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Statement of Principles

June 3, 1997

American foreign and defense policy is adrift. Conservatives have criticized the
incoherent policies of the Clinton Administration. They have aiso resisted isolationist
impulses from within their own ranks. But conservatives have not confidently advanced a
strategic vision of America's role in the world. They have not set forth guiding principles
for American foreign policy. They have aliowed differences over tactics to obscure
potential agreement on strategic objectives. And they have not fought for a defense
budget that would maintain American security and advance American interests in the
new century,

We aim to change this. We aim to make the case and rally support for American global
leadership.

As the 20th century draws to a close, the United States stands as the worla's preeminent
power. Having led the West to victory in the Cold War, America faces an opportunity and
a challenge: Does the United States have the vision to build upon the achievements of
past decades? Does the United States have the resolve to shape a new century
favorable to American principles and interests?

We are in danger of squandering the opportunity and failing the chalienge. We are living
off the capital -- both the military investments and the foreign policy achievements -- built
up by past administrations. Cuts in foreign affairs and defense spending, inattention to
the tools of statecraft, and inconstant leadership are making it increasingly difficult to
sustain American influence around the world. And the promise of short-term commercial
benefits threatens to override strategic considerations. As a consequence, we are
jeopardizing the naticn's ability to meet present threats and to deal with potentially
greater challenges that lie ahead.

We seem to have forgotten the essential elements of the Reagan Administration’s
success: a military that is strong and ready to meet both present and future challenges; a
foreign policy that boldly and purposefully prormotes American principles abroad, and
nationai leadership that accepts the United States' global responsibilities.

Of course, the United States must be prudent in how it exercises its power But we
cannot safely avoid the responsibilities of global leadership or the costs that are
associated with its exercise. America has a vital role in maintaining peace and security in
Europe, Asia, and the Middle East. If we shirk our responsibilities, we invite chailenges to
our fundamental interests. The history of the 20th century should have taught us that it is
important to shape circumstances before crises emerge, and to meet threats befare they
become dire. The history af this century should have taught us to embrace the cause of
American leadership.

Our aim is to remind Americans of these lessons and to draw their conseguences for
today. Here are four consequences:
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» » » we need to increase defense spending significantly if we are to carry out
our global
responsibilities today and medernize our armed forces for the future;

+ we need to strengthen our ties 1o democratic aliies and 1o challenge
regimes hostile to our interests and values;

« we need to promote the cause of political and economic freedom abroad;

» we need to accept responsibility for America’s unique role in preserving
and extending an international order friendly to our security, our prosperity,
and our principles.

Such a Reaganite policy of military strength and moral clarity may not be fashionabie
today. But it is necessary if the United States is to build on the successes of this past
century and to ensure our security and our greatness in the next.

Elliott Abrams Gary Bauer William J. Bennett Jeb Bush
Dick Cheney Eliot A. Cohen Midge Decter Paula Dobriansky Steve Forbes
Aaron Friedberg Francis Fukuyama Frank Gaffney Fred C. Ikle
Donald Kagan Zalmay Khalilzad | Lewis Libby Norman Podhoretz
Dan Quayle Peter W. Rodman Stephen P. Rosen Henry 5. Rowen

Donald Rumsfeld Vin Weber George Weigel Paul Woifowitz
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Direct From the Source

Toward a Comprehensive Strategy

By William Kriste! & others

Project for the New American Century
1150 17th St NW
Suite 510

Washington, DC 20037

September 20, 2001

The Honorable George W. Bush
President of the United States
Washington, DC

Dear Mr. President,

We write to endorse your admirable commitment to "lead the world to victory” in the war against terrorism.
We fully support your call for "a broad and sustained campaign" against the "terrorist organizations and those
who harbor and support them.” We agree with Secretary of State Powell that the United States must find and
punish the perpetrators of the horrific attack of September 11, and we must, as he said, "go after terrorism
wherever we find it in the world” and "get it by its branch and root.” We agree with the Secretary of State
that U.S. policy must aim not only at finding the people responsible for this incident. but must also target
those "other groups out there that mean us no good" and "that have conducted attacks previously against U.S.
personnel, U.S. interests and our allies."

In order to carry out this "first war of the 21st century” successfully, and in order, as you have said, to do
future “generations a favor by coming together and whipping terrorism,” we believe the following steps are
necessary parts of a comprehensive strategy.

Osama bin Laden
We agree that a key goal, but by no means the only goal, of the current war on terrorism should be to capture

or kill Osama bin Laden, and to destroy his network of associates. To this end, we support the necessary
military action in Afghanistan and the provision of substantial financial and military assistance to the
anti-Taliban forces in that country.

Iraq
We agree with Secretary of State Powell's recent statement that Saddam Hussein "is one of the leading

terrorists on the face of the Earth...." It may be that the Traqi government provided assistance in some form to
the recent attack on the United States. But even if evidence does not link Iraq directly to the attack, any
strategy aiming at the eradication of terrorism and its sponsors must include a determined effort to remove
Saddam Hussein from power in Iraq. Failure to undertake such an effort will constitute an early and perhaps
decisive surrender in the war on international terrorism. The United States must therefore provide full
military and financial support to the Iraqi opposition. American military force should be used to provide a
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"safe zore" in Iraq from which the opposition can operate. And American forces must be prepared to back up
our commitment to the Iraqi opposition by all necessary means.

Hezbollah

Hezbollah is one of the leading terrorist organizations in the world. It is suspected of having been involved in
the 1998 bombings of the American embassies in Africa, and implicated in the bombing of the U.S. Marine
barracks in Beirut in 1983. Hezbollah clearly falls in the category cited by Secretary Powell of groups “that
mean us no good” and "that have conducted attacks previously against U.S. personnel, U.S. interests and our
allies." Therefore, any war against terrorism must target Hezbollah, We believe the administration should
demand that Iran and Syria immediately cease all military, financial, and political support for Hezbollah and
its operations. Should Iran and Syria refuse to comply. the administration should consider appropriate
measures of retaliation against these known state sponsors of terrorism.

Israel and the Palestinian Authority

Israel has been and remains America's staunchest ally against international terrorism, especially in the Middle
East. The United States should fully support our fellow democracy in its fight against terrorism. We should
insist that the Palestinian Authority put a stop to terrorism emanating from territories under its control and
imprison those planning terrorist attacks against Israel. Until the Palestinian Authority moves against terror,
the United States should provide it no further assistance.

UL.S, Defense Budget

A sericus and victorious war on terrorism will require a large increase 1n defense spending, Fighting this war
may well require the United States to engage a well-armed foe, and will also require that we remain capable
of defending our interests elsewhere in the world. We urge that there be no hesitation in requesting whatever
funds for defense are needed to allow us to win this war,

There is, of course, much more that will have to be done. Diplomatic efforts will be required to enlist other
nations’ aid in this war on terrorism. Economic and financial tools at our disposal will have to be used. There
are other actions of a military nature that may well be needed. However, in our judgement the steps outlined
above constitute the minimum necessary if this war is to be fought effectively and brought to a successful
conclusion. Our purpose in writing is to assure you of our support as you do what must be done to lead the
nation to victory in this fight.

Sincerely,

William Kristol
Gary Bauer
Jeffrey Bell
William J. Bennett
Jeffrey Bergner
Eliot Cohen

Seth Cropsey
Midge Decter
Thomas Donnelly
Aaron Friedberg
Hillel Fradkin
Francis Fukuyama
Frank Gaffney
Jetfrey Gedmin
Reuel Marc Gerecht
Charles Hill

T of3 1 1 “L‘0559/OSD/1 5754 47112003 341 PM




Primary Documeat on NRO

Jof3

Bruce P.Jackson

Eli S. Jacobs
Michael Joyce
Donald Kagan
Robert Kagan

Jeane Kirkpatrick
Charles Krauthammer
John Lehman
Clifford May
Richard Perle

Martin Peretz
Norman Podhoretz
Randy Scheunemann
Gary Schmitt

William Schneider, Jr.

Richard H. Shultz
Henry Sokolski
Stephen J. Solarz
Vin Weber

Leon Wieseltier
Marshall Wittrnann
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[ am told Vice President Cheney made a couple of speeches in Louisiana 53\’“‘ m’\
yesterday. I don’t know which one it was, but in one of them he talked a lot about
the battle plan. It may have been in the Q&A or it may have been in the formal

speech, [ am told it was excellent.

[ would like to get those speeches on tape, so 1 can look at them. Please make sure

we get a copy of each for Gen. Franks as well.

Thanks.
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central regime authority. The streets are full of people celebrating. While
pockets of regime security forces may remain, they appear to be far less
effective at putting up any resistance.

In southern Irag today, British forces are securing the second largest
city, din Basra. Across Irag, we are beginning to see senior religious leaders
come forward urging their followers to support our coalition, another sure sign
that Saddam Hussein's regime is clearly doomed.

There mway well be hard fighting yet ahead. Regime forces are still in

control in northern Irag -- in Mosul and Kirkuk and Tikrit. Yet the conclusion
of the war will mark one of the most extraordinary military campaigns ever
conducted. Itts proceeded according to a carefully drawn plan with fixed

objectives and flexibility in meeting them. 1In the early days of the war, the
plan was criticized by some retired military officers embedded in TV studios.

(Laughter.) But with every day and every advance by our ceoalition forces, the
wisdom of that plan becomes more apparent. Secretary Rumsfeld, General Franks,
General Myers and General Pace at Pentagon -- and their subordinates -- have

done a superb job. 1It's been a most impressive performance. And coming on the
heels of the Afghanistan operation last year, it's proof positive of the success
of our efforts to transform our military to meet the challenges of the 21st
century.

Having been involved in planning and waging the Persian Gulf War in 1991 as
Secretary of Defense, I think I can say with some authority that this campaign
has displayed vastly improved capabilities, far better than we did a dozen years
ago. In Desert Storm, only 20 percent of our air-to-ground fighters could guide
a laser-guided bomb to target. Today, all of our air-to-grocund fighters have

that capability. In Deserc Storm, it usually took up to two days for targec
planners tao get a photo of a targec, confirm its coordinates, plan the mission,
and deliver it to the bomber crew. Now we have near real-time imaging of

targets with photos and coordinates transmitted by e-mail to aircraft already in
flight. 1In Desert Storm, battalion, brigade and division commanders had to rely
on maps, grease pencils and radio reports to track the movements of our forces.
Today our commanders have a real-time display of our own forces on their
computer screens. In Desert Storm, we did not yet have the B-2. But that
aircraft 1is now critical to our operations. And con a single bombing sortie, a
B-2 <can hit 16 separate targets, each with a 2,000-pound, precision-guided,
satellite-based weapon.

The superior technology we now possess 15, perhaps, the most obvious
difference between the Gulf War and the present conflict. But there are many

others. Desert Storm began with & 38-day air campaign, followed by a brief
ground attack. In Operation Iragli Freedom, the ground war began before the air
war. In 1991, Saddam Hussein had time to set Kuwait's oil fields ablaze. 1In

the current conflict, forces sent in early protected the 600 oil fields in
southern Traq, prevented an environmental catastrophe, and safeguarded a
resource that's wvital for the future of the people of Irag. During Operation
Desert Storm, Saddam managed to fire Scud missiles at Israel and Saudi Arabia.
This time was different, again, thanks to Special Operations Forces, which
seized control of the missile launch baskets in western Irag, preventing their
use by the enemy. Our Special Ops forces -- joined by those of the British, the
Rustralian, and the Poligh allies -- have played a vital role in the guccess of
the current campaign.

During Operation Desert Storm, we faced a massive flow of refugees in need
of aid and shelter. But so far, in Operation Iragi Freedom, we've averted a
large-scale humanitarian crisis, U.S. and Royal Marines succeeded in taking the
Al Faw Peninsula and cleared a path for humanitarian aid. And today, even as
fighting continues, c¢ecalition forces are bringing food and water and medical
supplies to liberated Traqis.

Locking at the overall effort, Saddam Hussein apparently expected that this
war would essentially be a replay of Desert Storm. And although he realized
that some 250,000 Americans and ccalition forces were stationed in the Gulf on
the eve of the war, he seems to have assumed there was ample time to destroy the
oil fields he had rigged to explode and the bridges that he had wired. But the
tactics employed by General Franks were bold. They made the most of every
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technological advantage of our military, and they succeeded in taking the enemy
by surprise.

Let me gquote the mwilitary historian Victor Davis Hanson writing several
days ago: "By any fair standard of even the most dazzling charges in military
history, the Germans in the Ardennes in the Spring of 1940, or Patton's romp in
July of 1544, the present race to Baghdad is unprecedented in its speed and

daring, and in the 1lightness of 1ts casualties.” Hanson calls the campaign
"historically unprecedented” and predicts that its "logistics will be studied
for decades". Bottom 1line, with less than half of the ground forces and

two-thirds of the air assets used 12 vyears ago in Desert Storm, Secretary
Rumsfeld and General Franks have achieved a far more difficult objective.

Yet until this war 1s fully wan, we cannot be overconfident in our
position, and we must not underestimate the desperation of whatever forces
remain 1leyal to the dictator. We know full well the nature of the enemy we are
dealing with. Servants of the regime have used hospitals, schools and mosques
for military operations. They have tartured and executed prisoners of war.
They have forced women and c¢hildren ta serve as human shields. They have
transported death sguads in ambulances, fought in civilian clothes, feigned
surrender and opened fire on our forges, and shot civilians who welcomed
coalition troops.

In dealing with such an enemy, wWe must expect vicicus tactics until the
regime's final breath. The hardest combat could still be ahead of us. O©Only the
outcome can be predicted with certainty: Irag will be disarmed of its weapons
of mass destruction; the regime will end; and the Iragi people will be free.

In removing the terror regime from Irag, we send a very clear message Lo
all groups that operate by means of terror and violence against the ianocent.
The United States and our coalition partners are showing that we have the
capacity and the will to wage war on terrar -- and to win decisively.

When I last spoke to this organization in 1990, the Ccld War was ending,
and I sald then that we were looking at a new era in national security policy.
Today, we are not just looking at a new era, we are actually living through it.
The exact nature of the new dangers revealed themselves on September 11, 2001,
with the wmurder of 3,000 innocent, unsuspecting men, women and children right
here at home. The attack on our country forced us to come to grips with the
pessibility that the next time terrorists strike, they may well be armed with
more than just plane tickets and box cutters. The next time they might direct
chemical agents or diseases at our population, or attempt to detonate a nuclear
weapon 1in one of our cities. These are not abstract matters to ponder -- they
are real dangers that we must guard against and confront before it's too late.
From the training manuals and documents that we've seized in the war on terror,
and from the interrcgations we've conducted, we know the terrorists are
determined to acquire weapons of mass destruction, and to use them against us.
With September 1lth as a fresh wemory, no rational person can doubt that
terrorists would use such weapons of mass murder the moment they are able to do
50.

The government of the United States has a moral duty to confront these
threats, and to do whatever it takes to defeat them. And as the leading power,
we have a further responsibility to help keep the peace of the world and to
prevent terrorists and theilr sponsors from plunging the world into horrific
violence. President Bush takes that responsibility very seriously, and he is
meeting it with great resolve and with clarity of purpose.

If we are to protect the American people and defend civilization against
determined enemies, we cannot always rely on the old Cold War remedies of

containment and deterrence. Ceontainment does not work against a rogue state
that possesses weapons of mass destruction and chooses to secretly deliver them
to its terrorist allies. Deterrence does not work when we are dealing with

terrorists who have no country to defend, who revel in vioclence, and who are
willing to sacrifice their own lives in order to kill millicns of cthers. To
meet the unprecedented dangers posed by rogue states with weapons of mass
destruction, and terrorist networks with global reach, our administration has
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taken urgent and, at times, unprecedented action.

One of these important things we have done is to strengthen the defense of
the homeland. As the President requested, Congress created the Department of
Homeland Security to mobilize against a wide range of potential threats. We
have put more marshals on airplanes; stepped up security at airports, power
plants, ports and border crossings. We have incoculated ocur troops against
anthrax and smallpox and made the vaccines available for first responders, who
are stockpiling encugh smallpox vaccine for every American. We have proposed
and urge Congress to pass Project BioShield -- a comprehensive effort toc develop
and make available modern, effective drugs and treatments to counter a chemical
or biological attack. B&nd Project Bioshield is a critical element of defense in
this new era.

But we know that playing defense 1isn't enough -- we have to seize the
coffense against terrorists. So we are going after the terrorists, hunting them
down, freezing their assets, disrupring their chain of command. We've had great
successes vrecently with the capture of two key figures in the Septempber 1llth
attacks -- Ramzi Bin al-Shibh and Khalid Sheik Mohammed. And, of course, we
#till have forces on the ground in Afghanisatan working with that country's
government to rid it of the Taliban and al Qaeda elements.

our war on terror continues on every front, from law enforcement, to
intelligence, to military actian. The President has made clear from the
beginning that this will be a long and a focused effort -- not only because the
terrorists operate in <the shadows, but also because they enjoy the backing of
cutlaw states. It is this alliance between terrorist networks seeking weapons
of mass destruction and rogque states developing or already possessing these
weapons that constitutes the gravest current threat to America's national
security.

Therefore, a vital element of our strategy against terror must be to break
the alliance berween terrorist organizations and terrorist-sponsoring states.
The <c¢hemical and biological weapons that Saddam Hussein 1is known to have
produced are the very instruments that terrorists are seeking in corder to
inflict devastating harm on the people of this country, in Europe, and in the
Middle East. That's why from the day the Gulf War ended in 1951, the United
States has supported the efforts of the U.N. Security Council to disarm Irag of
its weapons of mass destruction. And that is why the United States today is
enforcing that demand.

As we meet this morning, I cannot predict with certainty how soon this war
will be over. Although I am pleased, as is everyone else, to see the reports
coming out of Baghdad today, I want to caution everybody that we still have a
lot of work to do yet. I am certain that when it is successfully concluded, the
friends of the United States -- throughout the world and in the Middle East --
will be deeply heartened by this victory and will prove far more willing to
stand up to the tyrants and terrcrists in their midst.

The end of Saddam's regime will remove a source of violence and instability

in a wvital part of the world. A new regime in Iragqg will also serve as a
dramatic and inspiring example of freedom to other nations in the Middle East.
As President Bush has said: "The United $States, with other countries, will work

to advance liberty and peace in that region. OCur goal will not be achieved
overnight, but it can come over time. The power and the appeal of human liberty
is felt 1in every life and every land. And the greatest power of freedom is to
overcome hatred and violence and turn the creative gifts of men and women to the
pursuits of peace."

The actions of our coalition now being taken in Irag today have come at a

cost. But the cost of inaction would have been far greater. &nd they would
have been paid, neot just by future generations, but very likely by our own, as
well, By their skill and courage, the American armed forces joined by the

finest of allies are making this nation and the world more secure. They are
bringing freedom where there is tyranny, relief where there is suffering. As a
former Secretary of Defense, I've never been more proud of those who wear the
uniform of the United States military.
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Later this morning, here in New Orleans, my wife, Lynne, and I will visit
the National D-Day Museum, the museum founded on the initiative of the late
Stephen Ambrose, whose writings did so much to acquaint Americans of today with
the hercism of the World War II generation. In one of his books, Ambrose

related a soldier's memcries cof that period in our history. "In the spring of
1%45," he said, *around the world, the sight of a 12-man squad cf teenage boys
armed, in wuniform, brought terror to people’s hearts. But there was an
exception: a squad of G.I.'s, a sight that brought the biggest smiles you ever

saw to people's lips and joy to their hearcs. G.I.'s meant candy, cigarettes,
C-rations, and freedom. America had sent the best of her young men arcund the
world, not to conguer, but to liberate; not to terrorize, but tc help.”

Ladies and gentlemen, in the spring of 2003, the American people and the
watching world are seeing another great generation. The citizens of Iraq, like
so many oppressed peoples befare them, are coming to know the kind of men and
women that America sends forth to meet danger and tc defend freedom. We can all
be thankful that our country still produces such men and women -- this great
force o©of volunteers, placing themselves between our country and our enemies.
And when their mission is accomplished, we look forward to welcoming them home
with pride and with gratitude.

Thank you. (Applause.)

It's my understanding the drill 1is, for questions, I think we've got
microphones in each aisle, and anybody who wants, step up and 1'l1l be happy to
respond as best I can. Yes, sir.

0 Mr. Vice President, Edward Seaton (ph} from the Manhattan Mercury in
Kansas. As you know, 11 journalists have been killed in this war. I think that
represents about 9 percent of the total of U.S. and British troops who have been
lost. Yesterday was a particularly grueling day for journalists, beth U.S.
journaliscts and international Jjournalists. There were three journalists who
died yesterday., and there were cthree strikes that have been questioned,
particularly in the Arab world, that have the look of perhaps mere than simple
military action -- at least that‘s been the allegaticn in some guarters.
Abudabi TV was hit, was struck by U.S. fire. A missile hit Al Jazeera TV, and
the Palestine Hotel was struck by tank rounds. I wonder if you could speak to
those allegations that we're hearing from the Arab world, and just generally,
the issue of safety. particularly of journalists who are not embedded with U.S.
forces or British forces.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, I appreciate the guestion. Obviously,, as I
mentioned in my remarks, any loss of innocent life in the military action is to
be regretted. The suggestion that somehow the United States would have

deliberately attacked journalists is obviously totally false. After all of the
effort we went to to make the battlefield, so te speak, available to
journalists, ta embed hundreds of journalists, both Americans and foreigners,
with our forces, to be right there on the front lines where they could report in
real time what's going on. has been, I think, a very important and positive
contribution. But the suggestion that having done that, we would somehow then
encourage deliberate attacks on journalists makes ne sense at all. You'd have
to be an idiot toc believe that.

The fact is that our troops have come through three weeks of fighting
through southern Iraq into Baghdad. They have, during that period of time, been
fired upon from mosques, from scheools, from other kinds of civilian facilities.
They have seen the enemy take off their uniforms and put on civilian clothes.
They've seen civilians used as human shields, They've been fired upon under a
white flag of truce. And they are specifically authorized under the rules of
engagement, anytime they believe they believe they're fired upon to return fire,
to defend themselves. BAnd I have ne reason to believe that that wasn't the case
here. That is to say that their response was simply the act of troops in a
combat zone responding to what they perceived to be threats agaiunst them.

It's always unfortunate -- we try to remind people, especially reporters,
that when vyou go intc a war zone it isg risky. There are great dangers in that
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kind of a setting, and we cannot guarantee everybody's safety. We do the very
best we can, but it's still a war zone. And hopefully, the conflict will end as
soon as possible and there won't be any more loss of innocent life, either
civilians or reporters. So, we regret that it happened, but unfortunately, it's
the kind of thing that happens in modern warfare.

Q Mr. Vice President, I'm Chris Pack (ph), the editor of the Memphis
Commercial Appeal and a Wyoming native.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: -- ranger, I believe.
Q That's correct.

THE VICE PRESIDENT: A great newspaper. They used to endorse me when I ran
for Congress.

Q Yes, they did. {Laughter.) You talked about the technological
advantages we have 1in the war in Irag. <Could we talk a little bit about the
psychological aspects of the war? Do you think, after this war, that we're
going to have a difficult time making the case in the Arab world that we are
there as liberators and not aggressors? And how do you think we're going to
need to deal with the Arab leadership and the tremendous anger that's being
portrayed and projected towards America as a result of this war?

THE VICE PRESIDENT: Well, I think there's no gquestion but there's work to
be done in that area. I've always found a litcle bit frustrating, all the years
that TI've bheen dealing with problems in that part of the world, going back now,
I suppose, 20-some years, to find this criticism that's somecimes leveled at the
United States based on our operations aut there when I think the record of the
United States over the years may not be perfect, but we have gone to war now on
a number of occasions, frankly, to protect Muslims, to role back Saddam
Hussein's aqgression in Kuwait in 1990 and '%l, in the Balkans, in Bosnia, and
elsewhere.

In this case, we were, after great provocation and after 12 years of
unsuccessful efforts by the U.N., acting to eliminate one of the most brutal
dictators of our time. A man who probably was responsible for the death of at
least a million Muslims, half of them his own people. A man who ran a horrific
police state. And I see that, and I see the ocutpouring of joy in the streets of
Baghdad today by the Iraql people at their liberaticen, and still the U.S5. is
subject to criticism from cur friends in the region.

And I think we need to do everything we can, partly to tell our side of the
story. I think most pegple who live in that part of the world don't have access
to free media, and I think it would be an improvement if they did. There's
clearly more work that needs to be done in that area by us. But I think, in the
final analysis, history will judge us, and hkopefully, the peocple of the region
will judge us based upon what happens next in Irag, in how we conduct ourselves
going forward, in whether or not we keep the commitment we made -- which we
definitely will keep just as quickly as possible, to establish a viable
repregentative, democratic government in Irag, and to withdraw our forces just
as quickly as we can.

We are not there as occupiers. We have no interest in the oil. We have no
interest in maintaining forces there a minute longer than is necessary. And I
think when they see how we function, how rapidly we move in that direction,
whether or not we keep the commitments we made, hopefully they'll come to judge
that what we've done here was, 1in fact, necessary and appropriate to the
circumstances, and that the people of Irag are far better off for our having
eliminated this horrific regime than they were if 