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THE INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS BUDGET
REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 2007

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 16, 2006

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS,
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:32 p.m., in room
2172, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Henry J. Hyde (Chair-
man of the Committee) presiding.

Chairman HYDE. The Committee will come to order. Before be-
ginning our hearing, I would like to announce that our colleague,
Russ Carnahan of Missouri, has been fortunate or unfortunate, de-
pending on your perspective, to be assigned to this Committee. The
Minority Members have completed their Subcommittee assign-
ments, which reflect his membership. Without objection, the Sub-
committee assignments of the Minority Members, which the Mem-
bers have before them, are adopted by the Committee, and the
Chair recognizes Mr. Lantos, the senior Democrat for such pur-
poses as he may require.

Mr. Lantos.

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Chairman, we are all anxious to get going with
the hearing with our distinguished Secretary. Let me just say, on
behalf of all the Democrats, how delighted we are to have Russ
Carnahan join us. He has a distinguished record of public service.
He will be very valuable. He is very lucky to attend his first meet-
ing with the Secretary of State.

Chairman HYDE. The Chair will announce, because of the impor-
tance of the hearing today and the lack of time for all of us to par-
ticipate in questioning, the opening statements will be made by
myself and Mr. Lantos, and we will not have any further opening
statements, but this will permit more time for striking the last
word and getting a little more detailed conversation with our wit-
ness. So I think it will work out to everybody’s advantage.

Lying at the heart of America’s relationship with the world is a
paradox. We have global reach, voluntarily assuming responsibility
for preserving peace and order in much of the world for the blessed
charge of bettering the lives of its inhabitants. And yet, we are ab-
solutely very distant from that world, stubbornly uninstructed by
its ancient cynicism and preaching a confidence in the future that
defies the constraints of the present. This paradox, to massively en-
gage the world while living on an autonomous island in the global
sea, is made possible by our unprecedented power. It is a truism
that power breeds arrogance. A far greater danger however, stems
from the self-delusion that is the more certain companion. For our
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individuals and countries alike, power inevitably distorts percep-
tions of the world by insulating them in a soothing cocoon that is
impervious to what scientists term “disconfirming evidence.”

Our power then has the grave liability of rendering our theories
about the world immune from failure. But by becoming deaf to eas-
ily discerned warning signs, we may ignore long-term costs that re-
sult from our actions and dismiss reverses that should lead to a re-
examination of our goals and means.

To illustrate my point, let me focus on a school of thought that
has gained increasing prominence in our national debate, namely,
the assertion that our interests are best advanced by assigning a
central place in the foreign policy of our Nation to the worldwide
promotion of democracy. I call this the golden theory.

I should state at the outset, my own conviction that democracy
and freedom are directly linked and that democracy has proven
highly beneficial in those states where it has been securely estab-
lished. But I take issue with those who argue that it is self-propa-
gating and that it invariably produces beneficent results, for this
view rests on a misinterpretation of cause and effect in our history.

Proponents rest much of their case on the triumph of democracy
in post-World War II Europe and East Asia, focusing on the peace,
stability and cooperation those war torn regions have experienced
in its aftermath.

Certainly, democracy contributed enormously to these regions’
transformations, but I would argue that this outcome depended far
more on the direct and long-term presence of American power. Far
from being inevitable, prior to 1945, democracy had been virtually
wiped out in Europe, even before Hitler began his conquests. It had
been delegitimized in most of the continent, and authoritarian gov-
ernments had become the norm. Democracy held on in Britain and
in remnants elsewhere in Europe, but ultimately survived only be-
cause of United States intervention in the war.

Following the Allied victory, democracy was reintroduced on the
continent in large part because the overwhelming United States
presence made it possible and virtually mandatory throughout
Western Europe. From this beginning we developed enormous re-
sources toward enforcing order, promoting cooperation, defending
against invasion, removing barriers, reviving economies, and a host
of other unprecedented innovations. The resulting transformation
is usually ascribed to the workings of democracy, but it is due far
more to the impact of the long-term U.S. presence. And that role
continues to this day, 16 decades later.

In regions where our presence extended over long periods, as in
East Asia, the common result was peace, stability and cooperation,
with democracy as an added and reinforcing benefit. But few areas
outside those fortunate lands have become stably democratic, with
examples, such as India, being exceptions that are far too rare.

I note these cases because they are invariably cited by those who
believe that similar transformations can be affected elsewhere by
the magic elixir of democracy alone. But democracy is more than
a single election, or even a succession of them. It is a way of life
for a nation embracing its life and institutions, and all their com-
plexity and embraced in turn by its people and their actions,
thoughts and beliefs. Viewed in its more complete historical con-
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text, implanting democracy in large areas would require that we
possess an unbounded power and undertake an open-ended com-
mitment of time and resources, which we cannot and will not do.
But without that long-term dominant American position, the odds
of enduring success are long indeed.

Fidelity to our ideals means that we have little choice, but to
support freedom around the world. No one with a heart or a head
would wish it otherwise. But we also have a duty to ourselves and
to our own interests, which may sometimes necessitate actions fo-
cused, or more tangible returns than those of altruism. We must
also be cognizant of the fact that a broad and energetic promotion
of democracy may produce not peace and stability, but revolution.
We can and have used democracy as a weapon to destabilize our
enemies, and we may do so again, but if we unleash revolutionary
forces in the expectation that the result can only be beneficent, I
believe we are making a profound, and perhaps uncorrectable mis-
take. History teaches that revolutions are very dangerous things,
more often destructive than benign and uncontrollable by their
very nature. Upending established order based on theory is far
more likely to produce chaos than shining uplands. Edmund
Burke’s prescient warning of the deadly progress of the French rev-
olution, a revolution guided by intoxicating theory and heedless of
all warnings, endures.

There is no evidence that we or anyone can guide from afar revo-
lutions we have set in motion. We can more easily destabilize
friends and others and give life to chaos and to avowed enemies
than ensure outcomes in service of our interests and security.

May I return to my original theme, namely that our enormous
power allows us to maintain a highly theoretical approach to the
world, one that draws so deeply from the universal truths embed-
ded in our makeup as to be impervious to contrary evidence.

I am not making an abstract point. We are well advanced into
an unformed era in which new and unfamiliar enemies are gath-
ering forces, where a phalanx of aspiring competitors must inevi-
tably constrain and focus our options. In a world where the ratios
of strength narrow, the consequences of miscalculation will become
progressively more debilitating. The costs of golden theories will be
paid for in the currency of our interests.

For some, the promotion of democracy promises an easy resolu-
tion to the many difficult problems we face, a guiding light on a
dimly-seen horizon. But I believe that great caution is warranted
here. Without strong evidence to the contrary, we should not read-
ily believe that without an enduring American presence, democracy
can be so easily implanted and nourished in societies where history
and experience suggest it is quite alien. It may, in fact, constitute
an uncontrollable experiment with an outcome akin to that faced
by the Sorcerer’s Apprentice.

A few brief years ago, history was proclaimed to be at an end,
our victory engraved in unyielding stone, our preeminence gar-
landed with permanence. But we must remember that Britain’s
majestic rule vanished in a few short years, undermined by unfore-
seen catastrophic events and unmanaged enemies that over-
whelmed the impregnable palisades of the past.
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We must not allow our enormous power to delude us into seeing
the world as a passive thing to be remade in an image of our choos-
ing. Instead, let us take guidance from the wisdom of our
forebearers, whose clear-eyed and sober-minded understanding of
this world made possible the miracles of our country’s birth, its
flourishing and its repeated triumphs.

Now I turn to my good friend, Tom Lantos, the Ranking Demo-
cratic Member for such remarks as he may care to make.

Mr. LANTOS. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Let me first
join you in welcoming our most distinguished Secretary of State,
who conducted her first hearing in office with enormous diplomatic
skill. We are all the beneficiaries of her wisdom and judgment and
experience and we are delighted to welcome her.

Let me also say a special thanks to her for earlier this week
hosting the commemoration of the 50th anniversary of the 1956
Hungarian uprising and for delivering a magnificent address on
that occasion. The Hungarian uprising in 1956 has some serious
lessons for us, not only in terms of the passion and commitment
that people have to free and open societies, their willingness to un-
dertake a struggle for living in free and open societies at an enor-
mous cost, but also that success doesn’t come instantaneously.

The 1956 uprising, despite the heroism of gigantic proportions of
the freedom fighters, ended in defeat. It was a temporary defeat
and it was followed in 1989 by the collapse of the Iron Curtain, the
opening up of Central and Eastern Europe, and the integration of
these countries into both NATO and the European Union. And
those who seem to have no patience with the long struggle for de-
mocracy and freedom would do well to reread the history of the up-
rising in 1956 and its final culmination in ultimate victory in 1989.

Madam Secretary, the events of 2005 have been momentous.
They bring to mind the words of one of your predecessors, Dean
Acheson, when he was asked to describe foreign policy. As you re-
call, he said, “It’s one damn thing after another.”

Today, in the House, we have a rather good day. A bipartisan bill
offered by our Chairman and Congresswoman Ileana Ros-Lehtinen
and myself on Iran, was passed by a vote of 404 to 4. I think this
legislation was meant to help change Tehran’s calculations of what
lies ahead—hopefully, by diplomacy and pressure, but if necessary,
with international sanctions.

Iran has flouted every nuclear safeguard agreement and reneged
on every commitment it has made. The International Atomic En-
ergy Agency has documented that Iran acquired designs, equip-
ment and facilities to produce nuclear weapons grade uranium and
plutonium from the same nuclear black market that used to supply
{;ibyla)l, and Iran experimented with trigger material for a nuclear

omb.

I believe, Madam Secretary, we should be especially wary of the
hidden traps within the seemingly attractive Russian offer to per-
form Iran’s uranium fuel enrichment services on Russian territory.
Russia has long been a lifeline to Iran’s nuclear development. Rus-
sian companies have aided Iran’s missile programs and may be
continuing such assistance as we speak.

If Iran were to agree to Russia’s offer to enrich uranium, it is ex-
pected there might be enough loopholes in the agreement for Iran
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to gain vital Russian experience and technology for a covert nuclear
weapons material production program on Iranian soil, and while
the rest the world would be slumbering in the false belief that the
Iranian nuclear crisis has been averted.

Mr. Chairman, today I want to take advantage of the opportunity
of the presence of our Secretary of State to focus on Russia. This
topic has many diverse implications for our diplomacy, raising chal-
lenges of enormous complexity we will have to face.

Let me preface my remarks, Mr. Chairman, by stating that I am
a true friend of Russia and of the Russian people to whom I am
profoundly grateful for liberating my native city of Budapest from
Nazi oppression in 1945. I have traveled to Russia on countless oc-
casions beginning in 1956, and I have a tremendous respect and
admiration for the achievements of the Russian people as they
shook off the chains of totalitarianism and tried to join the demo-
cratic world.

Recent events compel us to think very hard about Russia’s fu-
ture. Police state tactics are making a comeback. Prominent Rus-
sian businessmen and intellectuals are fighting for their very sur-
vival, facing arrest, and as we speak, prison in Siberia.

Under Putin, Russia has continued to participate in the Group
of Eight industrialized democracies, and it expects to host a sum-
mit in St. Petersburg this summer. But under Putin, Russia has
moved rapidly away from the democratic path of the 1990s and has
moved in the direction of its authoritarian past.

Putin has taken steps to consolidate his authority by increasing
pressure on opposition political parties, strengthening state control
over national broadcast media, pursuing politically-driven prosecu-
tions of independent leaders.

Putin’s government has made changes to make regional gov-
ernors appointed rather than elected, and the government exercises
direct control over the hiring and dismissal of judges. The Par-
liament is no longer independent.

We have a remarkable situation where the Executive, the Judi-
cial and the Legislative Branches and the media are basically
under the control of the Kremlin. This is a long ways from the So-
viet Union but it has dramatically undermined the democratic be-
ginnings that President Yeltsin undertook.

Russia’s actions vis-a-vis its neighbors, including Ukraine, Geor-
gia and the former Soviet Republics of Central Asia and the Baltic
States indicates that Russia is attempting to undermine both their
democracy and their economies.

Just 2 weeks ago, the Russian military chief of staff was in Syria
discussing new arms deals, including modern air defense systems.

Today, Putin’s Russia offers us fresh reason to doubt its sincerity
as a real player on the international stage. It has announced un-
dercutting of the agreement of the Quartet, that it will hold talks
with the terrorist group Hamas at the beginning of next month in
Moscow.

By agreeing to host Hamas, Russia has shown how phony and
how hollow is its attempt to make its struggle with Chechnya a
part of the international war against terrorism. Putin’s invitation
to Hamas breaks the rules, and it is to be condemned as a cheap
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and vulgar appeal to the worst elements of a fanatical and violent
Islamic struggle.

We must do our utmost, Mr. Chairman, to ensure that Russia
does not revert back to a regime that will become an enemy of this
country. We want to be friends with Russia, we admire the Russian
people, but current leadership trends in Moscow are extremely dis-
turbing.

That is why some of us feel, Mr. Chairman, that the G-7 must
reconsider Russia’s participation in what has come to be called the
G—8, when point in fact, only seven members of the G-8 represent
industrial democracies and politically free societies. Russia is un-
able to meet the commitments of membership in the G-8.

Madam Secretary, I hope you will be able to enlighten us both
on the subject of Iran and Russia during the course of your presen-
tation and I look forward to your testimony. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Chairman HYDE. Madam Secretary, it is a great pleasure to have
you with us and you certainly are one witness who needs no intro-
duction. And so please proceed with your testimony.

STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CONDOLEEZZA RICE, THE
SECRETARY OF STATE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Secretary RICE. Thank you very much. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man, thank you Congressman Lantos. I am delighted to have an
opportunity to appear before this Committee. It has been just a lit-
tle over a year since I was confirmed as Secretary of State and it
has been, as Congressman Lantos said, a very eventful year.

I have prepared a written testimony that I would like to enter
into the record with your permission, Mr. Chairman, but I will not
read it so that we don’t all have to suffer through the reading of
it and therefore we can have maximum time for questions. Instead,
I will just make a few remarks.

Chairman HYDE. Without objection, so ordered.

Secretary RICE. We have seen monumental changes over the last
year, and certainly, over the last several years since September
11th and the terrible attacks against this country. We have been
engaged in a war on a group of terrorists who show no regard for
innocent life, who spawn an ideology of hatred so great that they
take innocent life without even thinking, whether it is the Twin
Towers of New York or a wedding party, a Palestinian wedding
party in Jordan, or whether it is school children in Russia, or
whether it is a Metro in London.

They take innocent life not as collateral to their efforts but as the
target of their efforts. And I think that we need to understand that
this is a different kind of war. As a part of that war, rather, to
make certain that any peace we achieve in that war will be a per-
manent one, the President has noted the importance of the spread
of liberty and democracy as anecdotes to the ideology of hatred that
we are experiencing in the world.

This is a process that we know well. It is a process that is dif-
ficult. It was difficult in this country, it was difficult in Europe, it
was difficult in Asia. It is not easy to have men and women who
have been accustomed to either repression or coercion as the means
of settling political issues to turn instead to processes of com-
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promise and cooperation, but indeed, if we are to have a more
peaceful environment, that is exactly the process that we must en-
courage around the world.

The United States cannot, of course, impose democracy, but de-
mocracy does not have to be imposed, tyranny has to be imposed.
Men and women long for liberty. We see that when we see long
lines of men and women, many of them illiterate in Afghanistan,
along on dusty roads, to vote for the first time in Presidential or
Parliamentary elections; when we see the same in Iraq where they
have voted three times in the face of terrorist threats. We see it
in places like Liberia where after decades of civil war, we have just
experienced elections.

I want to say one of the most heartening things I have done in
recent years was to go to the inauguration of the Liberian Presi-
dent, who I think is going to try to bring that once proud country
back to prosperity and democracy. We see it too in the troubled
places like Haiti where there were elections that were largely free
and fair and where there appears now to be a chance for movement
forward.

It is not always a process that produces outcomes that are in ac-
cordance with our desires, but I do think we have to speak out as
Americans for the process. Nonetheless, a vote, an election is not
the full story. With governing comes responsibility and so what has
happened in the Palestinian territories with an election for which
the Palestinian people should be congratulated, an election that
was free of violence, free and fair, but that brought to power
Hamas, a terrorist organization that has killed thousands of inno-
cent people in its quest.

There is now a responsibility first and foremost of the inter-
national community to make it very clear that a Palestinian Gov-
ernment, any Palestinian Government will have to meet inter-
national standards set out in the Quartet statement of the recogni-
tion of Israel’s right to exist, disarming militias, disarming vio-
lence, because it is not possible to pursue a peaceful life for your
people on the one hand in the political process and to have a foot
in the camp of terrorism on the other.

And so the United States will stand strong in its determination
that the next Palestinian Government will have to live up to those
standards.

We have seen major changes in places like Lebanon where a gov-
ernment struggles to come out from under the yolk of Syrian occu-
pation and Syrian oppression. And we just yesterday—2 days ago,
we were able to commemorate the assassination of Prime Minister
Rafik Hariri, and to, once again, state with the Lebanese people
our desire that they should have a better, more democratic and po-
litical future in which all Lebanese are represented.

It is a difficult course and there have been setbacks along that
course. I will perhaps—Congressman Lantos at some other point in
the hearing address the questions about Russia. Obviously we are
very concerned about issues of democracy in Russia, issues of the
nongovernmental organization law, issues of freedom of the press,
issues of the use of Russian gas and oil as a potential pressure
point against neighbors, and it is especially important because as
we try to encourage democratic development in the countries that
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emerged from the Soviet Union, Russia’s attitudes toward those de-
velopments is key. So we are supportive of, and working hard for,
continued democratization in Ukraine, Kurdistan, Georgia, in
places that have broken free and are trying to move forward.

We have other challenges as well, particularly the challenge of
Iran, which is emerging, I think, as one of the great challenges for
the United States, a strategic challenge for the United States and
for those who desire peace and freedom. After all, Iran’s policies in
the world’s most volatile region are policies that are destabilizing,
they are policies that use terrorism and terrorist surrogates to de-
stabilize this very volatile region.

We note in particular that the world has come together con-
cerning Iran’s ambitions for a nuclear weapon. Let me be very
clear, this is not about civil nuclear energy for the Iranian people.
Iran can have a civil nuclear program. The problem is that no one
trusts Iran with the fuel cycle because Iran has been cheating for
18 years on its obligations under the International Atomic Energy
Agency.

So we succeeded over the last year in bringing together most of
the world, almost all of the world, with the exception of Iran’s side-
kick Syria, Venezuela, which, of course, is a challenge to democracy
in our own hemisphere, and in Cuba, a country, I think, where de-
mocracy cannot be used in the same sentence with Cuba so per-
haps those three in a sense belong together in their support of
Iran.

But the rest of the world either supported or abstained on a reso-
lution that has sent the Iranian dossier to the security council.

I want to assure Members of the Committee we will do every-
thing that we can to deny Iran this course of the development of
a nuclear weapon but also remind the world that this has to be un-
derstood in the context of broader Iranian policies in the region, in
Lebanon, in Iraq, in the Palestinian territories. We will also re-
mind the world that Iran is a country that is going 180 degrees in
the other direction in terms of democracy for its own people. The
Iranian people deserve better. This is a people who are connected
to the outside world, it is a great culture, they are great people,
and they deserve to be able to govern themselves.

I announced yesterday that the Administration would be seeking
a supplemental appropriations; $75 million additional funding for
democracy promotion in Iran. We will have to seek some changes
to our regulatory regime so we can work with nongovernmental or-
ganizations, work with human rights advocates. We will be getting
back to you about that. We believe this is an important thing to

In that regard, I want to thank very much the House and this
Committee and the sponsors of the resolution just passed on Iran.
It helps us very much. Thank you for doing that because I think
it helps us very much, Chairman Hyde, Congressman Lantos, Con-
gresswoman Ros-Lehtinen, because the world can see the United
States is united through both branches of its Government on this
issue concerning Iran. So thank you very much for that.

Finally, let me say that there are other challenges. The United
States is a country that I think recognizes now that we are not iso-
lated from the world. That when there are countries that are poorly
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governed, that there are failed states that cannot control their own
borders, meet their own peoples’ needs. When states become like
Afghanistan, we suffer. Afghanistan became a failed state and be-
came the home training ground for al-Qaeda, and we suffered. Not
just on September 11th. We suffered with the Cole, we suffered
with the Embassy bombings.

The failed state is a real threat to our peace and security. It is
also a threat to us to have states that cannot sustain themselves.
And so I have been working with our foreign assistance community
to make some changes to the way that we in the State Department
and USAID will try and align our foreign assistance to support the
development of well-governed states, states that govern wisely,
that fight corruption, are eligible for funding under the Millennium
Challenge Account.

But even those not yet capable of Millennium Challenge com-
pacts have to be encouraged to take responsibility for taking care
of the needs of their people. We do not want foreign assistance to
become a permanent dependency, we want it to be an enabler for
well-governed states.

I have, therefore, under my authorities, made some changes to
our foreign assistance organization. I want to say that we have a
very fine foreign assistance organization. USAID is on the front
lines in the promotion of democracy, in caring for the most vulner-
able populations and leading our teams in humanitarian disasters.
We do need better alignment, here in Washington as well as in the
field of our foreign assistance priorities.

The United States wants to always remain, I think, a country
that is compassionate. That is why the President has doubled offi-
cial development assistance, why we have the President’s emer-
gency plan for AIDS relief, why we have the plan for malaria relief
and so on.

But I know too that the American people are demanding, of all
of us, good stewardship of their dollars, fiscal responsibility. I know
that the American people are facing many, many priorities in this
budget season. And so I want to assure you that we are trying to
do everything that we can at the State Department to make certain
that we are not just standing still, but rather that we are trans-
forming ourselves to meet the challenges of the 21st century. That
has meant that we have made some changes too; to the way that
we are positioning our diplomacy. I have called it global repo-
sitioning. It is a bit the counterpart to the repositioning of our mili-
tary forces that the Pentagon has done.

But it means that we are asking our officers to serve in places
that are of growing interest to us, places like India and China and
Brazil and that we are moving some people out of places where we
have very fine relationships but where the demands are just dif-
ferent, largely in Europe.

So it has been an eventful year for the Department. I want you
to know that the men and women of the State Department are
some of the finest people with whom I have ever worked. They are
dedicated, they are unafraid, they are on the front lines, they are
working very, very hard, many times in places without their fami-
lies for more than a year, places like Baghdad and Kabul. And they
do it without complaint because they know that this moment in
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history is a critical one and they want to be a part of this moment
in history.

But I am very, very proud of the men and women of the State
Department. I am very proud of what the United States is doing
in the world and I am humbled to be the Secretary of State of this
country. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of the Secretary of State follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE CONDOLEEZZA RICE, THE SECRETARY OF
STATE, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee.

I appreciate this opportunity to address the Committee and to talk about Amer-
ica’s role in meeting the unprecedented challenges of our world today. I look forward
to working closely with Congress to ensure that America’s diplomacy has the nec-
essary 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 responsibility 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.

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
four years have weakened their capability. Our diplomacy plays a vital role in de-
feating 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.
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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
foreign peoples. We are enabling our diplomats to work more jointly with America’s
servicemen 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 200