- Saturdays ago, and 20,000 young
Americans took the test that day because they want to be a part of the work that we are doing.

N



L

We have fixed our information technology system, so that we are working at the speed of light now, and
we are making sure that every member of the department has access to information technology.

We have a Diplomatic Readiness Initiative, so we're dealing with all of the structural issues that had been
problematic within our personnel system.

We have lost lives along with our colleagues in uniform. Since I've been secretary of State, three members
of our family have lost their lives to terrorist incidents, two in Pakistan and one in Jordan.

And so we're out there in the front lines of offense. We're out there carrying the nation’s message. We are
out there taking the values of this nation to the people of the world. And we are dedicated people committed to
the values -~ committed to the values of this president.

One can disagree about a particular policy. One can criticize about a particular policy and take issue with a
political -- a particular policy., And that's well and fine and good. But one has to do it in a manner that does not
undercut the people who are carrying out those policies. And there is no more loyal, faithful group of employees
in this federal government than the employees who are in the Department of State, working for me, but more
importantly, working for the policies of the president of the United States and, above all, working for the values
of the American people.

And we will continue to transform the department, not talk about it, not have panel meetings on it, but get
on with the work of transformation. And I can assure you, Mr. Chairman, that remains my goal, and at least
some people who have more than passing knowledge of the situation have given us a pretty good grade as to
what we have done.

And I aiso take as a statement of endorsement the increased funding that this Congress has provided, the
increased spaces that you have given to the department, so that we can make the Foreign Service vibrant and
more relevant, and I just give you my commitment to continuing to move in that regard.

Mr. Chairman, I do have a prepared statement with respect to the issue at hand, the expansion of NATO,
which I would like to submit for the record and then present a shorter statement.

SEN. LUGAR: It will be -- (inaudible) -- in full.

SEC. POWELL: My statement is a little bit shorter, but I think it's important that I go through it in some
detail, because of the significance of the step that the Congress -- the Senate will be taking tomorrow.

But I am very pleased to testify that the enlargement of NATO agreed to in Prague last November is a
positive step forward and it a significant achievement in the future of the alliance.

I have to kind of go back to 1989 when I had just left my position as national security adviser to President
Reagan, and I had been through a number of summit meetings with then-President Gorbachev and President
Reagan, and I returned to the Army. And the Army, in either a moment of weakness or a moment of wisdom,
made me a four-star general and gave me responsibility for all of the deployable forces in the United States,
most of them designed to reinforce our forces in Europe in time of war against the Soviet Union. And because
had seen so much in the two years that I worked with President Reagan about the way in which the Soviet
Union and Europe and the world was changing, I said to my Army colleagues, in one of our early commanders'
conference, "Guys, a day is coming soon when the Warsaw Pact is going to go away, and all of those countries
are going to be asking for membership applications in NATO." And they all looked at me somewhat askance
because it meant that the world that we had known for all those years before, since the late '40s, was now
about to be fundamentally changed.

And we have seen that change; we have seen that change to the point where, Mr. Chairman, members of
the committee, I stand before you to ask that you give your advice and consent to the ratification of the
accession protocols that will welcome into NATO seven former members of the Warsaw Pact, and now new
members-to-be of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the most powerful alliance in the world of its nature;
an alliance that has as its unique character the connection between Europe and the North American continent,
No other alliance does it. That's why these nations want to be a part of NATO. It not only integrates them more
fully into Europe, more importantly, it integrates them into this great transatlantic alliance; it gives them a
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security relationship with Canada and the United States of America. This enlargement is part of an ambitious
agenda whose goal is to transform the alliance.

And, Mr. Chairman, before I continue, let me acknowledge your leadership and the leadership of other
members of the committee in this process of enlargement. I know that you and your staff have provided
invaluable guidance to the entire executive branch team. We could not have asked for better cooperation and
support from you, Mr. Chairman, or from the committee and other committees of the Congress.

My friends, the West's victory in the Cold War and the defeat of Soviet communism signaled a decisive
turning point in modern history -- a victory for freedom and democracy. But the troubles and tragedies of the
past decade have made clear that new threats are rising. We have seen these threats take many shapes, from
ethnic cleansing in the Balkans to the terrorist attacks of September 11th. To deal with these new threats, the
United States has continued to rely on NATO, and will do so in the future.

This great alliance, which has kept the peace for more than 50 years, is more than a treaty for collective
defense, it is the central organizing force in a great web of relationships that holds North America and Europe
together. It represents a community of common values and shared commitment to democracy, free enterprise
and the rule of law. And this was never more evident than on September 12, 2001.

On that day, the alliance invoked Article V of the Washington Treaty, the basic NATO treaty, and told the
world that it regarded the attacks on the World Trade Center and the Pentagon as attacks on all of its
members. From this historic decision we know that NATO has the will to combat terrorism and to address the
new threats that face us. But the alliance must also have the means. So it must transform militarily and
politically to secure our collective defense on into the 21st century and to sustain the transatlantic link. At the
historic Prague Summit last November, NATO heads of state and government made decisions that have put us
solidly on the path to transformation.

Their strong and unanimous endorsement of the U.S.-crafted transformation agenda of new capabilities,
new members and new relationships will help ensure that NATO remains relevant in the days and years ahead.

President Bush and I were particularly pleased that Senator Voinovich, of this committee, and Senator
Frist, along with other members of Congress, were able to join us in Prague. There in Prague, our leaders
agreed to expand NATO membership to include all of the new democracies in Europe who are prepared to
undertake the responsibilities of leadership and of membership.

Such an enlargement will help to strengthen NATO's partnerships to promote democracy, the rule of law
and promote free markets and peace throughout Eurasia. Moreover, it will better equip the alliance to respond
collectively to the new dangers we face.

This enlargement will revitalize NATO -- (coughs) -- excuse me -- by expanding its geographic reach,
enhancing its military capabilities and inducting seven countries committed to a strong transatlantic link. It will
serve U.S. interests by strengthening both NATO and our bilateral ties with these new allies, who have already
done a great deal to support our vision for NATO and for collective security. All seven of the invitees have
demonstrated that they are in a position to further the principles of the Washington Treaty and to contribute to
the security of the North Atlantic area.

The countries invited at Prague have been working intensively in NATO's Membership Action Plan since
1999. In this process, they have focused not only on security and defense issues, but also on democratic and
market reforms. During these intensive preparations, each invitee has received both support and feedback from
NATO.

The United States has also had its own dialogue with the seven countries about their reforms. In addition
to the day-to-day work of our Embassies, we sent, as was noted, an interagency team, headed by Ambassador
Nick Burns, our very able representative in Brussels -- sent this team in February and October of last year to
visit each of the countries to make specific reform recommendations and to evaluate progress.

The prospect of NATO membership helped to create in each country a political atmosphere that
encouraged governments to adopt needed reforms. These reforms are in each country's own best interest. In
many cases, they would have been difficult to bring about without the demands of NATO candidacy.



The record of each invitee government demonstrates powerful its commitment to NATO. Reform areas
included treatment of minorities, creation of a viable political opposition, restoration of private property,
willingness to confront the past, combating corruption, and support within that population for NATO
membership.

For example, Estonia and Latvia have taken important steps to protect the rights of their Russian-speaking
minorities. Their governments have eased requirements for citizenship and adopted other measures, which
provide assurances that all of the people of those countries will be treated with dignity and with respect.

Ali three of the Baltic states have acknowledged dark times in their histories. When Estonian Prime Minister
Siim Kallas visited Washington last September, he publicly recognized Estonians' collaboration with the Nazis
and the participation of Estonians in the murder of Jews during the Holocaust. He did not hide from their
history.

All seven invitees have aliso adopted sweeping measures to combat corruption. Parliaments in Bulgaria,
Romania, and Slovakia have adopted, or are in the process of adopting, tough anti-corruption legislation. These
three states have also established special prosecutors to root out public corruption. The new Latvia
government, under Prime Minister Repse, has instituted a major anti-corruption program.

Slovenia has taken important strides in reducing the state's involvement in private enterprise. And
Slovenia already has one of the highest transparency international ratings for clean government among NATO
members.

The public support for NATO membership in each of these new member states is very high. In Romania, it
is above 80 percent. In Slovenia's referendum last month, 66 percent voted for NATO membership. A clear
majority in Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania supports membership.

Mr. Chairman, of course, there are disappointments. For example,we remain troubled by reports of
continuing gray arms sales. Bulgaria and Romania have extensive arms industries with long-standing ties to the
Middle East. We have had considerable success in stopping transfers of arms to countries of concern. More
important for the long term, we are working with these countries to help them improve their system of export
control and to tighten oversight of defense industries.

We must not forget as well that the seven invitees also bring tangible security assets to the alliance.
Enlargement will bring more than 200,000 additional troops into the alliance -- as many as in 1999. It will
extend NATO's reach from the Baltic to the Black Sea, both politically and geographically.

And the new members will make the alliance stronger and they will bring fresh ideas and energy to the
alliance. I am pleased to report that all seven invitees are already de facto allies in the war on terror. All of
them have contributed to stabilization efforts in Afghanistan through Operation Enduring Freedom and the
International Security Assistance Force.

Romania has sent its Carpathian Hawks battalion to Afghanistan, and did so using its own airlift rather
than asking the U.S for lift, a feat that several current allies could not have accomplished. That Romanian
battalion is now patrolling and fighting beside U.S. soldiers in the most dangerous regions of Afghanistan.

All of the new members have expressed support for the United States’ position on Iraq. In February 2003,
immediately following my presentation to the United Nations Security Council on the threat posed by Saddam's
regime, they jointly called for the international community to take decisive action against Iraq's continued
violation of international law and defiance of the council. They also issued a joint statement at the Prague
summit in November 2002, supporting the United States' position on Iraq.

Moreover, Mr. Chairman, all of the new invitees sent military liaison officers to CENTCOM headquarters in
Tampa ahead of possible operations in Iraqg. Several of the invitees have provided military support to the
international coalition.

A Slovak CBRN -- chemical, biological, radiological and nuclear -- unit is now stationed in Kuwait,
incorporated. into a Czech unit. The Romanians are providing a similar unit. The Bulgarians provide us with the
use of their airbase at Burgas. It is clear that the seven invitees are already demonstrating their military value



to the alliance. This value has been particularly noticeable given current circumstances wherein some on both
sides of the Atlantic are questioning the health of the alliance and the solidity of the transatlantic relationship.

Mr. Chairman, I don't want to minimize the challenges that the relationship faces today as we attempt to
shape both it and the alliance for a world no longer fenced off by the Cold War.

In February we had a bruising debate in NATO over providing assistance to Turkey. In the end we achieved
our goal of providing support for Turkey's defense.

We would have preferred to make that decision at 19 nations instead of at 18, but France would not permit
it. The United States and many of its NATO partners found it regrettable that some members so readily
discarded their obligations to support an ally with purely defensive assistance; that's all we were asking for. But
they did not follow through on their obligation in order to press their own agendas on Iraq.

Make no mistake -- and I make no mistake about it, the disagreement was serious, and our delay in
responding to Turkey's request damaged the credibility of our alliance. Nevertheless, outside of the alliance we
have been able to come through this one side -- this one side of a bruising battle, and this is the one at the
U.N. Security Council with respect to Iraq.

The war is now all but over, although there are still dangers. And the defensive measures that were taken
to help Turkey are ended. We can look back at these disagreements and debates with dispassion and against
the backdrop of almost half a century of solid cooperation. Such cooperation is not a thing of the past, it is a
thing of the future as well.

On April 16, for example, the alliance agreed to assume the lead of ISAF IV in August. This is the
International Security Assistance Force in Afghanistan. So notwithstanding all of the fights that we had in
NATO, the disagreement over providing support to Turkey, once that issue was behind us, we were able to
come together again. And as note was taken, during my meeting in Brussels a few weeks ago, with all of the
alliance members present, and in another setting with all of the EU members present as well, we were able to
agree in principle, and then follow through with action to send the NATO alliance out of area, to Afghanistan.
Something that would have been unthinkable just 10 years ago is now being done. And we also got an
agreement in principle that perhaps something similar might be done with respect to Iraq, although we are
nowhere near as close to making a decision on that. This action with respect to ISAF will bring added continuity
to the vital mission of helping to stabilize Afghanistan and take NATO beyond its traditional areas of
responsibility. It was a unanimous decision taken by the NAC, at 19, without the kind of rancor that
characterized the debates over Article IV obligations to Turkey.

One of the challenges we face is understanding the threat. September 11th burned itself irrevocably into
the mind of every American. To say international terrorism is just another threat is to defy the instinctual
reality that all Americans feel in their heart of hearts. Every American who watched the World Trade Center
Towers burn, crumble, disintegrate, with thousands of people inside, and who watched the Pentagon in flames,
knows what terrorism can bring to our homeland. That reality leads Americans to conclude that terrorism must
be eradicated -- especially the terrorism that seeks nuclear weapons and other means of mass destruction.

Some in Europe see it differently. Some see terrorism as a regrettable but inevitable part of society and
want to keep it at arm's length and as low key as possible. It is our job to convince them otherwise. This is a
threat we share and must combat together -- indeed, can only combat together. And the United States must
continue to lead NATO, as we have for more than 50 years, to deal with this new threat, just as we dealt with
old threats.

Of course there will be disagreements. We are democracies. None of us follows blindly. We debate. We
disagree. On those occasions when we disagree, we roll up our sleeves, put our heads together, and find a way
to work things out. At the end of the day, that is our great strength. And that is why the transatlantic link will
not break. The glue of NATO is too strong and it holds too fast to let it break.

When I was in Europe at the beginning of this month, I also stopped in Belgrade to deliver personally my
condolences over the death of Serbia's Prime Minister Djindjic, brutally assassinated earlier this year. I was
struck by the speed with which the government of President Marovic and the new Serbian prime minister,
Zoran Zivkovic, is leading a renewed and vigorous political effort to rid the nation of its dangerous criminal
elements, to hand over those wanted by the International Criminal Tribunal at The Hague, and to strengthen
democracy in Serbia and Montenegro. I was impressed.

9



Later that day and the next, in Brussels, [ was heartened, as you heard earlier, by -- heard earlier, by the
discussions I had with 21 European ministers, as well as European Union High Representative Solana and NATO
Secretary-General Lord Robertson. A majority of these allies had joined the coalition to disarm Iraq. Those
allies who did not have welcomed our success. Even though they were against the effort of going in, they have
now welcomed our success, and we are all together, as an alliance again, exploring ways to support
stabilization and reconstruction.

Those who write about the demise of NATO are going to be wrong, just like they have been wrong many
times in the past. We heard this story after the collapse of the Soviet Union, the end of the Cold War. We heard
it during the troubled times in the Balkans. I give naysayers of NATO credit for their persistence, but they are
persistently wrong. Any alliance that countries are knocking on the door to get into is anything but dead.

After the heated debate over Turkey, Secretary-General Robertson said that the damage to NATO was a
hit above the waterline, not below. The same can be said about the fallout on NATO from the debate in the U.N.
Security Council over Iraq.

Nevertheless, NATO must continue to adapt to changing circumstances. It must address the central
challenges central of this era: rogue states, terror, weapons of mass destruction.

Increasingly, NATO members will have to be prepared to focus their energies beyond Europe -- a reality
that will require that member nations possess military forces with the capability to go and fight beyond Europe.

The alliance will recover. We will persevere, and we must. It is essential that we recover and endure,
because there is much work which needs to be done and many allies who want to do it.

In Afghanistan, we need to ensure the changeover in August goes as smoothly as possible. This operation
will constitute NATO's largest step to date beyond its traditionally Europe-focused role.

In Southern Europe, Bosnia, Kosovo and Macedonia will still demand our attention and our presence. In
Macedonia right now, the European Union has made its first deployment of forces, with over 300 troops. These
troops and this deployment in no way contradict NATO. In fact, they reinforce the importance of the alliance
and complement its work, as the commander of the EU force reports to NATO's Deputy Supreme Allied
Commander through NATO's Regional Command South -- a blending of NATO and the European Union, as
anticipated in ESDP.

And as I have referred to, in Iraq, we are exploring what NATO collectively can do to secure the peace. All
members have said they are prepared to discuss a role of NATO. We have noted possible alliance roles in
stabilization, humanitarian assistance operations and NATO assistance to coalition partners. These preliminary
discussions, if they lead to concrete results, could be the next big step in NATO's transformation.

In line with this new orientation, Supreme Allied Commander General Jim Jones pointed out at the
beginning of this month that NATO will undergo another sea change when it stands up a highly ready Allied
Response Force with global reach, as agreed to in Prague last November.

So I believe very, very much that there will be more than enough work to go around. And if NATO can play
a role, it should. We should not ask ourselves what can NATO do to prove its relevance. We should ask what
can NATO do to advance the peace.

The essential elements of the alliance remain firm. NATO's integrated military structure creates a reservoir
of working, planning and training together that is irrepiaceable. The alliance itself can call upon this rich
reservoir or, as seems increasingly likely, coalitions of the willing can be drawn from it.

For example, the EU-led operation in Macedonia that I referred to a moment ago is drawing on NATO
assets and capabilities to do the job under an EU mandate. Moreover, NATO's council provides a valuable forum
for discussing matters of war and peace. And fundamentally, NATO binds together nations who share the same
beliefs and values, nations who accept that vigorous debate is the hallmark of an alliance of democratic nations.
NATO is an alliance within which the seven future members invited at Prague, with the advice and consent of
the Senate, will be able to join their colleagues and be welcomed to stand and be heard and not be told to sit
and be silent.
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SEC. POWELL: -- to 1441. And so there is a major role for the U.N. to play. They're playing a role already
on the humanitarian -- on humanitarian grounds. The U.N., WFP, and other U.N. agencies are working with the
coalition now to go beyond the humanitarian role and get into more of an endorsement role and get the U.N. to
have a representative of the secretary-general actually participating in the political work that is now going on it
seems to me is important.

So we in the days ahead will be moving forward with appropriate resolution, one resolution, or perhaps
more than one resolution, to seek U.N. involvement and endorsement of the plan to move forward both for the
purpose of getting rid of the sanctions, lifting the sanctions -- they're no longer relevant -- and determining
what is the appropriate role to play on the part of the U.N. as a coalition and the Iraqi leaders themselves, who
are now emerging out of the process we started as they start to put in place a government of Iraqgis, by Iragis,
for Iraqis, to paraphrase a great American, and how the U.N. should play a role in endorsing the emergence of
Iraqi embryonic leadership.

SEN. BIDEN: Well, Mr. Secretary, you made a very profound statement, in my view, when you said that
the role of NATO far exceeds its military role. I would respectfully suggest that a formal NATO vote and
presence in Irag would have a consequence that far exceeds the military role they would play, and 1 could not
urge it strongly enough.

I know it's difficult, but I would strongly urge that that take place.

SEC. POWELL: There is support within the administration for such a role, as long as it's consistent with
what the coalition has to do to achieve its objectives.

SEN. BIDEN: Thank you.

SEN. LUGAR: Thank you, Senator Biden.

Senator Hagel.

SEN. CHARLES HAGEL (R-NE): Mr. Chairman, thank you.
Welcome, Mr. Secretary.

Mr. Chairman, I have a statement for the record, if --

SEN. LUGAR: It will be placed in the record in full.

SEN. HAGEL: Thank you. At the risk of embarrassing you, Mr, Secretary, and heaping more unending
adulation upon your broad shoulders, I would like to associate myself with Chairman Lugar and Senator Biden's
comments about the job that you and your colleagues have done at the State Department.

I don't always agree with polls, especially if my poll numbers are not good. (Laughter.) But you
consistently arrive at 85, 90 percent job approval in this country, being the most trusted --

SEN. BIDEN: Ninety-two percent in Delaware. Why do you think I'm so nice to him? (Laughter.)

SEC. POWELL: (Laughs.)

SEN. HAGEL: The most trusted leader in this country is a pretty remarkable thing, and I think it points to
what you have heard thus far this morning about your leadership, and what you have pointed out, the people
that you lead, the remarkable people that serve in the State Department, which we owe great thanks to, the
professionals there.

I would just make one comment on that. About two years ago, a young woman who worked for me came
in and said, "Senator, my husband and I want to do something for our country and the world." And I said,
"Well, Erin, I thought you were working for a distinguished senator from Nebraska.” (Laughter.) And she did
not dismiss that astute observation that [ made, but she wanted to reach beyond where she was, and informed































































